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This  file  contains  copies  of  all  conunents  received  on  the  Draft  EIS 
in  written  form  or  as  oral  testimony  at  the  eleven  public  hearings 
held  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  comments.  All  timely  comments 
received  were  considered  in  the  preparation  of  the  Final  EIS.  Infor¬ 
mation  provided  in  the  comments  or  obtained  indirectly  as  a  result 
of  the  comments  lead  to  extensive  refinement  of  the  Draft  EIS.  The 
changes  made  in  the  draft  that  relate  to  specific  comments  are  noted 
immediately  after  each  complete  statement  in  this  file.  Those  comments 
pertaining  to  environmental  impacts  that  did  not  result  in  changes  are 
also  noted. 


Comments  pertaining  to  matters  outside  the  scope  of  the  EIS  or  that 
do  not  provide  a  basis  for  modification  of  the  Draft  EIS  have  not 
been  responded  to  in  this  file. 

Such  comments  include: 


1)  mere  statements,  unaccompanied  by  supporting  data  or 
information,  of  approval,  disapproval,  proposed  prefer¬ 
ence  or  objection  regarding  the  pipeline  systems,  por¬ 
tions  of  it,  or  particular  alternative  routes 

2)  suggestions  for  certain  environmental  safeguards  or  permit 
stipulations,  since  formal  stipulations  were  not  included 
in  the  EIS,  but  will  be  developed  subsequently  if  the 
decision  is  made  to  issue  any  of  the  requested  permits 

or  rights-of-way 

3)  comments  pertaining  to  procedural  matters  associated 
with  processing  the  application  and  monitoring  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation  of  the  pipeline  system. 

These  comments  will  be  taken  into  account  as  approporiate ,  in  the 
deliberations  leading  to  approval  or  disapproval  of  the  application, 
in  the  development  of  any  stipulations  and  in  related  actions. 
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Memo  to  EIS  Task  Force,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Washington,  D.C.  Subj: 
Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System 


The  following  is  the  corrected  table  with  crossings,  legal 
description,  line  name,  and  mile  map.  We  find  that  BPA 
approved  crossing  permit  applications  for  the  crossings 
listed  below  and  are  covered  in  contract  No.  14-03-29396, 
dated  September  30,  1974. 


To:  Task  Force,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 

System,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Washington,  D.C. 
ACT1NC. 

From:  Administrator 

Subject:  Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on 
the  Alaska  Natural  G^s  Transportation  System 


Per  your  request  we  have  reviewed  subject  statement.  The 
following  comments  concern  the  effect  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  pipeline  may  have  on  Bonneville  Power 
Administration's  transmission  facilities. 

Two  pipelines  would  be  located  within  the  BPA  service  area 
and  would  enter  the  United  States  at  Kingsgate,  Canada,  cross 
the  panhandle  of  Idaho,  and  continue  into  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington.  These  two  lines  would  be  parallel  to  a  point  in 
southwestern  Whitman  County  where  one  line  runs  in  a  general 
southwesterly  direction  paralleling  an  existing  Pacific  Gas 
Transmission  Company  36-inch  line,  which  was  constructed  in 
1961,  to  the  San  Francisco  area.  This  EIS  noted  only  the 
location  of  powerline  crossings  on  the  Ki ngs gate-San  Francisco 
section . 

The  table  on  pages  22  and  23,  Volume  1,  Part  IV  lists  the 
crossings  of  BPA  transmission  lines.  Some  of  the  legal  de¬ 
scriptions  should  be: 


.^ov-UT/o* 


In  Text 


Correct 


Section 

16 

T  59N 

R1E 

BM 

Section 

16 

T59N 

R1W 

BM 

Section 

10 

T57N 

R2E 

BM 

Section 

10 

T57N 

R2W 

BM 

Section 

9 

T53N 

R3E 

BM 

Section 

9 

T53N 

R3W 

BM 

Section 

23 

T10S 

R 1  4  E 

WM 

Section 

24 

T10S 

R14E 

WM 

Section 

23 

T10S 

R1  4E 

WM 

Section 

24 

T10S 

R14E 

WM 

Township  and 

Ranqe 

Section 

Line  Name 

BPA 

Mi  1  e 

Ma  p 

T62N ,  R1E  BM 

35 

Bonners  Ferry-Troy 

1 

T59N ,  R1W  BM 

16 

Sand  Poi nt-Bonners  Ferry 

18 

T57N ,  R2W  BM 

9 

Sand  Poi nt-Bonners  Ferry 

4 

T53N,  R3W  BM 

9 

Spirit  Lake-Athol 

6 

Township  and 

Ranqe 

Section 

Line  Name 

BPA 

Mi  1  e 

Map 

T 1 3 N ,  R37E  WM 

28 

Lower  Monumenta 1 -Li  ttl  e 
Goose  #1 

19 

T7N ,  R32E  WM 

3 

Frankl i n-Wal la  Walla 

1  7 

T4N ,  R29E  WM 

29 

McNary -Pendleton 

12 

T4S ,  R20E  WM 

2 

De Moss-Fossil 

33 

T7S  ,  R 1 5 E  WM 

23 

John  Day-Grizzly  #1 

55 

T7S  ,  R15E  WM 

23 

John  Day-Grizzly  #2 

55 

T 1  OS  ,  R 1 4 E  WM 

1  2 

Cel i 1 o-Sylmar 

65 

T10S,  R14E  WM 

24 

John  Day-Grizzly  HI 

74 

T10S,  R14E  WM 

24 

John  Day-Grizzly  #2 

74 

T16S,  R13E  WM 

1  5 

Redmond-Burns 

7 

T1 7 S  ,  R 1 2 E  WM 

36 

Redmond- Kl ama th  Falls 

1  5 

T26S ,  R8E  WM 

29 

Redmond- Kl ama th  Falls 

77 

The  natural  gas  lines  must  also  cross  the  Bell-Noxon  (Spokane-  ft 
Hot  Springs),  Walla  Wal 1 a-Lewi ston ,  and  the  Pendleton-La  Grandeft  2. 
transmission  lines  for  which  no  crossing  permits  were  issued 
and  are  not  referenced  in  the  EIS.  ® 

The  discussion  of  powerline  crossings  in  the  narrative  are 
meager  and  general.  A  total  of  43  known  powerlines  are  crossed 
in  the  lower  48  states,  and  numerous  electric  power  facilities 
are  crossed  or  are  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  pipeline. 
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Memo  to  EIS  Task  Force,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Washington,  D.C.  Subj: 
Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System 


Nothing  was  noted  as  to  the  impacts  or  hazards  to  powerlines.  I 
The  statement  should  discuss  these  impacts  and  the  special  I 

designs  to  be  employed  to  minimize  construction  and  opera-  I  3 

tional  hazards  in  relation  to  the  transmission  line  crossings.  I 
Specific  precautions  to  be  taken  when  near  high-voltage  trans-  I 
mission  lines  ought  to  be  spelled  out  in  detail  as  suggested 
in  Volume  IV,  page  772.  m 


Figure  1.1. 4. 2. -6  is  missing  from  Volume  1,  Part  IV.  The 
proposed  Celilo-Mead  d-c  line  as  located  on  Fi  gu  re  1  .’1  . 4 . 2  .  -  7 
is  in  error.  The  line  is  planned  to  parallel  the  Cel i 1 o-Syl mar| 
d-c  line  through  Oregon. 

In  Volume  IV,  page  66,  insert  the  following  description  before,| 
"3)  Route  Surveillance"  and  renumber  succeeding  sections. 


I 


3)  HVDC  Ground  Current 

The  proposed  pipeline  comes  within  33  miles  of  the  ground 
electrode  at  the  Celilo  terminal  of  the  Pacific  High  Voltage 
Direct  Current  intertie.  Recognizing  the  possibility  of  the 
occasional  failure  of  the  cathodic  protection  system,  addi¬ 
tional  surveillance  of  the  pipeline  in  this  area  might  be 
requi red . 


The  HVDC  system  utilizes  two  metallic  conductors  for  normal 
(bipolar)  operation.  During  emergency  operation,  however, 
the  system  can  be  used  in  a  monopolar  mode,  using  the  earth 
as  a  return.  The  operators  of  the  intertie  will  attempt  to 
minimize  the  amount  of  ground  current  due  to  normal  bipolar 
unbalance.  This  has  historically  been  an  average  of  approx¬ 
imately  5  amps.  The  operators  will  also  strive  to  minimize 
the  ampere-hours  of  emergency  monopolar  ground  current 
operation  in  any  one  year.  This  takes  into  consideration  the 
availability  of  monopolar  metallic  return  for  long-term  pole 
outages  and  planned  maintenance  of  pole  equipment.  For  the 
period  August  1972  to  December  1974,  the  number  of  ampere- 
hours  of  ground  electrode  current  exceeding  20  amps  has  been 
31  ,719. 


The  proposed  pipeline  closely  parallels  the  already  existing 
pipeline  in  this  area  of  proximity  to  the  d-c  electrode. 
Ground  current  due  to  the  d-c  electrode  at  this  point  is 
considered  negligible. 
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System,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Washington,  D.C.  Subj: 
Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System 


On  the  bottom  of  page  I V - 9 36  and  top  of  page  938,  a  portion 
of  the  text  is  missing. 

Eight  lines  from  the  bottom  of  page  VI-373,  "931  Btu"  should 
read,  "931  BBtu." 


v 

b 


In  general,  it  is  felt  that  the  level  of  analysis  in  the 
draft  EIS  is  not  detailed  enough  to  allow  for  more  specific 
comments. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this 
draft . 
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Trust  Facilitation 
EQ 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Bonneville  Power  Administration 
dated  October  14,  1975 


1.  The  statement  was  changed  to  correct  the  legal  land  descriptions 
(see  section  2.1,4.11,  page  210  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume 

2.  The  statement  was  changed  to  reference  Bill  -  Noxon  transmission 
line  (see  section  2.1.4.11,  page  210  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume). 

3.  Stipulations  are  not  included  in  the  EIS. 

4.  The  statement  was  changed  to  reflect  corrections  in  Figures  1.1. 4. 2. 6 
and  1.1. 4. 2. 7  and  descriptive  material  (see  page  214  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume) . 

5.  The  text  has  been  changed  (see  pages  2  &  3  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Volume) . 

6.  The  text  has  been  changed  (see  page  146  of  the  Alternatives  Volume). 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 


Memorandum 


TO 


4 

FROM 


Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 
:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 


Office  of  Trust  Responsibilities 


-  BIA 


date:  $  075 


SUBJECT:  Review  of  draft  environmental  statement  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 


In  response  to  your  request  of  July  26,  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  (ANGTS)  Environmental  Statement  has  been  reviewed  with  particular 
reference  to  locating  potential  affects  on  Indian  trust  lands  and  rights  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Bureau. 

Our  reviewers  reported  that  portions  of  the  transportation  system  may  involve 
Indian  trust  lands  and  negotiations  for  acquiring  rights-of-way  may  be  necessary. 
The  areas  of  specific  concerns  are  northern  California  and  eastern  Oregon  of  the 
West  Coast  part  and  northeastern  Montana  of  the  North  Border  part. 

It  is  recommended  that  early  negotiations  be  undertaken  with  affected  tribes 
and/or  Indian  allotters  to  prevent  conflicts.  It  should  be  understood  that 
as  Indian  tribes  they  have  a  quasi-state  authority  for  the  health  and  general 
welfare  of  their  people  in  addition  to  agreeing  to  the  specifics  of  trust 
actions  taken  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

Our  review  did  not  identify  environmental  issues  which  would  significantly 
modify  impact  related  to  Indian  land-s  being  influenced  by  the  proposed  ANGTS. 


tj, 

r- a  Buy  U.S.  Savings  Bonds  Regularly  on  the  Payroll  Savings  Plan 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 
dated  November  3,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  OUTDOOR  RECREATION 
WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20240 


IN  Rt PLY  REFER  TO 

DES-75/44 


OCT  "  o  1975 


Memorandum 


To:  Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 

iBureau  of  Land  Management 

y 

Director,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 

Review  of  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


r  rom  i 
Subject: 


We  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  have  the  following  comments 
to  offer. 

General  Comments 

Although  there  is  a  massive  amount  of  material,  it  has  been  well-organized 
and  provides  clear  information  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of  the  I 
proposed  pipeline.  However,  the  draft  statement  would  be  improved  if  it  ■ 
would  also  delineate  "key"  or  "critical"  resource  areas  and  then  discuss  I 
them  in  detail.  These  key  areas  would  be  areas  where  the  most  significant  ■  . 

impacts  are  likely  to  occur  (e.g.,  wetlands,  badlands,  river  crossings,  ■  ' 

wildlife  and  recreation  areas,  etc.).  Discussing  these  sites  in  their  B 

entirety  would  give  a  much  better  picture  of  them  than  breaking  up  the  discussion 
according  to  each  type  of  resource.  The  statement's  present  organization  ■ 
makes  it  very  difficult  to  determine  what  type  of  environment  exists  in 
these  areas. 


It  is  unclear  just  what  mitigation  measures  will  take  place.  The  discussion] 
of  the  mitigating  measures  should  deal  only  with  those  things  which  will 
actually  be  required  of  the  applicant,  not  what  should  be  done.  Can  the 
mitigating  measures  proposed  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  be  required 
of  the  applicant?  It  is  not  explicit  in  the  statement  whether  this  is 
possible  or  not.  One  cannot  determine  what  the  impact  will  be  without  a 
clear  understanding  of  the  mitigation  measures  which  actually  will  be 
undertaken. 


Specific  Comments 


Part  I 


1.3 


The  draft  statement  is  based  on  a 
statement  define  exactly  how  wide 


corridor  concept, 
the  corridor  is. 


but  nowhere  does  the 
Although  the  statement 


I3 


2 


on  page  1-3  defines  the  corridor  as  "several  miles,"  this  is  not 
specific  enough.  The  final  statement  should  address  this  question 
and  define  the  width  of  the  corridor. 
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1.6 

In  the  Executive  Highlights  the  start  up  capacity  of  the  pipeline  is 
defined  as  3.25  billion  cubic  feet  per  day,  but  it  is  listed  as  2.25  billion 
cubic  feet  per  day^in  Part  I,  Volume  1,  page  1-6.  This  discrepancy  should 
be  rectified. 
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Part  II  -  11.921,  3rd  paragraph.  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  AAGPC  Pipeline 

System  or.  Recreational  Resources  and  L'se 


11.1673,  2nd  paragraph 

If  there  is  planned  construction  of  "13  miles  of  permanent  road  in 
mountainous  terrain,"  the  earlier  statement  on  page  1519,  paragraph  2, 
that  "new  permanent  roads  will  not  be  built,"  should  be  corrected. 

11.1755,  Impacts  Caused  by  the  Interior  Alternative  Pipeline  System  on 

Recreatlcr.  a.-.d  Esthetic  resources 

The  long-range  possibility  that  there  could  be  a  permanent  road  from  the 
Yukon  River  north  to  the  Coleen  area  should  be  added  to  the  discussion  of 
the  effects  of  improvement  of  access  on  recreation  and  esthetics. 


We  do  not  agree  with  the  statement  that  the  extent  of  physical  destruction 
to  recreational  resources  "is  limited  to  the  area  beneath  the  pipeline  and 
its  related  facilities."  Certain  borrow  sites,  where  excavation  will 
severely  disturb  primitive  recreational  resources,  should  be  added  to  the 
"primary  impact"  category.  This  will  be  significant  since  excavation  of 
a  total  of  "at  least  3.1  million  cubic  yards  of  borrow  materials"  (p.  654) 
is  planned. 

11.1435,  Impacts  of  the  Offshore  Alternative  on  Recreation  and  Esthetics 

In  the  earlier  discussion  of  climate  and  the  offshore  alternate  (p.  1401) , 
the  historic  report  of  difficulties  experienced  in  shipping  along  the 
Beaufort  Sea  Coast  is  noted.  Presumably,  this  report  will  be  updated  in 
the  final  environmental  statement  to  include  the  more  recent  problems  of 
tugs  and  barges  frozen  into  the  Sea  (Summer,  1975). 

This  recurring  situation  will  present  significant  difficulties  for  all 
alternatives  which  rely  on  coastal  shipping  of  equipment  and  supplies. 

Our  concern  is  that  the  potential  for  accidents  or  spills  from  offshore 
traffic  is  not  included  in  the  description  of  impacts  of  the  offshore 
alternative  on  recreation  and  esthetics.  Since  there  are  distinctive 
recreation  and  esthetic  values  along  the  Beaufort  Sea  Coast,  we  believe 
some  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  potential  for  harm  to  these 
resources. 

11.1666,  2nd  paragraph.  The  Interior  Alternate  Route  -  Recreation  and 

Esthetics 

While  the  anticipated  intensity  of  recreation  use  is  impossible  to  predict, 
it  seems  certain  that  more  than  a  slow  increase  in  demand  for  recreation 
will  be  created  by  construction  along  this  route.  Improved  access  to  an 
area  with  high-quality  recreation  and  esthetic  values,  combined  with  the 
construction  boom  work  force  of  approximately  5,000,  could  drastically 
increase  the  demand  for  recreation. 


S 
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Part  III 
No  comments. 
Part  IV 


Our  only  comment  on  Part  IV  is  in  reference  to  the  ITA(A)  pipeline  proposal 
and,  in  particular,  sections  which  refer  to  the  Owyhee  River. 

The  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  has  recently  initiated  a  study  of  the 
Owyhee  River  in  compliance  with  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act. 

The  text  on  pages  1524  and  1780,  and  in  other  portions  that  mention  the 
river  and  its  potential  for  classification  needs  to  include  this  information 

Part  V. 040 ,  363,  and  942 

The  depth  to  which  the  pipeline  will  be  buried  is  not  specifically  defined. 
Title  40  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  provides  that  the  pipeline  must 
be  buried  at  least  18  inches.  However,  when  this  subject  is  discussed  in 
the  draft,  it  is  stated  on  page  V-040  that  the  pipeline  will  be  buried  at  an 
average  of  30  to  36  inches  below  the  ground?  on  page  V-363,  that  the  pipelin 
will  be  "placed  at  a  minimum  depth  of  about  7  feet;"  and  on  page  V-942,  that 
"the  trench  generally  will  be  from  7  to  8  feet  deep,  and  will  in  few  places 
exceed  10  feet."  These  seeming  discrepancies  should  be  cleared  up. 

V.  512 

The  discussion  of  the  proposed  crossing  of  the  Little  Missouri  on  page  V-512 
does  not  adequately  describe  this  resource.  The  statement  does  mention 
that  this  is  a  "5(d)"  river,  but  does  not  give  the  reader  enough  detail  to 
enable  him  to  understand  the  river's  characteristics  in  the  area  of  the 
proposed  crossing.  The  discussion  by  resource  does  not  give  a  complete 
picture  of  the  Little  Missouri,  the  badlands,  and  the  riparian  vegetation 
which  makes  this  area  a  special  site. 
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V.  526 

The  discussion  of  the  crossings  of  the  Wapsipinicon  River  has  many  of  the 
same  problems  as  that  of  the  Little  Missouri.  It  does  not  deal  with  the 
environment  at  the  crossings.  On  page  V-526,  a  paragraph  describes  the 
river  basin,  but  does  not  deal  specifically  with  the  proposed  corridor. 


the  mitigation  section  which  avoid  West  Fork  River  Green  Belt,  Big  Bend 
State  Conservation  Area,  Starved  Rock  and  Matthiessen  State  Parks, 

Mingo  Creek  Park,  Round  Hill  Regional  Park,  Salamonie  State  Recreation 
Area,  and  the  crossings  of  the  Wapsipinicon  River. 

V.  1277 


V.  537 

Elaboration  of  the  fourth  paragraph  on  page  V-537  is  needed.  The  draft 
should  explain  how  the  river  can  have  a  flow  of  17,120  cfs  for  90  percent 
of  the  time  and  a  flow  of  32,240  cfs  for  50  percent  of  the  time. 

V. 635-639 


The  discussion  of  Unique,  Sensitive  and/or  Threatened  Ecosystems  on 
pages  V-635  through  V-639  is  incomplete.  The  Badlands  of  North  Dakota 
are  both  unique  and  sensitive  and  should  be  dealt  with  in  this  section. 
Disruption  of  this  sensitive  land  type  will  cause  significant  impacts,  and 
the  description  of  these  lands  should  be  detailed  enough  to  recognize  this 
fact. 


V.  931 

The  section  dealing  with  the  permanent  changes  to  the  landscape  (p.  V-931) 
states  that  the  trench  for  the  pipeline  may  not  be  filled  and  would  be 
evident  for  the  life  of  the  project  in  the  vicinity  of  the  crossing  of  the 
Little  Missouri  River.  This  is  a  significant  impact  for  which  specific 
mitigation  should  be  implemented.  The  scar  will  be  permanent  rather  than 
for  the  life  of  the  project  unless  the  trench  can  be  repaired.  If  it  is 
possible  to  fill  the  trench  and  reestablish  vegetation  after  the  pipeline 
is  removed,  why  is  it  not  possible  while  the  pipeline  is  present? 


V. 1170 


According  to  a  statement  made  on  page  V-1170,  the  Little  Missouri,  the 
Wapsipinicon,  and  the  Wabash  rivers  may  lose  possible  qualification  for 
wild  or  scenic  river  status  because  of  the  proposed  crossings.  This  statemen 
should  be  expanded  and  the  impacts  which  may  cause  this  loss  should  be 
enumerated.  Also,  the  impact  of  losing  the  possible  wild  and  scenic  river 
status  should  be  discussed  in  the  unavoidable  impact  section. 


I 


17 


V. 1186-1196 


The  discussion  of  the  recreation  areas  which  will  be  affected,  (pp...V*-1186 
tfir'Ough  V-1196)  should  be  accompanied  by  maps  of  the  areas.  These  woulci 
aid  in  determining  what  impacts  would  occur  and  what  mitigation  should  be 
recommended  to  minimize  these  impacts.  We  would  recommend  that  alternative 
routes  be  investigated  and  strongly  support  the  alternatives  suggested  in 


It  is  stated  on  page  V-1277  that  provisions  for  screen  plantings  to  avoid 
long-tunnel  views  will  be  required  where  present  esthetic  values  dictate 
the  need  for  special  mitigative  measures.  This  is  a  mitigation  measure 
which  we  strongly  support  and  wish  to  know  who  will  decide  when  esthetic 
values  dictate  that  screening  is  necessary  and  what  types  of  vegetation 
will  be  used.  If  the  screen  is  to  be  of  the  low  bushy  type,  it  will  not 
suffice  when  the  rest  of  the  area  is  wooded  with  mature  trees.  Also,  we 
would  suggest  that  the  Little  Missouri  be  added  to  the  list  of  rivers  which 
will  require  the  screening  if  it  is  crossed  in  one  of  the  stands  of  riparian 
timber  which  occurs  in  the  flood  plain. 

V.  1287 

The  mitigation  measure  which  is  suggested  to  minimize  the  danger  of  fire 
(p.  V-1287)  is  to  construct  firebreaks  between  the  right-of-way  and  the 
prairie  woods  or  fields  adjacent.  We  would  like  more  discussion  of  these 
firebreaks  and  what  their  effects  will  be  on  the  esthetics  of  the  region. 

How  wide  will  they  be,  and  will  they  be  void  of  all  vegetation? 

V.  1318 

The  section  dealing  with  additional  measures  which  could  reduce  impacts 
brings  up  a  point  which  deserves  more  consideration.  On  page  V-1318  it 
is  stated  that  the  revegetation  could  cause  high  concentrations  of  both 
livestock  and  wildlife  along  the  reseeded  right-of-way,  and  that  this 
upsets  the  normal  grazing  pattern  and  frequently  destroys  the  new  vegetation 
along  the  right-of-way.  This  being  the  case,  how  will  the  revegetation 
take  place?  Will  the  right-of-way  be  fenced  in  these  areas  to  allow  the 
vegetation  to  establish  itself?  If  so,  what  will  be  the  visual  impacts  of 
such  a  fence  and  how  will  it  affect  wildlife  migrations? 

The  draft  does  not  mention  the  recently  concluded  Pennsylvania  statewide 
wild  and  scenic  rivers  inventory.  The  Task  Force  for  the  study  recommended 
that  the  Commonwealth  grant  the  segment  of  the  Youghiogheny  River  from 
West  Newton  to  Versailles  "A"  priority  status  (i.e.  having  statewide 
significance).  That  recommendation  is  now  pending  action  by  the  State. 

Th*.  river  may  be  classified-  "jnodi fled  fecr?»tional-?  and  as  such.  any ,  . 

serious  intrusions  would  be  discouraged.  The  proposed  pipeline  would 
cross  this  portion  6f  the  river. 
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Response  Co  Comments  received 
from  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
dated  October  30,  1975 


Part  VI  -  Alternatives 


The  sections  on  alternative  routes  do  not  contain  sufficient  data  to 
allow  an  independent  assessment  of  the  impacts  involved  on  alternate 
routes.  We  are  also  uncertain  as  to  whether  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  could  (or  would)  dictate  a  deviation  of  route  from  that  proposed 
by  the  applicant  in  order  to  achieve  a  lower  magnitude  of  impact. 


The  fact  that  the  proposed  route  from  Kankakee,  Illinois,  to  Delmont, 
Pennsylvania,  was  considered  to  be  reasonable  for  that  segment  should 
not  preclude  a  discussion  of  other  routes.  It  is  difficult  to  believe 
that  reasonable  alternatives  to  this  route  do  not  exist. 
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Also,  the  discussion  of  alternatives  does  not  include  the  impacts  of 
changing  the  route  in  Canada,  nor  does  it  discuss  the  lengthening  or 
shortening  of  the  pipelines  which  branch  off  to  the  West  Coast.  Without 
this  information,  the  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  various  alternatives 
is  incomplete.  For  example.  Alternative  5  states  that  the  pipeline  will  be 
345  miles  shorter  if  this  alternative  were  used.  It  would  seem  that  the 
lengthening  of  the  other  pipelines  would  minimize  this  gain  for  the 
Northern  Border  route.  These  tradeoffs  should  be  explained. 
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1.  A  brief  summary  of  impacts  has  been  added  to  the  FEIS  and 
can  be  found  on  pages  467  and  468  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text. 

3.  The  construction  corridor  will  be  100  feet  except  on  slopes, 
river  crossings  and  other  places  where  more  room  is  needed 
for  construction.  The  planning  corridor  is  an  approximate 
corridor  perhaps  five  miles  wide. 

4.  The  2.25  billion  cubic  feet  per  day  is  the  correct  figure. 

5.  The  impact  of  borrow  sites  as  covered  in  the  section  on 
aesthetics  and  also  vegetation.  See  page  315,  Alaska  Volume. 

6.  Although  this  section  on  recreation  has  been  revised  no 
elaboration  was  done  regarding  this  comment.  See  Alaska 
Volume,  page  489. 

7.  The  comment  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  text.  The  section 
has  been  edited.  See  page  586  of  Alaska  Volume. 

8.  The  correct  figure  is  12.5  miles.  The  change  was  made  on 
page  564  of  Alaska  Volume. 

9.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text. 

10.  The  Owyhee  River  and  its  potential  as  a  wild  and  scenic  river 
has  been  discussed  on  pages  181,  182,  300  and  301  in  the 

Los  Angeles  Volume. 

11.  The  pipe  will  be  30  to  36  inches  below  the  surface.  However, 
because  the  pipe  was  expected  to  be  48"  (now  42")  a  7  foot 
trench  would  be  needed  -  36  +  48  =  84  or  7  feet. 

12.  Crossing  of  the  Valley  of  the  Little  Missouri  River  is  one 
of  the  central  issues  of  the  EIS.  Principal  references  in 
the  North  Border  Volume  are  pages  589  and  656.  Included 
are  two  possible  route  adjustments  to  avoid  the  more  sen¬ 
sitive  areas  of  badlands. 

13.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  resulted  in  the  text.  The 
recreation  and  esthetic  aspects  of  the  Wapsipinicon  River 
are  mentioned  on  pages  456,  589,  656  and  a  map  showing  a 
psssible  route  adjustment  on  66-  of  North  Border  Volume. 


14. 

The  unclear  passage  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS. 
of  North  Border  Volume. 

See  page  303 

15. 

The  reader  is  referred  to  #12  above  regarding 
Missouri  River  Valley. 

the  Little 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  RECLAMATION 
WASHINGTON.  D.  C.  20240 


16.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
response  #12  above. 
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17.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
Recreation  and  Esthetic  sections  and  the  Mitigation  maps 
on  pages  647  thru  661,  North  Border  Volume. 

18.  Maps  of  key  areas  mentioned  are  included  in  the  mitigation 
section.  See  647-661  in  North  Border  Volume. 

19.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  616,  North  Border  Volume. 

20.  A  change  was  made  on  page  622  of  North  Border  Volume  to 
point  out  that  fire  breaks  themselves  have  esthetic  impacts. 

21.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  646,  North  Border  Volume. 

22.  The  Youghiogheny  River  was  added  to  Tables  2.1.3.13-2  and 
3.1.3.13-2  and  mentioned  in  the  text  on  page  589,  North 
Border  Volume. 

23.  The  alternatives  presentations  were  strengthened  where  ever 
new  or  additional  data  became  available.  In 

most  cases  they  are  conceptive  and  should  be  considered  as 
planning  lines. 


Memorandum 

To:  Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Systaai.  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (302) 

From:  Commissioner  of  Reclamation 

Subject:  Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  Alaska  Natural 
Gae  Transportation  System  (DES  75/44) 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  statement  and  have  the  following 
comnents  and  observations. 

In  order  for  you  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  the  proposed  natural 
gas  pipeline  on  Bureau  of  Reclamation  lands,  the  following  infor¬ 
mation  has  been  provided  by  our  regional  offices  concerning  the 
west  coast  and  northern  border  routes. 

The  proposed  west  coast  routes  would  cross  12  irrigation  project 
areas  in  Idaho,  Washington,  and  Oregon.  The  ditch  and  gas  pipeline 
would  interfere  with  subsurface  drains  and  gravity  f lowsirrigation. 
Construction  activity  would  disrupt  cropping  practices.  Cropland 
production  losses  could  be  lessened  by  scheduling  construction 
after  the  normal  harvest  time. 

The  following  existing  and  proposed  projects  would  be  impacted  by 
the  construction  of  the  pipeline 

Proposed  Projects 

Walla  Walla  Project.  Washington 

Marcus  Whitman  Division— West  pipeline  would  traverse  the  project 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  propoaad  Wallula  Bellft  Pumping  Plent  elte  end 
the  propoeed  Weet  Veneycle  Rellft  Pimping  Plant  end  the  Low  Uallula- 
Gerdene  Cenal  elte.  About  36  acre,  of  potential  agricultural  landa 
would  be  taken  out  of  production. 
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Ml 1 too- Fr sews ter  Division- -East  pipeline  would  cross  the  proposed 
Jo«  W«sc  Ra servo 1/  sits  and  could  taping*  upon  project  land*  naar 
the  Oregon- Washington  border . 

Touchat  Division — last  plpalina  would  croa*  di via ion  landa  naar 
tha  aaat  lina  of  Townahip  9  N. .  t .  36  I. ,  V«.  and  would  taka  about 
1  acre  of  land  out  of  production. 

Oaatllla  Project,  Oregon — Uaet  plpalina  would  croaa  tha  propoaad 
Cold  Spring*  Canal  carrying  Co  load)  la  Urn  water  for  atorag*  In  Cold 
Sprite*  Reservoir .  Tha  east  line  would  cross  tha  Uaatllla  River 
about  1  all*  below  Span  dams  It*. 

Columbia  South  Sid*  Project.  Washington — Weat  plpalina  would  cross  tha 
southern  part ion  of  the  Sand  Hollow  area. 


Existing  or  Under  Construct  loo  Project* 

Rathdrum  Prairie,  teat  Greenacres  Unit,  Idaho-- Enters  project  area 
in  KE%  section  11,  T.  51  R.  5  R,  »,  theoc#  diagonally  across 
•act Ians  11.  15,  16,  21,  20  and  29,  croaaln*  7  pipeline*  and  taking 
about  36  acres  out  of  production. 

Spokane  Valley  Project,  Washington — T.  25  N. ,  R.  45  R. ,  VM,  aactlon  16, 
to4  to  SW*.  aactlon  21,  to  section  20,  SLk  to  SB*.  croaelng 

4  pipeline*  a»l  taking  about  7  acraa  out  of  production. 

Oaatllla  Project,  Oregon- -Vast  Una  would  cross  the  axlatlng  ayataa, 
Including  Purnlsh  Canal,  Cold  Spring*  Feeder  Canal,  and  -eat land  Canal 
aal  would  disturb  existing  productive  lend*. 

Project,  Oragon—  East  Una  would  traverse  tha  project  area  froe 
a  point  north  of  Llllay  Puoplng  Plant  through  the  town  of  Baker  exist¬ 
ing  on  the  south  naar  tha  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Una,  and  would  taka 
project  laxxls  out  of  production. 

Burnt  River  Project,  Oregon--Rast  Una  follow*  Alder  Creek  and  Burnt 
River  through  project  landa  and  facilities  In  Durke*  Valley. 

Val*  Project,  Or*gon--laat  line  crosses  the  Vale  Project  area 
iKaadlataly  west  of  Little  Valley. 
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The  pipeline  would  cross  existing  canal  distribution  systMis 
of  the  following  districts 

Crook  County  Improvement  District  Ho.  1,  Oregon  (Lone  Pine; 

Central  Oregon  Irrigation  District,  Oregon 

Arnold  Irrigation  District,  Oregon 

Deschutes  Irrigation  District,  North  Unit,  Oregon 

The  proposed  pipeline  would  also  Include  two  major  crossings 
at  the  Oil  Hanson  Rlvar  and  at  tha  Spragu*  River  in  Oregon.  Thaa* 
two  rlvara  are  aaln  tributaries  to  Upper  Klamath  Lake  which  la 
charactarl cad  as  a  highly  eutrophlc  lake  with  no  ramr  thermal 
stratification.  Bottom  sediments  In  the  lake  have  a  high  oxygen 
demand  and  nutrient  siaterlals  are  mad*  available  to  the  water 
■ass  almost  dally  during  the  lce-fr«e  period  becauda  of  rs sue pa** Ion 
of  bottom  sediments.  Wind  velocities  of  from  2  to  5  miles  per  hour 
can  cause  sufficient  water  Bovament  to  keep  some  materials  In  flux. 
According  to  the  EIS,  plpalina  construction  crossings  at  the 
Williamson  and  Sprague  Rivers  would  have  a  'moderate"  Impact  am 
channel  erosion ,  smdlnentatlon,  end  turbidity  during  the  1  to  3 
months  construction  period.  The  Upper  Klamath  Leka  conditions  could 
or  could  not  be  affected  during  tha  construction  of  crossings; 
however,  we  feel  the  uni cue  characteristics  of  this  lake  should  be 
recognised.  Prolonged  increases  In  suspended -sediment  concentration 
could  cause  an  lncraase  In  bloetsMical  oxygen  demand  and  a  lowering 
of  dissolved  oxygen  concentration.  Depending  on  the  prevailing 
conditions,  additional  suspended  sediment  'other  than  natural)  could 
Increase  the  BOD  and  Jeopardise  aquatic  life  in  the  lake. 

The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  la  In  the  process  of  identifying  potential 
dam  and  storage  sites  along  the  Sprague  and  Williamson  Rivers  for 
our  Butte  Valley-Upper  Klamath  River  Basin  Study.  Based  on  appraisal 
data,  tha  following  sites  were  previously  considered.  Braymlll  site, 
Sprague  River,  T.  34  S..  R.  7  E.,  S.  25;  S'Ocholis  site,  Sprague 
River  T.  25  S..  R.  10  E.,  S.  4,  Sprague  River  site,  Sprague  River, 

T.  36  8..  R.  11%  E . ,  S.  11;  Yansaay  site,  Williamson  River.  T.  31  S.. 
R.  10  E.,  S.  24;  and  Collier  site,  Williamson  River,  T.  34  S., 

R.  7  E.,  S.  34.  All  of  these  sites  are  \rlthln  the  proximity  of  tha 
proposed  pipeline,  but  were  not  considered  for  development  at  the 
time  (1971)  because  of  various  unfavorable  conditions.  The  current 
Butte  Valley  Study  la  scheduled  for  completion  by  fiscal  year  1979. 

The  following  coonents  pertain  to  tha  northern  border  pipeline 
route . 
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The  project  location  map  on  page  7022  shows  the  pipeline  passing  ft 

at  leest  10  to  L5  dies  north  of  Aberdeen,  Sooth  Dakota.  The  I  3 

text  on  page  V024  [ there  Is  no  7023;  describe*  it  as  3  miles  south  I 
of  Aberdeen .  If  the  latter  la  correct,  this  would  make  for  a 
eobeteatlal  Jog  in  tha  lias  ehown  on  tha  map.  Either  route  would 
cross  the  proposed  -eat  Mala  Canal  and  irrigable  lands  of  the 
jahe  Unit  The  unit  la  mentioned  subsequent ly  In  the  DCS ,  but 
In  tha  context  of  poeslb la  future  development  not  as  an  affected 
entity  under  construction. 


The  reference  to  ov  two  irrigation  projects  on  page  V799  appears 
to  be  correct  in  content . 


On  pegs  VS 35  the  ueba  Project  la  referred  to  as  a  proposed 
irrigation  project.  This  should  be  chaaged  to  the  -*ha  Omit,  a 
project  authorised  by  Congress  sod  now  under  Initial  stages  o!*® ** 
construct  loo  to  irrigate  190,030  acres  " 


The  possible  alternative  of  relocating  tha  pipeline  root*  shoot 
oom  third  ells  to  tbs  oast  to  mini  ml  as  Ijgtwcta  ao  the  Buford—- 
Trenton  Project  was  not  nsmtlcned  on  page  7962.  Also,  no  moot  loo 
was  mad*  of  tbs  need  to  bury  the  pips  s  minima*  of  4  foot  below 
the  grade l loo  of  the  open  dr si ms . 


The  word  1  mg  at  the  bttem  of  page  7982  sad  top  of  the  following  ft  • 

pegs  should  be  changed  to  reflect  start  ef  Oaha  Omit  construction  m 
La  1974.  us  saga  7963,  sacomrt  paragraph  and  third  lino,  'State'  ft  ^ 
should  be  changed  to  **8 tag*.  * 


:sgd)  a.  a.  stanm 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
dated  November  7,  1975 


1.  These  impacts  have  been  included  on  pages  263  and  295  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

2.  This  information  has  been  added  to  the  Final  EIS,  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  Volume,  pages  201-204. 

3.  The  project  location  map  on  page  3  of  the  Final  EIS,  North 
Border  Volume,  has  been  corrected  to  locate  the  pipeline 

3  miles  south  of  Aberdeen,  South  Dakota. 

4.  The  term  "proposed  irrigation  project"  was  used  since  the 
Oahe  Project  is  not  operational. 

5.  The  final  centerline  of  the  pipeline  has  not  been  selected. 
Therefore,  it  is  possible  that  minor  route  adjustments  may 
eliminate  any  crossing  of  the  Buford— Trenton  Project.  How¬ 
ever,  if  the  Buford-Trenton  Project  is  crossed,  construc¬ 
tion  specifications  and  negotiations  with  the  irrigation 
water  users  will  include  measures  to  minimize  adverse 
impacts. 

6.  Correction  was  made  on  page  495,  Final  EIS,  North  Border 
Volume. 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
COUNCIL.  ON  ENVIRONMENTAL.  QUALITY 
712  JACKSON  PLACE.  N.  w. 
WASHINGTON.  0.  C.  20006 

October  7,  1975 


the  draft  impact  statement.  Such  materials 
should  be  attached  as  appendices  or  footnoted 
with  adequate  bibliographic  references. 

The  statement  should  also  succinctly  describe 
the  environment  of  the  area  affected..." 

Section  1500.8(b)  states  that  in  developing  the  EIS, 

"...agencies  should  make  every  effort  to 
convey  the  required  information  succinctly. . . 
giving  attention  to  the  substance  of  the 
information  conveyed  rather  than  to  the 
particular  form,  or  length,  or  detail  of 
the  statement. " 

The  preparation  of  lengthy  and  overly  detailed  EIS '  has 
been  defended  as  necessary  to  cover  every  contingency 
in  order  to  stave  off  "inevitable"  lawsuits.  Yet  most 
lawsuits  to  date  have  turned  on  the  question  of  whether 
or  not  an  EIS  was  prepared  rather  than  on  its  adequacy. 
Furthermore,  adequacy  depends  upon  the  quality  of  analysis, 
not  the  quantity  of  data,  and  certainly  not  upon  the 
development  of  a  "litigation  proof"  document  that  includes 
a  vast  array  of  facts  of  arguable  relevance  to  the  project 
and  even  less  relevance  to  the  critical  issues  involved. 

The  impact  statement  process  has  failed  if  it  produces 
a  document  of  such  prodigious  bulk  that  no  one  at  the 
decisionmaking  level  in  any  agency  will  ever  read  it. 

I  am  enclosing,’  for  your  information,  an  excerpt  from  my 
recent  congressional  testimony  on  implementation  of  NEPA 
which  deals  with  this  very  issue. 

CEQ  believes  that  the  scope  and  depth  of  an  EIS  analysis 
should  be  commensurate  with  the  environmental  issues 
raised.  In  this  case  the  most  critical  issues  are  the 
effects  of  alternative  ways  to  obtain  gas  from  the  North 
Slope.  The  choice  of  alternatives  is  admittedly  difficult 
since  the  environmental  and  other  issues  are  not  simple. 

The  EIS,  however,  should  address  the  significant  environmental 


effects  of  the  choices  available  and  should  clarify  for 
decisionmakers  and  the  public  the  various  environmental 
costs  and  benefits  involved. 

Viewed  in  this  way,  we  seriously  question  the  relevance 
of  detailed  and  repetitive  descriptions  of  the  project, 
long  lists  of  species  accompanied  by  a  tremendous  amount 
of  descriptive  narrative  and  page  upon  page  of  highly 
technical  charts,  tables,  and  maps.  A  great  deal  of  this 
material,  if  indeed  it  is  necessary  at  all,  can  be 
referenced  and  made  available  separately  to  interested 
readers  on  request,  in  accordance  with  §1500.8  (a)  and 
(b)  of  our  guidelines,  or  placed  in  various  public 
repositories. 

Also  questionable,  we  believe,  is  the  microscopic  approach 
to  impact  analysis  itself  in  which  the  EIS  focuses  bit-by- 
bit  upon  every  conceivable  aspect  of  the  environment  yet 
fails  to  give  the  reader  a  sense  of  what  the  major  issues 
and  problems  are.  In  the  sections  on  alternatives  the 
shortcomings  of  overly  detailed  description  and  analysis 
of  minutiae  are  combined.  Again,  overcoming  these  problems 
will  require  an  effort  to  define  the  important  issues  and 
concentrate  on  them,  while  summarizing,  consolidating,  or 
eliminating  less  important  material. 

Another  way  to  shorten  the  final  EIS  is  to  omit  what  amounts 
to  "boiler  plate"  descriptions  of  energy  alternatives. 

Basic  descriptions  of  energy  resources  and  technologies 
that  may  serve  as  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action 
could  be  referenced  to  an  already  complete  basic  reference 
document:  Energy  Alternatives:  A  Comparative  Analysis. 

This  CEQ  document  has  been  distributed  -to  appropriate 
Federal  agencies  and  can  be  made  readily  available  to  the 
public.  It  was  supported  in  part  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  and,  in  part,  grew  out  of  an  effort  by  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  to  streamline  its  OCS  impact  statements. 


Sincerely, 


CL 


Russell  W.  Peterson 
Chairman 


Honorable  Dale  K.  Frizzell 
Acting  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Chapters  14  through  16  describe  especially  well  the  kinds 
2£„ tiyes  that  should  be  evaluated  in  energy- related 
EIS:  technological,  locational,  source,  fuel  switching, 

and  policy.  ^ 

Yet  only  a  few  of  these  major  categories  of  alternatives, 
or  of  the  options  within  such  categories,  are  in  fact 
^reasonable"  for  purposes  of  NEPA  and  would  require  detailed 
impact  analysis  in  any  EIS,  including  the  statement  on 
the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  All  other 
background  and  descriptive  material  could  be  referenced 
to  Energy  Alternatives. 

The  Department  deserves  great  credit  for  the  time  and  work 
devoted  to  preparation  of  the  materials  that  comprise  the 
draft  EIS.  The  final  impact  statement  should  provide  the 
type  of  analysis  that  will  enable  decisionmakers  to  choose 
the  best  possible  way  to  transport  Alaskan  gas  to  market 
areas.  I  hope  that  our  comments  are  helpful  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  in  producing  such  a  document. 

We  would  appreciate  your  advising  us  of  your  progress  in 
revising  the  final  EIS  and  of  any  way  in  which  the  Council's 
staff  can  assist  von 


Dear 

The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  has  reviewed 
the  17  volume  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
(EIS)  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System. 

We  have  a  number  of  comments  to  bring  to  your  attention. 

This  EIS  includes  a  vast  amount  of  environmental 
information.  We  commend  the  Department  for  making 
this  effort.  We  believe,  however,  that  the  statement's 
inordinate  length  may  in  fact  be  counter-productive 
to  the  basic  purpose  of  the  EIS  process  —  informing 
decisionmakers  and  the  public  about  the  significant 
impacts  of  a  proposal  and  its  alternatives.  As  such, 
we  want  to  advise  you  of  our  concern  and  of  our  suggestions 
for  preparing  a  final  EIS  that  will  be  relevant  to  the 
Department's  decisionmaking  process. 

Before  getting  into  specifics,  it  may  be  useful  to  review 
CEQ's  position  on  the  matter  of  the  length  and  complexity 
of  impact  statements.  Although  the  Council  is  aware  that 
the  Interior  Department  has  not  developed  EIS  procedures 
pursuant  to  our  guidelines,  as  revised  in  1973,  two 
provisions  deal  specifically  with  the  appropriate  focus 
and  length  of  an  EIS.  Section  1500.8  (a)(1)  states, 
for  example  that 

"Highly  technical  and  specialized  analyses 

and  data  should  be  avoided  in  the  body  of 
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Excerpts  from  the 
Statement  of  Russell  W.  Peterson, 

Chairman,  Council  on  Environmental  Quality, 
before  the 

Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  and  the  Environment, 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 
•  U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

on  the 

Administration  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969, 
September  26,  1975 


Many  EISs  are  Becoming  Far  Too  Long  and  Cumbersome 

The  inordinate  length  of  many  recent  EISs  has  become  one  of  the 
most  aggravating  problems  with  the  NEPA  process.  Such  length 
is  not  only  unnecessary  but  it  is  contrary  to  the  intent  of  NEPA 
and  can  be  extremely  harmful  to  the  EIS  concept.  Descriptions 
of  the  existing  environment  and  lengthy  species  lists  that  are 
unrelated  to  the  decisiqnmaker ' s  needs  have  taken  up  the  bulk  of- 
far  too  many  EIS's.  On  the  other  hand  specific  analysis  of  a 
proposal's  impacts  and  the  impacts  of  reasonable,  alternatives  has 
still  been  deficient.  Section  1500.8  of  the  CEQ  guidelines 
emphasizes,  for  example,  that  descriptions  should  be  succinct 
and  that  the  discussion  of  impacts  and  alternatives  should  be 
the  heart  of  the  EIS.  These  guidelines  have  not,  however,  been 
followed  by  all  agencies  for  a  number  of  reasons  —  because  of 
a  misconception  by  some  EIS  preparers  that  the  EIS  should  be  a 
comprehensive,  highly  technical  and  scientific  document,  because 
of  the  agency's  receipt  of  voluminous  material  from  an  applicant 
or  consultant  that  is  too  time-consuming  to  edit,  or  because  the 
agency’s  lawyers  recommend  that,  to  cover  every  possible 
contingency,  if  the  agency  should  be  sued,  the  adequacies  of  the 
EIS  must  be  measured  by  the  inch.  The  Council  is  anxious  to  step 
up  an  attack  on  these  policies  that  destroy  the  decisionmaking 
utility  of  the  Els  process  and  we  intend  to  encourage  the 
development  of  agency  procedures  that; 

(a)  focus  on  the  EIS  as  an  important  management 
tool  ; 

(b)  focus  on  the  analysis  of  impacts  and  impacts 
of  alternatives; 


(c)  simplify  and  make  more  meaningful  the  task 
of  public  and  other  agency  review  of  the  EIS; 

(d)  require  agencies  to  limit  the  amount  of 
descriptive  material; 

(e)  use  appendices  and  refer  to.  other  supporting 
information  readily  available  to  the  public; 

(f)  permit  the  use  of  summaries  of  EIS  comments  or 
other  procedures  designed  to  respond  to  comments 
when  they  are  particularly  numerous  or  lengthy; 

(g)  wherever  NEPA's  goals  permit,  make  the  EIS  a  part 
of  planning  and  decisionmaking  documents. 


However,  we  should  also  note  that  the  need  to  shorten  statements- 
does  not  imply  a  need  for  reducing  the  amount  of  environmental 
research  or  study  required  for  each  project.  Environmental 
conclusions  expressed  in  the  statement  must  still  be  logically 
supported  by  references  to  standard  texts,  optional  appendices 
or  textual  material  within  the  statement.  Baseline  studies  and 
inventories  will  often  be  needed  to  determine  if  there  are 
potential  environmental  problems.  Where  studies  uncover  poten  lal 
for  such  problems,  the  statement  must  fully  describe  these 
problems  and  analyze  alternative  ways  of  dealing  with  them. 
However,  where  the  studies  reveal  that  there  is  not  even  a 
potential  problem,  the  reports  of  the  studies  may  be  summarized 
or  cited  in  the  statement,  or  they  may  be  made  available  as 
optional  appendices.  In  any  event  the  full  inventories  shoul 
not  be  included  in  the  statement  text. 


Similarly,  if  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  an  environmental 
concern  raised  by  agencies  or  the  public  is  not  justif je  y 
the  findings  of  the  study,  that  part  of  the  study  vhich  puts 
the  concern  to  rest  might  be  summarized  or  include  i 
statement,  but  the  full  study  report  need  only  be 
and  made  available  as  an  optional  appendix.  need  no 

included  in  full  in  the  EIS. 


In  short,  the  scope  of  both  the  study  and  the  statement 
should  be  guided  by  the  rule  of  reason  and  by  the  need 
to  give  the  greatest  attention  to  the  most  serious  environ¬ 
mental  issues  revealed  by  the  environmental  studies. 


United  St.ites  Department  of  the  Interior 


DEC  01 


1975 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20240 


•'"’A,,  • 

tar  Sr.  Hmmi 

mrTTf.liti,T°Ur  Utter  °f  °ctob'r  7-  1975  ■  r*latlng  to  your  review  of 
S^t«  "  “7*r‘mn<!ntal  statement ,  "Ala.lre  natural  Gas  Tran, nor  ret  lot, 

fl!”*'  t  *!°  concer"'d  vlch  th«  Iswth  and  complexity  of  environ- 

■ental  statement.  In  general  and  this  one  In  particular. 

WtwTIl"''/10’,1  statement,  we  are  making  every  effort,  con.let.nt 
with  our  legal  and  environmental  responsibilities,  to  reduce  the  sl-e  of 

Ms  UeU  “  t0  “**  U  """  “aaf“l  *•  decleloremL”.!^ 

nreLHl  re  h5TV'r'  “*  °P*  that  700  sPPreclote  the  sheer  scop,  of  the 

proposal,  Its  linear  nature,  the  variety  and  complexity  of  the  .nvlron- 
■ent.  oncoonrerod,  and  the  eryriad  of  governmental  jurisdictions  J^olved. 

Moreover,  the  concent  period  closed  on  October  28  and,  predictably  the 
e9:,eCl*117  -d  State  agencies  Ind  Industry!’ 

11  “P011  us  to  expand  the  docunent  In  a  variety  of  areas.  Re  shall  of 
couree,  do  our  best  to  be  reapon.lv.  to  thee.  cLmenre  b^t  «  a£u 
.1.0  keep  your  letter  In  nlnd  in  avoiding  needles,  detail. 

°f  VT!  ve  bellcva  •  meeting  between  our  ataff. 

Ilrefnreed  ”  exchanging  Ideas  about  apeclflc  Item,  that  can  be 

re^fereff  ! LT'”  h°Uld  thlS  "«*““«  ~.t  with  your  approval, 

m  -LT"  °“r  rr°3'Ct  R<>“”  Roenlng.  (telephone I 

and  make  the  necessary  arrangements. 

££  *Ml°  "  *PPreCl°te  7°UT  lnt®rest  in  thl.  natter  and  thank  you  for 


Sincerely  yours, 

(~>f 

Secretary  of  the  Interior 

Honorable  Russell  U.  Peterson 
Chairman,  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality 
722  Jackson  Place,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C.  20006 


Bohlke  (SOL);  Latz;  Blanchard;  Horton;  Dor emus;  LLM:DDRF(A) 

F;i2)i  SlRnar  R‘P-  (2);  Lw  <2)i  302  R-F-  -  R°°”  15*0;  Hold./ 
EM,  PB;  PEP;  Deputy  Under  Secy  Lyons  r  J2  «5* 
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EXECUTIVE  OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT 
COUNCIL  ON  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY 
722  JACOON  .''’.ACE.  H.  H. 
WASHINGTON .  0.  C.  2 C006 

JAN  A 


Dear  Secretary  Kleppe : 

As  suggested  in  your  December  1,  1975  'letter  our  staff 
met  with  Roman  Koenings  and  other  Department  of  the 
Interior  Project  personnel  to  discuss  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  environmental  impact 
statement  (EIS) .  We  believe  that  this  meeting  was  very 
useful  and  informative  and  it  appears  that  the  Project 
staff  and  CEQ  staff  are  in  broad  agreement  over  the 
form  and  content  of  the  final  EIS.  We  were  pleased 
to  learn  from  Mr.  Koenings  that  the  Project  staff  has 
fully  sought  to  address  in  the  final  EIS  the  issues 
which  we  raised  in  our  October  7  letter  to  Acting 
Secretary  Frizzell. 

One  of  the  major  concerns  expressed  in  our  earlier 
letter  was  that  the  inordinate  length  of  the  draft 
statement  may,  in  fact,  run  counter  to  the  basic 
purpose  of  the  EIS  process:  to  inform  decisionmakers 
and  the  public  about  significant  impacts  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  and  its  alternatives.  The  Project  staff  are 
aware  of  the  need  for  and  benefits  of  a  shorter,  more 
tightly  drawn,  and  analytical  final  statement.  We 
encourage  you  and  your  subordinate  policy  officers  in 
the  Department  to  support  this  objective. 

Looking  back  at  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  EIS  experience 
of  the  Department,  there  seem  to  have  been  two  problems 
which  deserve  the  Department's  attention  in  the  future. 
The  first  involves  the  inability  of  the  Department 
and  the  FPC  to  prepare  a  single  statement  on  the 
various  alternative  ways  to  transport  Alaskan  gas. 

We  understand  that  the  attempts  to  do  so  failed  for 
several  reasons,  but  that  renewed  efforts  are  now 
being  made  to  resolve  such  difficulties  in  future 
EIS  actions.  In  this  particular  case  the  best  that 
can  be  done  appears  to  be  to  insure  that  the  FPC 
and  Interior  final  EIS's  are  issued  at  the  same  time. 


The  second  problem  involves  the  delays  in  preparing 
the  draft  EIS  caused  by  the  Department's  receipt  of 
inadequate  or  frequently  amended  information  from 
the  pipeline  applicant.  Such  circumstances  can  make 
it  difficult  for  EIS  preparers  to  make  complete,  timely 
and  accurate  analyses  for  a  draft.  We  believe  that 
the  seriousness  of  this  problem  should  be  investigated 
by  the  Department  so  that,  in  the  future,  such  delays 
can  be  avoided  by  clear  understandings  that  early  EIS 
preparation  depends  on  full  receipt  of  accurate  data 
from  a  permit  applicant. 

We  wish  to  reiterate  that  v;e  are  pleased  with  the 
positive  and  constructive  approach  of  Mr.  Koenings 
and  his  staff  and  would  appreciate  your  comment  on  our 
suggestion  with  respect  to  coordinating  release  of  the 
final  EIS  with  FPC's  effort. 


Honorable  Thomas  S.  Kleppe 
Secretary'  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


cc:  Honorable  Richard  L.  Dunham,  FPC 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
dated  October  7,  1975 


DAEN-CWR-P 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

OFFICE  OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  ENGINEERS 
WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20*14 


12  November  1975 


1.  Discussions  of  the  various  alternative  modes  of  transport¬ 
ation  which  might  be  used  as  substitutes  for  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  have  been  shortened  con¬ 
siderably  from  those  used  in  the  Draft  EIS,  in  accordance 
with  the  CEQ  suggestions,  and  may  be  found  on  pages  116- 
158  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS.  Proposals 
which  are  not  viable  now  nor  likely  to  become  so  in  the 
near  future  are  discussed  as  briefly  as  possible.  However, 
literature  citations  dealing  with  their  possible  future 
development  and  present  on-going  programs  have  been  included 
in  Section  8-F-12,  References,  for  interested  readers. 

Those  alternatives  which  appear  to  be  more  viable  although 
not  necessarily  within  the  time  frame  of  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System  project,  or  which  have  possible 
future  potential,  are  discussed  more  fully.  Certain  ele¬ 
ments  and  procedures  described  in  the  alternative  modes  of 
transportation  section  may  be  common  to  several  alternatives. 
In  such  cases,  they  are  described  in  full  under  the  first 
alternative  to  which  they  apply  and  then  reference  is  made 

to  the  full  discussion  under  the  other  alternatives  rather 
than  repeating  it  under  each  as  was  done  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

2.  In  the  Final  EIS,  the  sections  on  all  but  the  four  most 
viable  alternative  energy  sources  which  might  have  a  slight 
chance  of  being  developed  within  the  time  frame  of  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  project,  have  been  short¬ 
ened  considerably.  Thus  alternatives  such  as  other  natural 
gas  sources,  petroleum,  coal,  and  nuclear  energy  have  been 
discussed  fully  on  pages  18—83  and  90—102,  while  other  longer 
range  alternatives  such  as  oil  shale,  geothermal  energy,  and 
synthetic  natural  gas  have  been  touched  on  more  briefly  on 
pages  83-90  of  the  Alternatives  Volume.  The  very  long  range 
alternatives  such  as  solar  power,  tidal  power,  wind  power, 
and  the  like  and  various  conversion  techniques  have  been 
dismissed  with  short  statements  on  page  55  of  the  Alter¬ 
natives  Volume,  but  references  dealing  with  each  of  these 
alternatives  and  its  present  and  potential  development  have 
also  been  Included  there. 

Extensive  use  was  made  of  the  1975  University  of  Oklahoma 
report,  "Energy  Alternatives",  in  both  the  Draft  and  Final 
EIS.  While  this  proved  to  be  a  very  valuable  reference  in 
many  ways,  it  still  failed  to  supply  certain  data  which  the 
Task  Force  was  required  to  consider  and  include  in  the  EIS 
as  a  result  of  departmental  reviews.  Thus  the  Oklahoma 
report  did  not  give  as  adequate  coverage  of  all  the  alter¬ 
natives  considered  as  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
indicated  it  might. 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 

Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

As  requested  in  your  letter  of  25  July  1975,  we  have  reviewed  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System."  We  offer  the  following  comments. 

The  statement  contains  considerable  useful  and  important  information;  however, 
the  effectiveness  of  this  information  is  diminished  because  it  does  not  give 
enough  detail  on  the  specific  alignment  of  the  pipeline  to  adequately 
predict  the  impacts  upon  waters  of  the  United  States  and  Corps  of  Engineers 
water  resources  development  projects. 

Department  of  the  Army  permits  required  under  Section  10  of  1899  River  and 
Harbor  Act  and/or  Section  404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
Amendments  of  1972  would  be  required  for  some  river  crossings.  As  noted  on 
page  V-992,  the  final  routing  is  yet  to  be  determined.  Consequently,  deter¬ 
mination  of  specific  impacts  at  any  crossing  site  cannot  be  assessed  based 
upon  the  Draft  EIS  and  must  await  receipt  of  applications  for  Section  10 
and  Section  404  permits.  Permit  applications  are  to  be  submitted  to  the 
appropriate  Corps  of  Engineers  District  offices  for  processing.  Such 
applications  should  include  pertinent  environmental,  social  and  economic 
information  needed  to  make  an  adequate  assessment  of  the  crossings. 

Pipeline  crossings  of  any  lands  or  installations  under  control  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  or  Department  of  the  Air  Force  would  require  an  easement 
subsequent  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  affected  Department.  These 
easements  would  be  issued  separately  for  each  installation  crossed,  as 
opposed  to  issuance  of  navigation  permits  on  a  project  or  District  basis. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  statement.  ^ 

Sincerely  yours,  / 

(^2-  /~ic£JLT~~ 

JpHN  R.  HILL,  JR. 

A/LTC,  Corps  of  Engineers 

Assistant  Director  of  Civil  Works, 
Environmental  Programs 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  ARMY 

OFFICE  OF  THE  CHIEF  OF  ENGINEERS 
WASHINGTON.  O.C.  20314 


DAEN-CWR-P  12  November  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 

Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

As  requested  in  your  letter  of  25  July  1975,  we  have  reviewed  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System."  We  offer  the  following  comments. 

The  statement  contains  considerable  useful  and  important  information;  however, 
the  effectiveness  of  this  information  is  diminished  because  it  does  not  give 
enough  detail  on  the  specific  alignment  of  the  pipeline  to  adequately 
predict  the  impacts  upon  waters  of  the  United  States  and  Corps  of  Engineers 
water  resources  development  projects. 


Department  of  the  Army  permits  required  under  Section  10  of  1899  River  and 
Harbor  Act  and/or  Section  404  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
Amendments  of  1972  would  be  required  for  some  river  crossings.  As  noted  on 
page  V-992 ,  the  final  routing  is  yet  to  be  determined.  Consequently,  deter¬ 
mination  of  specific  impacts  at  any  crossing  site  cannot  be  assessed  based 
upon  the  Draft  EIS  and  must  await  receipt  of  applications  for  Section  10 
and  Section  404  permits.  Permit  applications  are  to  be  submitted  to  the 
appropriate  Corps  of  Engineers  District  offices  for  processing.  Such 
applications  should  include  pertinent  environmental,  social  and  economic 
information  needed  to  make  an  adequate  assessment  of  the  crossings. 

Pipeline  crossings  of  any  lands  or  installations  under  control  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  or  Department  of  the  Air  Force  would  require  an  easement 
subsequent  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  affected  Department.  These 
easements  would  be  Issued  separately  for  each  installation  crossed,  as 
opposed  to  issuance  of  navigation  permits  on  a  project  or  District  basis. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 


review  this  statement. 


/ 


Sijicerely  yours, 

yrf'.yk  R.  HILL,  JR. 

Ad/TC,  Corps  of  Engineers 
✓  Assistant  Director  of  Civil  Works, 
Environmental  Programs 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Department  of  the  Army 
dated  November  12,  1975 


The  comments  were  considered  in  preparing  the  final  EIS  and  will  be 
taken  into  account  in  subsequent  actions  on  the  proposal.  Since  specific 
stream  crossing  locations  are  dependent  on  final  routing  it  is  not 
possible  at  the  stage  of  project  development  to  provide  this  information 
to  the  Department  of  the  Army  for  processing  permits. 


November  3, 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Scisncs  and  Technology 

Washington,  O.C.  20230 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 

Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  "Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System",  which  accompanied  your  letter 
of  July  25,  1975,  has  been  received  by  the  Department  of 
Commerce  for  review  and  comment.  The  statement  has  been 
reviewed  and  the  following  comments  are  offered  for  your 
consideration. 

Geodetic  control  survey  monuments  may  be  located  in  the 
planned  pipeline  routes.  If  there  is  any  planned  activity 
which  will  disturb  or  destroy  these  monuments,  the  National 
Ocean  Survey  (NOS) ,  of  which  the  National  Geodetic  Survey  is 
a  part,  requires  not  less  than  90  days  notification  in  advanc 
of  such  activity  in  order  to  plan  for  their  relocation.  N0.S 
recommends  that  funding  for  this  project  include  the  cost  of 
any  relocation  required  for  NOS  monuments. 

It  is  reconmended  that  a  more  thorough  treatment  be  given 
to  the  maritime  transport  alternative  for  Arctic  natural  gas 
energy.  The  Maritime  Administration--Maritime  Submarine 
Transportation  System  Conceptual  Design  Study,  dated  January 
1975,  is  suggested  as  a  reference. 

This  Departnent's  Office  of  Minority  Business  Enterprise 
(0MBE)  was  established  by  the  President  as  an  agency  in  the 
Department  of  Commerce  to  coordinate  Federal  and  private 
efforts  to  foster  the  development  of  minority  business. 

In  the  case  of  the  $4.5  billion  Alyeska  Pipeline,  OMBE  has 
been  working  very  closely  with  the  pipeline  service  firms 


I 


I 

\ 


and  the  Department  of  Interior  in  an  effort  to  assure 
minority  business  participation  in  the  trans-Alaska  project. 

Under  this  arrangement,  OMBE  has  identified  over  500  minority 
owned  firms  capable  of  performing  sub-contract  work  on  the 
project  and  over  $285  million  has  been  awarded  in  contracts 
with  another  $15  million  in  process. 

In  view  of  the  magnitude  of  this  new  effort.  It  is  essential 
that  the  final  draft  environmental  impact  statement  specifically 
reflect,  in  the  economic  factor  section,  the  national  socio¬ 
economic  benefits  to  be  derived  by  meaningful  minority  business 
participation.  OMBE  would  be  happy  to  work  with  Interior,  and 
with  the  Department's  special  task  force  preparing  the  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statement,  in  working  out  language  that  would  be 
mutually  acceptable. 

Based  upon  the  Alyeska  experience,  it  can  be  assumed  extremely 
adverse  attention  will  be  focused  on  the  natural  gas  trans¬ 
portation  system  by  congressional,  media,  and  minority  community 
sources  unless  realistic  minority  business  participation  criteria 
are  incorporated  in  the  impact  statement. 

This  Department's  Office  of  Coastal  Zone  Management  did  not  fin 
evidence  that  the  views  of  the  State  of  Alaska,  nor  the  affecte 
states,  were  adequately  sought  nor  considered  in  the  planning. 

We  believe  this  is  particularly  important  since  a  large  portion 
of  Alaska's  coastal  zone  is  involved.  Many  of  the  aspects  of 
pipeline  construction  and  operation  of  the  pipeline  in  this  zon 
have  not  been  suitably  tested. 

It  is  unclear  why  the  alternative  of  using  the  existing  Trans- 
Alaska  Pipeline  route  and  LNG  is  not  a  viable  option.  Based 
upon  a  competing  group  pursuing  this  proposal,  (El  Paso)  it 
would  appear  this  option  should  be  thoroughly  explored  in  the 
final  statement.  The  net  new  environmental  impact  could  be 
much  less  than  that  proposed. 

Another  point  of  concern  is  that  the  draft  indicates  that  the 
proposed  pipeline  will  probably  be  removed,  yet  the  environ¬ 
mental  impact  of  its  removal  is  not  thoroughly  discussed  nor 
recognized.  4 
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3. 


Concerning  seismology,  if  the  standard  engineering  practices 
are  applied  for  the  maximum  magnitudes  and  accelerations  that 
would  result,  earthquake  risk  should  be  minimal.  Apparently 
the  engineering  and  design  intended  are  not  properly  within 
the  scope  of  the  draft  environmental  statement,  but  are  to 
be  included  elsewhere.  It  would  seem  that  proposed  con¬ 
struction  plans  should  be  evaluated  to  see  whether  they,  in 
fact,  protect  against  the  earthquakes  recognized  here  as 
probable. 
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The  proposed  pipeline  crosses  some  1500  waterways,  100  of 
which  are  major  waterways.  This  would  seem  to  have  the  potentia 
of  disrupting  the  aquatic  ecosystems  throughout  the  area. 

This  could  have  an  effect  on  the  coastal  zone  through  downstream 
degradation  and/or  disruption  of  some  anadromous  fishes.  Also, 
the  "retrieval"  of  gravel  from  the  stream  beds  may  have  a 
serious  impact.  It  is  suggest,  further,  that  potential 
disruption  of  river  navigation  be  addressed. 


\ 


Generally  the  draft  appears  well  written  but  the  applicants' 
plan  (on  which  the  draft  is  based)  appears  inadequate.  One 
of.  our  principal  concerns  is  with  the  coastal  area  near 
Prudhoe  Bay,  the  waterway  crossings  that  the  pipeline  will 
make,  the  loss  or  degradation  of  wilderness  and  recreation 
areas  and  especially  the  disruption  of  the  fragile  tundra 
ecosystem. 


\ 


Specific  Comments: 

Pa gel-21 -22  -  The  proposed  pipeline  route  is  to  pass 

through  many  areas  that  are  important  either  recreationally  B|Q 
or  ecologically.  This  is  addressed  within  the  draft  but  I 
we  believe  concern  ought  to  be  expressed.  A  summary  of  the  | 
areas  affected  is  on  page  21-22. 

There  are  many  geological  hazards  throughout  the  routes  of  H|| 
the  pipeline  (earthquakes ,  land  slides,  mass  wasting).  The  I 


I 
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overview  volume  has  not  addressed  the  engineering  aspects 
of  protection  of  the  pipeline  to  any  great  extent. 

Page  1-37  -  It  is  stated  that  the  pipeline  will  be  below 

scour  depth  at  water  crossings.  A  minimum  depth  of  burial 
of  30  inches  is  indicated.  What  is  the  potential  maximum 
depth  of  burial  for  protection  from  ice  scour  and  annular 
ice  bulk  phenomena? 

Pagesl-89-91  -  The  draft  indicates  that  the  pipe  will  be 
recovered  after  its  usefulness  is  gone.  This  seems  somewhat 
questionable  because,  even  though  the  material  of  the  pipe  Hi  a 
may  be  valuable,  this  action  only  serves  to  repeat  all  of  theP15 
adverse  environmental  impacts  associated  with  construction  of| 
the  pipeline,  and  it  would  appear  that  the  adverse  impact  of 
this  proposal  would  far  outweigh  any  potential  gain. 

Page  1-97  -  The  summer  temperatures  for  the  Arctic  Slope 

of  Alaska  are  said  to  range  "between  40  °F  and  75  °F  ". 

The  very  next  paragraph,  however,  states  that  the  average 
summer  temperature  along  the  proposed  pipeline  route,  which 
is  on  the  Arctic  Slope,  is  32°F.  This  is  a  contradiction. 

This  32°  temperature  is  again  given  in  Table  2. 1.1. 1-2, 
page  11-179.  The  same  temperature  is  given  for  all  four 
compressor  station  locations.  It  seems  highly  unlikely: 

(a)  that  all  four  stations  would  have  the  same  temperature 
average  given  their  differences  in  location  and  elevation 
and  (b)  that  the  summer  temperature  would  be  so  low.  Barter 
Island  and  Barrow  are  both  warmer. 


Page  1-99.  bottom  line  -  It  is  stated  that  the  prevailing 
winds  along  the  Alaskan  coastal  zone  are  from  the  west.  How- 
e  ver,  on  page  11-183  it  is  maintained  that  the  prevailing 
winds  in  this  area  are  from  the  northeast,  but  with  most 
high  winds  coming  from  the  west.  This  contradiction  should 
be  rectified. 

Climate  data  for  Barter  Islandare  given,  but  the  station  '  s 
exact  location  is  not  indicated.  Something  more  precise  than 
"to  the  north  of  the  proposed  project  area"  would  be  helpful. 


5. 


Page  1-116  -  For  the  first  62  miles  the  pipeline  follows 
the  Arctic  coastal  plain  -  "a  nearly  level  and  marshy 
terrain  ..."  (p.  116).  The  proposed  pipeline  originates 

on  the  southwest  shore  of  Prudhoe  Bay  and  then  runs  3  to  30 
miles  along  the  coastal  plain  (p.  17).  Presumably  where  the  I 
pipeline  lies  within  3  or  so  miles  of  Beaufort  Sea*,  there  maJ 
be  adverse  impacts  on  the  coastal  zone  (as  well  as  where  it 
crosses  a  marshy  area) . 
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6. 


Page  1-518  -  It  is  noted  that  about  15-20  percent  of  gas 

entering  the  pipeline  system  at  Prudhoe  Bay  would  be 
consumed  by  the  time  the  gas  is  delivered  to  consumers  at  the 
end  of  the  6,000  mile  system.  It  should  be  noted  on 
1-532  that  pipeline  removal  will  require  expenditure  of  rnerg; 
and  materials  as  well. 


Pages  1-434-463-  Additional  Mitigating  Measures  -  This 
section  contains  good  recommendations  and  seems  to  reflect 
an  honest  concern  for  the  minimization  of  adverse  environ¬ 
mental  impacts. 

The  secondary  impacts  of  this  project  seem  to  be  of  great 
importance  in  determining  the  overall  environmental  impact. 
These  secondary  impacts  stem  basically  from  the  "opening 
up"  of  the  wilderness  region  along  the  northern  part  of  the 
route.  This  is  discussed  within  this  section.  It  seems  to 
be  of  major  concern.  Specifically: 

a.  There  is  a  great  possibility  of  increase  in 
oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  due 
to  the  increase  in  available  facilities  (within 
the  northern  country .)/  This  seemingly  could  have 
an  effect  on  the  coastal  zone. 


Pages  II -1820-1821  -  It  is  not  very  clear  what  the  maps  fl 

show.  If  "winter  temperatures','  for  example  ,  refers  to 
mean  daily  minimum  temperature  from  December  through  February  M  zi 
then  this  should  be  stated.  Also,  Table  8.1. 1.4-3,  page  11-1822 
would  be  more  meaningful  if  all  four  locations  were  depicted  ■ 
on  the  accompanying  climate  maps.  It  is  useful  to  know  their  B 
location  with  respect  to  the  pipeline. 

Page  lin ?  from  bottom  -  The  sentence  reads: 

"In  all  seasons  of  the  year  daily  temperatures 
range  from  30°  to  40°F."  This  gives  the  false 
impression  that  observed  readings  are  always 
between  30°  and  40°. 

Page  V-167,  twefth  line  from  bottom  -  The  sentence  reads: 


b.  Of  great  concern  is  the  inpact  of  the  maintenance 
of  the  pipeline.  The  draft  states  that,  in  the 
event  of  a  leak,  maintenance  operations  will 
occur  no  matter  what  the  season.  Within  the 
tundra  country  this  could  cause  serious  environ¬ 
mental  impacts.  Airplane  maintenance  checks  and 
operational  noise  from  the  compressors  would  also 
cause  an  effect  on  the  wildlife  in  the  region. 

Pages  1-485,  486  -  The  effects  to  the  marine  ecosystem 
are  addressed  on  these  pages .  The  draft  seems,  in  a  way,  to 
contradict  itself,  because  it  states  that  the  ecosystem  is 
in  delicate  balance  but  that  disruption  of  the  ecosystem 
would  not  cause  any  long-term  impacts. 


is 
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"Figure  2. 1.3. 1-4  indicates  90°F  average  and  above." 
This  is  not  so.  The  figure  gives  the  number  of 
days  that  the  temperature  reaches  90°  and  above. 


03 


Thank  you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  provide  these 
comments,  which  we  hope  will  be  of  assistance  to  you.  We 
would  appreciate  receiving  twelve  copies  of  the  final  statement. 


Sincerely, 

odut^iu 

Sidney  R.  G/ller  \J 
Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 
for  Environmental  Affairs 


to 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Department  of  Commerce 
dated  November  3,  1975 


1.  Comment  noted  for  consideration  in  stipulation  development 
and  other  actions  as  appropriate.  No  change  in  EIS. 

2.  More  thorough  treatment  has  been  given  to  the  maritime  trans¬ 
port  alternative,  especially  submarine  transport  of  methanol, 
in  the  Final  EIS  In  Section  8-F-6,  Submarines,  pages  137-140 
and  Section  8-F-2,  Methanol  Pipeline,  pages  122-129  of  the 
Alternatives  Volume.  The  report  prepared  for  the  Maritime 
Administration,  "Arctic  Submarine  Transportation  System  - 
1975,"  has  also  been  cited  in  the  text  of  these  sections  and 
in  the  list  of  References  In  Section  8-F-12  of  the  Alterna¬ 
tives  Volume.  (Permission  to  cite  this  report  was  not  re¬ 
ceived  from  the  Maritime  Administration  until  October  30, 

1975  and  it  had  not  been  received  by  the  Task  Force  preparing 
the  Alternatives  Section  until  after  the  Draft  EIS  had  already 
gone  to  press.) 

3.  Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  EIS. 
Government  contracts  provide  for  equal  employment  opportun¬ 
ities. 

4.  The  Final  EIS  reflects  more  coordination  with  the  State  of 
Alaska . 

5.  The  LNG  alternative  has  been  expanded  in  the  Alternatives 
Volume  of  the  EIS  beginning  on  page  175. 

6.  Abandonment  of  the  pipeline  is  discussed  in  individual  geo¬ 
graphical  sections  of  the  report.  For  instance,  page  28  of 
the  Los  Angeles  Volume  indicates,  "The  impact  on  the  environ¬ 
ment  will  be  similar  to  that  encountered  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  phase  of  the  project." 

7.  Seismology  sections  were  revised  in  each  individual  segment. 
For  Instance,  page  202  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  has  a  sec¬ 
tion  on  seismicity  and  its  effect  on  the  pipeline.  The  over¬ 
view  Volume,  page  183  also  treats  the  subject. 

8.  Disruption  of  the  aquatic  ecosystem  was  expanded  within  the 
geographical  segments  under  water  quality. 

9.  These  systems  are  all  discussed  within  portions  of  the  EIS. 

The  water  crossings  are  discussed  under  the  Water  Quality 
sections.  The  land  use  section  of  the  Alaska  portion  and 
the  tundra  is  discussed  in  the  Vegetation  section. 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 
The  Assistant  Secretary  for  Science  and  Technology 

Washington.  D  C.  20230 


Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings : 

This  is  in  further  reference  to  your  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  entitled  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System".  In  order  to  expedite  transmittal  of  these  additional 
comments  from  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administra¬ 
tion,  we  are  sending  them  to  you  as  they  were  received  in 
this  office. 

Thank  you  for  giving  us  an  opportunity  to  provide  these 
comments,  which  we  hope  will  be  of  assistance  to  you.  As 
stated  in  our  earlier  letter,  we  would  appreciate  receiving 
twelve  (12)  copies  of  the  final  statement. 

Sincerely, 


November  28,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 


10.  This  has  been  deleted  from  Chapter  1  in  the  Overview  Volume 
and  discussed  more  fully  under  "Impacts  on  Esthetics  and 
Recreation",  beginning  page  171,  and  "Unique  Areas",  page 
170. 

11.  Hazards  and  pipeline  integrity  are  discussed  in  Sections 
2.0V. 16,  3.0V. 16,  4.0V. 16  and  5.0V. 16  of  the  Overview  Volume 
of  the  Final  EIS. 

12.  Section  1.0V.3  has  been  revised  giving  an  example  of  scour 
depth  reading  "...  depth  of  burial  at  Sagavanirktok  River 
crossing  in  Alaska  would  be  more  than  10  feet  ..."  (see 
page  12  of  the  Overview  Volume). 

13.  The  final  Overview  does  not  indicate  that  the  pipe  will  be 
recovered. 

14.  North  Slope  summer  temperature  range  has  been  clarified  in 
2.0V.1,  page  49  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

15.  The  reference  to  prevailing  winds  along  the  Alaskan  coastal 
zone  being  from  the  west  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview 
Volume,  Section  2.0V. 1. 

16.  That  part  of  the  climate  discussion  has  been  deleted  from 
the  final  Overview  Volume. 

17.  Chapter  3  of  the  Overview  Volume  has  been  revised  beginning 
page  135.  Impacts  on  vegetation  (page  147)  and  on  wildlife 
(page  150)  have  been  completely  rewritten. 

18.  Opening  of  wilderness  areas  has  been  discussed  in  more  detail 
in  the  Final  EIS,  Overview  Volume. 

The  effect  of  airplane  maintenance  checks  and  operational 
noise  on  wildlife  is  discussed  mainly  under  "Effects  of  Pipe¬ 
line  Related  Noise  Emissions  on  Wildlife",  page  180;  as  well 
as  in  "Impact  on  Wildlife",  pages  151  and  152. 

19.  Chapter  6  has  been  rewritten  and  the  discussion  of  impacts 
on  the  marine  system  has  been  moved  to  Chapter  3,  page  157 
in  the  Overview  Volume. 

20.  This  comment  was  inadvertently  overlooked  when  preparing 
the  final  Overview  Volume. 

21.  Depiction  of  locations  was  not  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 

22.  The  quoted  sentence  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  -EIS. 

See  the  Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  124  for  the  revised 
discussion. 

23.  The  quoted  sentence  from  the  North  Border  Volume  has  been 
corrected  In  Section  2. 1.3.1. 


U.S.  DEPARTPTiENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Notional  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

ENVlHON.WNTAL  HLSfcAIICH  LABORATORIES 
Boulder.  Colorado  B0302 

Office  of  Programs  Rx3 


DATE:  NOV  2  0  1975 

MEMORANDUM 


TO: 

FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


William  Aron,  Director 
EE 

Wilmot  N.  Hess,  Director 
ERL 

DEIS  7507.67  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 


Attached  are  additional  comments  from  ERL  on  the  subject  DEIS. 
Attachments:  as  stated 


Sidney  R,  Galler 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary 

for  Environmental  Affairs 


Enclosure : 


Memo  from  Mr.  Wilmot  N.  Hess,  Director 
Environmental  Research  Laboratories 


li 


COMMENTS:  DEIS 


ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  414,  second  paragraph  -  It  would  be  more  useful  to  state 
the  geographical  scope  in  miles  from  the  AAGPC  piDeline  system  for  which 
there  are  no  known  nesting  sites,  that  is,  define  "directly  associated 
with"  in  concrete  terms. 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  424,  first  paragraph  -  energy  and  matter  -  actually  an 
ecosystem  is  open  to  energy  and  closed  to  matter. 


A.  Major  Ecosystem  2)  Fresh-water  ecosystems. 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  428,  first  paragraph,  add  "(c)  low  resistance  to  stress." 

VoT.  II:  Pg.  430,  second  paragraph. .. "190  grams". . .This  volume  would 
2 

require  growth  at  1.8  g/m  /day  maximum  rate  for  90  days  -  the  length  of 
the  entire  growing  season  (see  figure  on  Pg.  431)  which  seems  very 
unlikely.  The  yearly  production  figures  are  suspect. 


I 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  431,  Figure  2. 1 . 1 .8-2. . .Reference? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  433,  first  paragraph. .. "contribution  of  benthic  algae"... 
data? 


i4 

I 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  434,  paragraphs  two,  three,  four. ..data? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  435,  Table  2.1. 1.8-1. 

Locations  of  Imikpuk,  Ikroavik,  and  Malikpuk  lakes? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  436,  first  paragraph  -  What  is  "consumer  link"?  "Tundra 
food  chain"  -  Should  be  web.  What  about  carnivores? 


I 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  438  -  Food  "web"  should  be  used  throughout. 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  440,  first  paragraph. . .What  is  "a  microscopic  crustacean"? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  442,  second  paragraph. .. "beaded  foothill  streams"  -  braided 
"Chironomid  density  may  approach  100,000  per  m^,  but  may  only  be  10  to 

o 

100  per  m  . .."  -  at  what  seasons? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  442,  second  paragraph  -  give  reference. 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  444,  second  paragraph. . .detritovores,  same  as  saprovares? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  445,  first  paragraph  -  "Biological  activity  beneath  the 
winter  ice..."  -  How  about  not  near  river  mouths  or  under  ice"? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  446,  second  paragraph  -  however,  phosphorus  and 

potassium  become  limiting."  -  After  nitrogen  has  already  been  limiting? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  446,  third  paragraph. .. "ni trogen  and  phosphorus"  -  sep¬ 
arately  or  simultaneously? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  447,  first  paragraph,  last  sentence  (McCown  1973)  -  What 
were  the  results  of  the  study?  What  is  the  implied  ecological  effect? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  449,  second  paragraph,  third  sentence. . .thermal  erosion... 
What  about  thermakarst  lakes? 


I’ 


I 
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I 


I 


IV 


IS" 


I 

I 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  815,  first  paragraph,  second  sentence  -  We  doubt  that  when 
tundra  ecosystems  are  compared  to  temoerate  ecosystems,  it  can  help 
"biologists  sort  out  universal  ecological  mechanisms  from  purely  loc$l 
adaptations. " 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  815  -  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  burying  pipelines  I 

could  disturb  soil  and  drainage  significantly  which  could  increase  I n 

erosion,  etc.,  and  affect  a  much  larger  area  than  immediate  pipeline  -  I 
i.e.,  streams,  lakes,  low  lying  tundra,  etc.  ® 


Vol. 

the 


II:  Pg.  816,  second  paragraph,  last  sentence. .. "and  about  1,000  in 
[temperate?!  grasslands"? 


I 


ao 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  820,  first  paragraph  -  Disturbed  layer  allows  access  of  0^ 
to  waterlogged  soil  increasing  oxidation  and  decomposition  of  organic 
matter.  Soil  will  subside,  CO2  will  increase. 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  821,  last  paragraph  -  re:  chilled  pipeline. .. (1 )  What 
temperature?  (2)  Produce  permafrost  in  areas  lacking  it?  (3)  Increase 
frost  heaving  and  disturb  soil  further  as  well  as  stress  pipe? 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  821,  last  paragraph. .. "chi lied  pipe  may  not  be  a  rapid" 
or  no  growth  at  all?  Followed  by  severe  erosion? 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  1128,  first  paragraph  -  The  ecological  impact  of  spraying 
methanol  over  land  should  be  discussed  in  terms  of  its  effects  on  land- 
based  insects  and  other  invertebrates  and  secondarily  on  birds  and  mam¬ 
mals  which  consume  these  invertebrates. 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  1141,  second  sentence  -  What  is  "major"  as  defined  by 
appli cant? 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  1142,  first  paragraph  -  Does  this  say  that  no  one  knows 
what  the  impacts  will  really  be? 

Vol.  II:  Pg.  1142,  second  paragraph  -  This  sentence  is  inconsistent  with 
previous  paragraph. 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  1143,  last  paragraph  -  Should  recommend  no  fertilizers 
unless  indicated  in  specific  situation  and  then  of  a  very  insoluble  type. 


Vol.  II:  Pg.  1238-39,  entire  section  -  Is  there  a  projection  of  effects  I 
of  disturbance,  development  and  travel  to  a  particular  year,  such  as 
2000?  For  example,  if  routes  are  open  to  public  travel,  hunting,  tourism,1 
will  the  things  that  people  want  to  see  be  destroyed  in  the  process? 


3Ct> 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  The  Department  of  Commerce 
dated  November  28,  1975 

1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

2.  This  comment  was  inadvertently  overlooked  in  the  Final  EIS. 

3.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

4.  The  reference  is:  McGown,  B.  H.,  1973,  University  of  Alaska 
Institute  of  Arctic  Biology. 

5.  See  #1  above. 

6.  See  01  above. 

7.  The  table  was  not  changed  to  show  the  locations  of  these 
lakes. 

8.  See  #2  above. 

9.  See  #3  above. 

10.  See  #3  above. 

11.  See  #3  above. 

12.  This  paragraph  is  based  on  a  variety  of  references  given 
at  the  end  of  the  volume. 

13.  See  #3  above. 

14.  See  #3  above. 

15.  See  03  above.  See  Bliss,  L.  C.,  1971  in  the  Bibliography. 

16.  See  #3  and  #4  above. 

17.  See  #3  above. 

18.  This  has  been  eliminated  in  the  Final  EIS. 

19.  The  Final  EIS  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this  comment. 

20.  See  #3  above. 

21.  See  03  above. 


V 


22. 

See  #3  above. 

23. 

Comments  were  noted  and 

the  EIS  changed  on  page  393, 

24. 

This  comment  was  deleted 

from  the  EIS. 

25. 

See  #3  above. 

26. 

See  03  above. 

27. 

See  03  above. 

28. 

See  03  above. 

ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF  DEFENSE 
WASHINGTON.  D.  C  20301 


health  ano 

ENVIRONMENT 


7  NOV  197! 


2 


Please  advise  us  of  your  acceptance  of  this  alternative.  If  you  wish 
to  discuss  this  in  further  detail,  please  contact  myself  or  Mr.  H.  R. 
Smith.  We  will  be  happy  to  host  a  meeting  between  Interior  and 
DoD  personnel. 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 

Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

Washington,  D.  C. 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 


This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  July  25,  1975,  for  our 
comments  on  the  Department  of  Interior's  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System. 


The  proposed  project  to  bring  natural  gas  from  Prudhoe  Bay  to  the 
contiguous  United  States  will  have  one  branch  terminating  at  Cajon, 
California,  to  supply  the  Los  Angeles  basin.  As  proposed,  the 
pipeline  to  service  this  area  would  cut  across  the  western  most 
boundary  of  the  Naval  Weapons  Center  (NWC),  China  Lake,  California. 


We  are  opposed  to  the  intrusion  of  the  pipeline  for  several  reasons. 
First,  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  line  will  seriously 
constrict  the  schedule  for  the  China  Lake  Test  Range  Complex. 
Secondly,  the  nature  of  the  NWC  mission  could  damage  the  pipeline 
unintentionally.  Additionally,  ingress  and  egress  for  both  construction 
and  maintenance  would  pose  serious  problems  with  both  test  scheduling 
and  center  security.  As  an  alternative  to  setting  the  pipeline  on  land 
under  DoD  jurisdiction.  I  strongly  recommend  that  the  utility  corridor 
right-of-way  just  west  of  the  station  boundary  be  considered  in  lieu  of 
the  DoD  area. 


I 

I 


I 

1 


Sincerely, 


George  Marienthal 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Environmental  Quality) 
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Responses  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Department  of  Defense 
dated  November  7,  1975 


Dangers  involved  in  constructing  and  operating  a  natural  gas 
pipeline  through  the  Naval  Weapons  Center  are  discussed  in  the 
Final  EIS  on  page  426  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

The  suggested  route  deviation  is  considered  on  page  427  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Volume. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH.  EDUCATION.  AND  WELFARE 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON.  O  C  *0201 

N0V  1  o  1975 

Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenir.gs 
Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings : 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
concerning  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  On 
the  basis  of  our  review,  we  offer  the  following  comments: 

1.  Page  1-35:  We  note  that  the  Kingsgate  to  San 
Francisco  portion  of  the  pipeline  does  not  have 
to  meet  the  API  specifications  for  high  test 
pipeline.  Why? 

2.  Have  the  environmental  impacts  pertaining  to  the 
cut  down  of  the  moderately  deep  V-shaped  valleys 
in  Modoc  Plateau  been  analyzed? 

3.  Page  1-368:  What  are  the  estimates  for  the  mag¬ 
nitude  of  crop  losses  resulting  from  the  loss  of 
natural  soil  productivity  on  14,000  acres? 

4.  We  believe  the  stack  silencers  referred  to  on 
page  1-404  should  be  mandatory.  In  addition, 

the  maximum  use  of  silencers  should  be  encouraged 
for  the  compressor  stations  to  mitigate  adverse 
noise  affects  upon  human  populations. 

5.  Page  1-403:  The  DEIS  states  that  sound  levels  may 
range  from  68-95  dBA  when  measured  at  50  feet.  Are 
these  levels  to  be  taken  for  8  hour  exposures  or 
temporary  peaks?  Elsewhere  in  the  statement,  the 

8  hour  standard  for  occupational  exposure  at  90  dBA 
is  discussed  along  with  the  fact  that  it  is  possible 
that  OSHA  is  considering  lowering  the  standard.  Will 
pipeline  employees  be  exposed  to  sound  levels  in  excess! 
of  the  proposed  or  existing  OSHA  standards? 


Page  2  -  Mr.  Koenings 


10. 


We  strongly  concur  that  the  "Applicants  should  show 
by  analysis  that  their  design  is  satisfactory  based 
on  worst-case  external  loading  conditions  on  the  pipe 
in  both  the  pressurized  and  unpressurized  states." 

(p.  1-411) 

Page  1-509:  How  will  waste,  both  solid  and  human, 
be  collected  and/or  disposed  of,  particularly  in  con¬ 
struction  sites  along  pipeline  routes? 

The  applicant  should  be  required  to  describe  his 
project  abandonment  procedures  to  ensure  that  major 
safety  hazards  to  humans  have  been  analyzed. 


I 

I 

I 


The  factors  of  traffic  safety  and  road  hazards  in¬ 
volved  in  the  movement  of  heavy  equipment  and  materials 
through  the  extreme  weather  conditions  on  primitive 
roads  are  not  adequately  addressed.  These  adverse 
conditions  are  also  likely  to  increase  occupational 
safety  hazards  in  all  areas  of  pipeline  construction. 


I 


1 


Page  V-1170  indicates  that  the  pipeline  right  of  way 
will  traverse  public  recreation  land,  parks,  and  in 
some  cases,  proceed  through  camping  areas.  Although 
the  DEIS  states  that  such  areas  will  be  closed  to  the 
public,  it  is  unclear  whether  the  total  public  area  or 
just  the  rights  of  way  will  be  closed  to  the  public. 
Should  it  be  the  latter,  it  would  appear  that  large 
machinery,  open  trenches,  unlaid  pipe,  etc.,  will  be 
present  in  the  area  for  a  period  of  time  and  create 
potential  safety  hazards.  Safety,  from  the  standpoint 
of  protecting  the  public,  needs  to  be  discussed  more 
fully  in  the  document. 


10 


11.  In  the  general  discussion  of  health,  no  mention  is  made 
of  the  provisions  to  be  made  for  the  health  care  of  pip* 
line  employees  or  of  the  public  health  aspects  of  the 
temporary  work  camps  to  be  used  in  Alaska  and  northern 
Canada.  We  believe  a  comprehensive  employee  health  and 
safety  plan  is  needed  that  will  cover  not  only  work-re¬ 
lated  aspects  of  health,  but  all  the  health  needs  of  th< 
employee,  including  problems  associated  with  acclimatioi 
to  the  extreme  climate . 


I 


Page  3  -  Mr.  Koenings 


I 


The  proposed  system  will,  if  constructed  as  described, 
have  serious  ar.d  irreversible  impacts  on  many  irreplace¬ 
able  natural  resources,  as  well  as  upon  the  socio-economi^ 
status  of  many  small  communities.  While  it  is  perhaps 
true  as  stated  on  p.  1-473  that  most  of  the  socio¬ 
economic  impacts  cannot  be  avoided  over  the  short  term, 
we  nevertheless  urge  the  applicant  to  work  closely  with 
all  governmental  bodies  through  whose  jurisdictions  the 
pipeline  will  pass  to  ensure  an  early  and  continuing  ex¬ 
change  of  project  development  planning  data  and  projec¬ 
tions.  This  exchange  will  enable  local  communities  to 
anticipate  these  impacts  and  to  plan  ways  to  prevent 
or  mitigate  them  before  they  occur,  rather  than  attempt¬ 
ing  to  deal  with  them  after  they  occur. 

Although  the  statement  identifies  the  potential  impacts 
on  the  local  health,  medical,  educational  and  other 
public  services,  it  does  not  offer  any  suggestions  for 
mitigation.  One  of  the  problems  with  a  project  of  this 
magnitude  is  the  "temporary"  nature  of  the  personnel 
in  any  location.  We  urge  the  applicant  to  give  special 
emphasis  to  the  hiring  and  training  of  local  workers, 
wherever  possible,  to  minimize  the  socio-economic  im¬ 
pact  of  transient  labor.. 

Little  attention  is  given  to  discussing  possible  dis¬ 
ruptions  and  overloads  on  local  public  services.  It 
would  seem  appropriate  that  the  applicant  initiate  some 
early  planning  efforts  with  the  various  public  officials 
responsible  for  providing  such  service  in  order  to  ensure 
a  minimum  of  disruption.  There  may  be  adequate  need  to 
provide  mobile  health  and  medical  facilities  to  accomodate 
the  construction  crews.  This  is  particularly  apropos 
to  the  many  small  communities  in  Nevada  and  Eastern 
California  which  even  now  have  difficulty  providing  I 

these  services  to  the  stable  population.  £ 


ii 


13.  The  DEIS  acknowledges  the  potentially  severe  impacts 
on  water  quality  and  quantity  that  may  result  from 
(1)  the  pipeline  construction  due  to  the  large  volumes 
of  water  required  for  hydrostatic  testing  of  the  pipe¬ 
line,  (2)  the  indiscriminate  withdrawal  of  large  volumes 
of  water  from  bodies  which  may  not  have  the  capacity  to 
recover,  (3)  the  release  of  large  volumes  of  water  into 
dry  stream  channels,  and  (4)  from  erosion  associated 
with  construction  sites.  .Since  water  supply  in  the 


I3> 
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Page  4  -  Mr.  Koenings 


Artie  is  a  serious  problem,  the  most  extensive  ■ 

methods  of  water  quality  control  are  warranted  I  |3 

to  minimize  the  adverse  impacts  on  water  resources.  | 

14.  We  urge  that  the  most  sophisticated  equipment  on 
the  market  be  utilized  by  the  applicant  to  detect 

and  provide  instant  notification  of  any  gas  leakage  I  14 
in  the  pipeline.  It  is  assumed  that  the  gas  will  be  ■ 
odorized  before  transmission  as  an  aid  in  the  detec-  I 
tion  of  leaks.  • 

15.  In  describing  the  construction  of  the  project,  the 
document  addresses  borrow  pits ,  changing  patterns 
of  drainage ,  creation  of  lagoons  for  sewage  treat¬ 
ment,  etc.  Such  areas  are  possible  sources  for  the 
breeding  of  disease  bearing  insects  or  animals.  We  .r- 
feel  there  needs  to  be  a  discussion  as  to  the  proper 

use  of  techniques  for  grading,  seeding  and  maintenance 
of  areas  in  and  around  compressor  plants ,  pumping 
stations  and  micro  relay  stations  to  provide  adequate 
vector  control' for  such  insects. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  document. 

Sincerely , 

Charles  Custard 

Director 

Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare 
dated  November  10,  1975 


1.  Specifications  will  be  met;  EIS  revised  (See  page  12  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

2.  Comment  was  considered  (See  pages  243  &  245  of  the  San  Fransisco 
Volume) . 

3.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change. 

4.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  prior  to  Issuance  of  the  rights-of-way 
permit.  No  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

5.  It  is  a  peak  level  measurement.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  using 
recommended  OSHA  regulations. 

6.  Design  meets  CFR  49,  part  192  specifications  (See  page  195,  Overview 
Volume) . 

7.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  to  comply  with  local.  State  and  Federal 
requirements.  No  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

8.  Project  abandonment  is  treated  in  the  geographic  sections,  (for 
example  see  page  28  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume) . 

9.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change. 

10.  Safety  precautions  near  recreation  areas  will  be  part  of  the  stipulations 
developed  prior  to  issuance  of  rights-of-way  permits. 

11.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  to  mitigate  public  health  aspects 
associated  with  temporary  work  camps  prior  to  issuance  of  the 
right-of-way  permit.  No  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

12.  Will  be  considered  in  the  stipulations.  No  change  made  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

13.  Will  be  included  in  the  stipulations.  No  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

14.  Gas-  leakage  problem  is  treated  in  hazard  section  (For  example  see 
page  329  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

15.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH.  EDUCATION.  AND  WELFARE 

REGION  V 

300  SOUTH  WACKER  :>RIVE 

CHICAGO.  ILLINOIS  60606  office  of 

THfc  REGIONAL  DIRECTOR 


February  12,  1976 

Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Department  of  Health  Education  and  Welfare 
(Region  V,  Chicago,  Illinois) 

Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings  dated  February  12,  1976 

Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,  D.C.  20240  Comments  noted  -  no  change  required  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Systems 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  above 
project.  To  our  knowledge,  and  based  upon  the  information  provided,  this 
project  will  not  impact  to  any  significant  degree  on  the  health,  education 
or  welfare  of  the  population. 

Sincerely, 

U\V  li 

Robert  A.  Ford 

Regional  Environmental  Officer 


cc :  Charles  Custard,  0EA 
Warren  Muir,  CEQ 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY 
NAVAL  WEAPC  xS  CENTER 
CHINA  LAKE.  CALIFORNIA  93553 


IN  He  PI.  Y  HE  Ft  M  TO 

70305/JROrrh 
Serial  oV?/ 
OCT  Z  IJ  3 


The  Honorable  Mr.  John  C.  Whitaker 
Acting  Secretary, 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Wash iu£ ton,  DC  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 


Tlutik  you  for  the  opportunity  to  coament  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Imoact 
State  rone  (EIS)  Alisha  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System". 


As  delineated  in  the  E1S  (FiSure  1.1. 5. 2-2.  p.  IV-M1)  the  proposed  pipe¬ 
line  runs  tor  thirteen  miles  through  and  partially  transects  the  Naval 
V. capons  Center  s  Air  l.'eapons  Range,  a  fully-instrumented  range. 

>uiin  functions  of  the  Air  Weapons  Range  nre  tests  and  evaluation  of  fire 
cent.-.,  and  benoing  systema;  r.uided  iNapona;  atr-to-aur-  ica  missiles; 

ear's  .\,.iaac  f-.ted  and  moving  targets.  Additional  uses  are 
lor  air-to-surfaca  gunnery,  target  rocket  firings  and  parachute  flate 
tests. 


i-rjets  used  at  the  Air  Weapons  Range  include  fire  bomb  and  cluster 
i-capon  targets  as  veil  as  avionic,  moving,  and  tactical  target  areas. 

All  such  target  areas  are  contaminated  with  high  explosive  materials. 

The  range  also  includes  a  high-velocity  test  track,  10,000  feet  in  length 
that  would  be  intersected  by  the  proposed  pipeline  route. 

Consideration  must  be  given  ; evural  aspects  in  assessing  the  imoact  of 
the  proposed  route  oa  one  of  the  Navy's  principal  research  and  develop¬ 
ment,  test,  and  evaluation  laboratories.  Both  access  aud  egress  of  con¬ 
struction  personnel  and  equtpm  at  would  be  subject  to  stringent  restric¬ 
tions  to  .avoid  i  it,  c  "ere  if*  with  the  operations  of  the  Air  '.:ea,.oas  Ranee 
and  to  assure  sat,  ,■  ot  nersonnel.  Similar  constrictions  would  apply  to 
any  subsequent  nainrznance  operations. 


Yhe  prurient  of  locating  a  gas  pipeline  within 
tit  Los  of  high  explosives  are  routinely  used  i: 


a  test  ran^.e  where  quan- 
•  questionable. 


Further,  the  continuous  cont 
explosive  material  would  con 
tioa  personnel  or  equipment 
require  complete  indemnity, 
would  bi?  tmst  difficult.  sine, 
is -not  accurately  known. 


^•-ration  from  the  tes's  involving  high 
u.-Lvibly  constitute  a  hazard  to  construc- 
lco-n  w;,L-h  the  '.’aval  Weapons  Center  would 
Reliable  sanitation  of  the  target  areas 
o  the  location  of  high  explosive  material 


70305/JROrrh 
Serial  Si'Di 
QZl  2  ...a 


This  Command  seriously  urges  personnel  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  I 

Management  involved  in  planning  an  overland  route  for  the  proposed  gas  S 

pipeline  in  Indian  Wells  Valley  to  consider  the  region  east  of  U.S.  I  ^ 

Highway  395  where  a  do  facto  utility  corridor  is  already  established  for  ■ 
line  power  transmission  facilities.  From  the  viewpoint  of  conserving  ■ 

and  managing  desert  resource  lands,  the  concept  of  utility  corridors  I 

ofters  a  means  whereby  long-range  raanagement  of  desert  resources  may  I 

bc3t  be  effected. 

1  shall  appreciate  being  kept  up-to-date  on  the  outcome  of  your  public 
hearings  on  this  subject  and  on  any  future  developments  that:  involve 
the  Naval  Weapons  Center  and  adjacent  areas  with  respect  to  plans  for 
an  overland  gas  pipeline. 


'  J{cor\y.-irnl,  UST* 

Copy  to:  Ccrncrff.’er 

Chief  of  Naval  Material,  Washington,  DC  * 

Western  Division,  Naval  Facilities  Engineering 
Command,  San  Bruno,  CA 

Mr.  Robert  E.  Metzger,  Planning  Coordination  Chief 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  California  State  Offices 
EIS  Task  Force,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Washington,  DC  20240 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TOi 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.G  20240 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Department  of  the  Navy 
dated  October  2,  1975 


l.  G.  Fri  — ,  III 

Imt  Admiral.  UW 


laool  SMpow  Cantor 

CUm  LaJta.  California  93553 

Doar  Admiral  * - 


OCT  161975 


Tmt  la t tar  of  Octobar  2  (70305/ J*0:rb,  torlal  5S59)  to  forwr  Dbda r 
foe  rotary  Vkltafear  ban  boon  foronrdad  to  oo  for  raapaooa.  TWak  yoo 
for  rootaving  tha  Ilf  aotltlad,  "Alaoka  Satvral  Caa  Tranoportaclan 
Fyatoo"  mod  far  providing  ••  *it3  yoor  ■  i-un  rognrdlng  tka  inyuif 
plpallno  toy  acta  oo  tba  Rml  Boopoan  Cantor' •  Air  Woopono  tango. 

Ma  ara  fomnrdlag  yaor  eaaaata  to  aar  ap  prop  riot  a  US  Writing  loan 
for  tbalr  carofol  consideration  ao  thny  prop ora  tha  Final  ItlR. 


Dangers  involved  in  constructing  and  operating  a  natural  gas 
pipeline  through  the  Naval  Weapons  Center  are  discussed  in  the 
Final  EIS  on  page  426  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

The  suggested  route  deviation  is  considered  on  page  427  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Volume. 


tlacoToly  yoora. 


*=.  i^oan  H.  Koealngs 

1— ao  I.  roanlngo 
Fro J act  W—  car 
Alaska  Eat oral  Gao 
Traaaportatlaa  Byotoa 


cc: 

Babcock  (o/  original  Incoalas) 

Roldan 
Soolan 
Loooard  J 

Dr.  Arlan  Waltora  -  Sootbarn  Calif.  Gaa  Conpaay 
landing  Flla  -  looa  15A0 
Bold  Copy 

LLM : lASoolan i baa : 10/9/75 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20590 


2 


ASSISTANT  SECRETARY 


1  4  NOV  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

We  have  reviewed  the  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS) 
on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  and  offer 
the  following  comments. 

Transportation  Impacts 

1.  It  will  be  necessary  for  the  responsible  DOI  agency  to 
obtain  a  permit  from  the  highway  department  of  each  state 
traversed  by  the  pipeline  for  use  of  their  right-of-way  for 
transmission  line  crossings.  The  state  highway  departments 
will  be  interested  in  safety,  handling  of  traffic  during 
construction,  restoration  of  the  right-of-way,  and  visual 
impacts  created  by  a  gas  line  utilizing  an  existing  bridge. 
Additional  comments  from  the  Federal  Highway  Administration 
(FHWA)  are  enclosed. 

2.  Comments  from  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
on  the  impact  of  the  pipeline  on  airports  and  services 
are  enclosed. 

Social  and  Economic  Impacts 

1.  Part  II  of  the  EIS  should  discuss  the  impact  the  project 
will  have  on  local  residents  and  communities  along  the 
proposed  pipeline  route.  Extensive  consideration  of  these 
factors  seems  necessary  in  light  of  the  severe  social  and 
economic  impacts,  as  well  as  impacts  on  public  services 
and  facilities,  which  have  arisen  during  the  construction 
of  the  Alaska  oil  pipeline. 


/ 


z 


2.  There  is  a  commitment  to  hire  25%  of  the  work  force 
locally  in  all  the  states  the  pipeline  crosses,  except 
Alaska.  The  EIS  clearly  states  that  there  is  no  commitment 
to  hire  Alaskan  Eskimos,  Indians,  or  Aleuts.  Since  the 
Alaskan  Government  has  adopted  a  plan  (Alaskan  Plan)  which 
is  designed  to  increase  minority  union  membership,  there 
should  be  a  commitment  to  implement  this  plan.  The  EIS 
avoids  this  issue  by  discussing  the  commitments  made  by 
the  oil  pipeline.  It  appears  that  efforts  should  be  made 
to  employ  as  many  Alaskan  natives  as  possible  since  there 
will  be  approximately  6,300  trained  Alaskan  natives  at  the 
end  of  the  oil  pipeline  project. 

3.  Part  II  of  the  E^S  should  also  discuss  the  impact  of 
the  project  workers  on  housing  when  there  is  a  lack  of 
adequate  housing  in  Alaska.  The  applicant  proposes  to 
provide  temporary  housing  for  workers  who  are  not  living 
with  their  families.  However,  no  such  provisions  are  made 
for  workers  who  will  bring  their  families  or  for  workers 
involved  in  ancillary  activities. 

4.  The  analysis  of  noise  on  the  areas  surrounding  the 
project  should  be  expanded  to  include  an  analysis  of 
mitigating  measures  for  truck  traffic  through  communities.  The 
truck  noise  will  range  from  68  dBA  to  98  dBA  at  50  feet  from 
the  edge  of  the  roadway  and  several  community  roads  will  be 
used  for  truck  access  to  the  pipeline.  This  will  result  in 
extremely  high  noise  levels  in  those  communities.  The  EIS 
states  that  there  are  no  criteria  to  evaluate  the  truck 
noise  impact.  However,  the  FHWA  has  developed  guidelines 

for  the  review  and  analysis  of  highway  generated  noise. 

These  guidelines  should  be  used  in  evaluating  the  impact 
of  the  truck  traffic  on  the  communities.  A  copy  of  these 
guidelines  is  enclosed  for  your  reference. 

5.  Several  states  have  noise  control  laws  and  the  EIS  should  I 

indicate  that  the  applicant  will  comply  with  their  laws.  j 

6.  An  evaluation  of  the  impact  which  the  high  construction  j 
noise  levels  will  have  on  the  wildlife  breeding  areas  should 
be  included  in  the  EIS.  A  secondary  impact  of  the  high 
construction  noise  levels,  if  the  wildlife  abandoned 
present  breeding  areas,  could  be  a  loss  of  food  and  income  I 
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for  some  of  the  Alaskan  natives  since  50%  of  the  natives 
who  live  outside  of  large  cities  depend  on  the  wildlife  for 
subsistence. 


7.  The  EIS  should  discuss  the  impact  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  on  the  Ft.  Peak  Indian  Reservation.  The  discussion 
should  include  the  existing  usage  of  the  land  that  will  be 
needed  for  the  construction  of  the  pipeline  and  the  proDosed 
method  of  compensation  for  the  land  that  will  be  taken.* 


8.  The  pipeline  crosses  several  fault  zones.  The  EIS  shouL 
discuss  the  effects  an  earthquake  would  have  on  the  natural 
gas  pipeline  and  the  possibility  of  avoiding  some  or  all  of 
these  fault  zones. 


S 


Alternatives 


In  view  of  the  adverse  impacts  associated  with  the  pipeline, 
a  more  detailed  analysis  should  be  presented  on  the  other 
alternatives  studied. 

Pipeline  Safety 

Comments  from  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  Operations  are 
enclosed . 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the 
draft  EIS. 


Sincerely, 

Judith  T.  Connor 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Environment, 
Safety,  and  Consumer  Affairs 


Enclosures 


Fo.m  fr.WA  121  |«t.  ?-77| 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


DEPARTMENT  Of  TRANSPORTATION 

FEDftAl  HIGHWAY  ADMINISTRATION* 

Region  8 


EIS  Prepared  by  Another  Agency 
Alas la  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
subject,  System;  Vols.  I,  V,  VI,  and  VII 


oate  October  15,  1975 


In  „t>, 

r«l,r  >o 


08-00.21 


from  ,  Director 

Office  of  Environment  and  Design 


TO  •  Mr.  Rex  I.  Wells,  Chief 

Environmental  Development  Division 
Washington,  D.C.  20590 


ATTN:  Mr.  Jeff  Thwing 
HEV-10 


He  have  reviewed  the  subject  EIS  and  offer  the  following  comments: 

1.  On  page  V-81P-,  the  State  and  local  highways  of  northeastern 
South  Dakota  ere  classified  as  "relatively  undeveloped.** 

An  explanation  of  how  this  classification  -was  arrived  at  and 
the  associated  Implications  should  be  included  ir.  the  EIS. 

2.  Throughout  the  volur.es,  specifically  pages  1-UG2  ar.d  V-089, 
references  are  made  to  the  construction  '.ethos's  used  to 
cross  public  highways.  The-  choice  of  the  crossing  methods, 
either  laying  the  pipe  in  sn  open  cut  trench  or  driving  the 
pipe  under  the  highway,  is  deter,  ined  on  the  class  cf  road, 
the  jurisdictional  requirements,  and  the  traffic  figures. 

It  is  suggested  these  three  determining  features  should  be 
further  explained. 

3.  On  page  1-297,  Aberdeen  is  stated  as  being  in  North  Dakota. 

The  state  should  be  changed  to  South  Dakota. 


// 


4.  It  is  felt  that  the  term  "primary  railroads"  should  be  de¬ 
fined  as  in  its  use  in  figure  2. 1.3. 11 -G.  This  figure  shows 
the  pipeline  crossing  only  2  of  South  Dakota's  railroads. 
Plotting  the  proposed  route  on  one  of  cur  traps,  seven  cross¬ 
ings  are  encountered. 


TO:  Mr.  Sex  I.  Wells,  Chief  -2-  October  15,  1975 

Envirorcaental  Development  Division 

ATTN:  Hr.  Jeff  Thwing 


5.  We  noted  that  on  page  V-CS9,  the  statement  reads  that  unpaved 
private  and  public  roads  as  well  as  paved  county  roads  carrying 
little  traffic  will  be  crossed  by  means  of  open  cut  if  approved 
by  the  owner  or  appropriate  regulating  agencies.  While  this  is 
probably  a  satisfactory  --.'thod  for  most  of  these  types  of  roads, 
we  believe  a  firm  policy  based  on  average  daily  traffic  and  ease 
of  detour  would  be  a  better  method  for  determining  which  roads 
should  be  open  cut  and  which  will  either  be  jacked  or  bored. 

6.  We  recommend  the  chapter  on  underground  utility  crossings  from 
the  AASliTO  Policy  on  the  Accc.u.adatio.i  of  Utilities  on  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  (see  attached 
narked  copy)  be  included  in  the  Impact  Statement. 


/3 


r.  S.  Allison 


Attachment 


.  A  Policy  on  the  Accommodation  of’7 
Utilities  on  Freeway  Rights-of-Way* 
Ar'optcd  by  Letter  Ballot  February  15,  1969* 


INTRODUCTION 

Tlio  Geometric  Design  Standards  for  the  National  System  of 
Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  adopted  by  the  American  As¬ 
sociation  of  State  Highway  Officials  on  July  12,  1330,  and 
accepted  by  the  11  urea u  of  Public  Road3  on  July  17,  1056,  pro¬ 
vide.  in  accordance  with  Section  ICO  of  Title  23.  U.  S.  Code, 
Highways.  1938,  for  control  of  access  on  r.U  sections  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  system.  These  provisions  v.cro  established  to  preserve  the 
traffic-carrying  capacity  c.  those  important  highways,  thus  war¬ 
ranting  the  large  public  :  .id  expenditure  being  made  for  their 
construction,  and  to  provide  the  maximum  degree  of  .afely  to 
the  users  thereof  insofar  A3  can  be  done  through  highway  plan¬ 
ning,  design,  right-of-way,  construction  and  operation.  There 
arc  also  othc  r  freeways  with  similar  control  of  access  features  but 
not  on  the  Intents*  Sy^’r*. 

Control  of  r.u.v  materially  affected  b>  iuu  extent  and 

manner  in  which  public  utilities  cross  or  otherwise  occupy  the 
highway  right-of-way.  The  State  highway  departments  have 
various  degrees  of  authority  io  develop  and  maintain  control 
of  access  and  to  regulate  utilities,  generally  through  their  author¬ 
ity  to  designate  and  to  control  the  use  made  of  rights-of-way 
acquired  for  public  highways,  including  those  of  ail  freeways. 
Their  authorities  depend  upon  State  laws  or  regulations.  These 
laws  and  regulations  differ  in  the  several  States  and  may  be 
different  in  a  State  for  highways  utilising  existing  rights-of-way 
and  for  highways  on  new  location  for  which  rights-of-way  are 
to  bo  acquired.  A  State  may  also  have  separate  laws  and  regula¬ 
tions  different  from  those  applicable  Statewide,  for  highways 
on  rights. of- way  subject  to  jurisdiction  of  a  local  government 
such  ns  that  of  a  largo  city. 

In  order  to  carry  out  the  intent  of  Title  23,  U.  S.  Code,  a  uni¬ 
form  policy  is  needed  to  establish  the  conditions  under  which 
public  and  private  utilities  may  l»o  accommodated  on  the  freeway 
rights-of-way.  The  following  statements  constitute  such  a  policy. 
While  the  policy  has  ns  its  primary  purposes  the  development 
and  maintenance  of  access  control,  increasing  highway  safely 
and  utility  io  the  maximum,  and  insuring  uniformity  of  utility 
treatment  airoag  the  States,  it  recognizes  the  public  interest  in 
avoiding  unnecessary  and  costly  operations  of  public  utility 

•  ? 


made  so  that  it  can  be  serviced  without  access  from  the 
through -traffic  roadways  or  ramps. 

There  may  bo  extreme  cases  where  a  utility  may  be  per¬ 
mitted  along  a  freeway  on  new  location  under  strictly  controlled 
conditions.  In  each  case  there  n:u.>t  be  a  showing  that  any  other 
utility  location  is  extremely  duffult  ami  unreasonably  costly  to 
the  utility  consumer,  the  installation  on  the  freeway  right-of- 
wny  will  not  adversely  affect  the  design,  construction,  stability, 
traffic  safety  or  operation  of  the  freeway  and  the  utility  ran  be 
serviced  without  access  from  the  through-traffic  roadwavs  or 
ramps. 

3.  Utilities  Along  1'recwaj  s  on  Existing  location 

A  utility  presently  located  on  the  right-of-way  of  an  existing 
highway  that  is  reconstructed  as  a  freeway  may  be  permitted 
to  remain  there*.  without  relocation  provided  it  can  bo  serviced 
without  access  ire m  the  tlnon-h-traffic  roadways  or  ramps. 
N.hc,o  such  utility  ;n  its  original  lo-.alion  can  be  seixiccd  only 
by  :  cccss  from  the  through-!  raffle  roadway*  or  ramus,  it  shall 
be  relocated  or  ether  provisions  i  .  c  so  that  it  can  be  serviced 
without  access  f.o.n  i^c  throuvh-t:  ■.vile  roadwavs  or  ramps.  No 
new  or  additional  ntiliiv  installation  shall  be  made  along  the 
free except  a! eng  a  frontage  road,  outside  the  control  of 
access  lines.  Exceptions  may  be  made  for  extreme  cases  as 
covered  u,  ;;***  vi.) 

4.  Major  Valley  Crossings 

Where  a  freeway  crosses  a  major  valley  or  river  on  an  existing 
high  value  structure  any  utility  carried  by  said  structure  at  the 
time  the  highway  route  is  improved  may  continue  to  be  so  ear¬ 
ned  when  to  relocate  the  utility  Would  be  very  costly  and  pro- 
tided  the  utility  can  be  serviced  without  interference  with  road 
users. 

Expansion  of  a  utility  carried  by  an  existing  structure  across 
a  major  valley  or  river  may  be  permitted  provided  the  utility  can 
be  installed  and  serviced  without  ir'.crfercncc  with  road  users. 

A  now  utility  will  no:  be  permitted  to  lie  installed  on  a  struc¬ 
ture  across  a  major  valley  or  river  at  and  after  the  time  the 
highway  route  is  improved,  except  for  extreme  cases  as  covered 
by  item  (2).  m  whic  h  case  the  utility  is  to  be  located  off  the  free¬ 
way  right-of-way  at  both  approaches  to  the  structure. 

5.  Utilities  Crossing  Freeways* 

N  "-.  nt  *'**.?  irrMVi-v.s  ;  ...  Mnstments  or  raloar.tions  t.fc 

ex;-:  .  ‘  1  1  •  *  ■  I  •••>  er.'«  r  riv-v  ::v.  To 

cxlcr‘  K-',b!o  a:;‘‘  I^Cax. .-Jo  t...  •  -l.^uiu  eiw  on  a  line  gtnl 
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"eiHlly  normal  to  the  freeway  alinctncnt  end  preferably  undci$ 
•  the  freeway.* 

(5A)  Utilities  Along  ltoads  or  Streets  Crossing  Freeways 

Where  a  utility  follows  a  crossroad  or  street  which  is  carried 
over  or  under  a  freeway,  provision  should  bo  made  for  the  utility 
to  cro'S  the  freeway  on  the  location  of  the  crossroad  or  street 
in  such  manner  that  the  utility  can  be  serviced  without  access 
from  the  through-traffic  roadways  or  ramps.  Generally  the  util¬ 
ities  are  to  be  located  within  the  normal  right-of-way  of-  the 
crossroad  or  street,  existing  or  relocated,  and  may  cross  over  or 
under  the  freeway  or  be  carried  on  or  through  the  highway  grade 
separation  structure,  provided  installation  and  servicing  thereof 
can  be  accomplished  without  ncco.'s  from  the  through-traffic 
roadways  or  ramps.  Where  distinct  advantage  and  appreciable 
cost  saving  is  effected  by  locating  the  utilities  outside  the  normal 
right-of-way  of  the  crossroad  or  street  they  may  bo  so  located,  in 
which  case  they  shall  be  located  and  treated  in  the  same  manner 
as  utility  lines  crossing  the  freeway  at  points  removed  from 
grade  separation  structures  as  in  (D)  and  (C)  whic’*  follow. 

(51>)  Overhead  Utility  Crossings 

Overhead  utililv  lin.es  crossing  a  freeway  at  points  removed 
from  grad.-  a-pnrnlion  structures,  or  those  crossing  rear  -a  grade 
separation  but  not  with. in  the-  normal  right-of-way  of  a  crossroad 
or  street,  in  general,  should  be  adjusted  so  that  supporting  struc¬ 
tures  arc  located  outside  the  outer  edges  of  through-traffic  road¬ 
way  side  slopes  and  preferably  outside  the  control  of  access  lines. 
In  any  case  supporting  pc*les  arc  to  be  located  at  least  30  feet 
beyond  the  edge  of  shoulder,  either  right  or  left  of  the  through- 
traffic  roadways  as  planned  for  later  w  idening,  if  any.  However, 
supporting  poles  shall  not  be  placed  in  medians  SO  feet  or  less  in 
width.  Where  right-of-way  lines  and  control  of  access  lines  are 
not  one  and  the  same,  as  where  frontage  roads  are  provided, 
supporting  poles  may  be  located  in  the  area  between  them.  In 
extraordinary  eases  where  such  spanning  of  the  roadways  is  not 
feasible,  consideration  may  be  given  to  conversion  to  under¬ 
ground  f;  cililics  to  cross  the  freeway. 

At  interchange  areas,  in  general,  supports  for  overhead  utili¬ 
ties  should  be  permitted  only  where  all  of  the  following  condi¬ 
tions  arc  met;  (a)  the  above  indicated  clearance  is  provided  with 
respect  to  the  freeway  through-traffic  lanes,  (b)  there  is  a  lateral 
clearance  of  at  least  20  feet  from  edge  of  ramp  shoulder,  (c) 
essential  sight  distance  is  not  impaired,  and  (d)  the  conditions 
of  item  7  “Access  for  Servicing  Utilities,”  are  satisfied. 
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The  vertical  clearance  to  overhead  utility  lines  crossing  free¬ 
ways  shall  be  determined  by  the  Slate  but  in  no  case  shall  be  1c  *s 
than  the  demwe  required  by  The  Nations!  Ekdrid  Safety 
Code.  U.  S.  Department  of  Commerce,  National  Bureau  of 
Standards. 

(5C)  Underground  Utility  Cra-Jori*. 

Utilities  crofi:  •'  under/round  below  the  'reevayt  shall  l<  <-l 

dural/'-.'  Miiterlsi'  Uuuiku  as  ;o  ilrtxBy  pmcHal?  - -.y 

nec'  -ritv  for  fi.  1  n  ?  e  r.  j  ...5  *.'<  •  -/n  rr;  1  cd, 
o<  *•*'.'  arlon  fry  r-A.  jnt  •  •••:’  nt*u  tyr.».  u;  .  -  .-JJ* 

COhfcm  vi  :  ;  ..  v.t:  ••  :  r r  ■  :  ;-vi  •.  ^  •  *. 

-  .  <. 

may  1  •  ;  e.  :  ..i'  ■  .  .  H.i  the  V*.  tf-M  r*y  c-  i’rec--r?*’  ©-,»>£ 

' 

t:;  roctowaya  '-i  rsa^  .».•••;'  -•  •-  1  for  ’*  r  .  •  :r.~.  •  ■  , 

and  c»fy  where  ’  ey  can  l.c  ;;r\icec  or  r  med  without- 
access  from  the  tnr-jy^h-tre  .?  roadways  or  tamps.*  **" 

(5D)  Irrigation  Ditches  and  Water  Canals 

Except  for  necessary  cror.?irtrs.  water  canals  and  irxi— nt :o-j 
ditches  rhculd  be  excluded  from  the  rigiiis-cf-vray  of  freeway*. 

except  forextrer  :•  case-  us  co*. trcJ  by  item  (2).  Kxtslir.;r  -or-J- 
'  ' 

Grossing*  may  be  mace  by  ur.uLr-rormh  sip.non,  or  thrm  ch  cul¬ 
verts,  or  bridges  as  uppropnatc  to  the  si2C  of  c.-.r.al,  toppgrz;)  ic 
conditions,  and  highway  safety  aspects.  In  general,  locations  and 
structures  are  to  l  •  dcsi-tned  in  the  same  manner  ?.3  are  irx:  Ties 
for  natural  transverae  drain?  gc. 

All  iiccers  and  t;ric**  for  ron  icing  or  patrolling  such  facilities 
shall  l»o  outside  the  control  of  access  lines.  D:\h-walkcrs  or 
ditch-ndcrs  shafl  not  be  ;  sn  led  to 

freeway  at  grade.  Under  appro;  r. ate  tra.Tir  co:;trcJ  arrar.-e- 
ments,  special  ditch  cleaning  equipment  may  be  permitted  to 
cross  in  those  rases  where  co;-- id c ruble  extra  travel  distance 
would  be  required  otherwise  to  utilize  grade  separation  struc¬ 
tures. 

(5E)  Provision  fer  Expansion  of  Utilities 

When  existing  utilities  are  relocated  or  adjusted  ir.  conjunction 
v.ilh  const  ruction  of  a  freeway,  provision  ir.riy  be  made  for 
known  and  planned  c.\»  ar.sion  of  trie  utility  facilities,  nortir.-luriy 
those  undergrouvd.  They  should  1  c  planned  to  u-.  c  ;J  iatcrfcrcrcc 
with  traffic  at  some  future  date  when  additional  or  new  overhead 
or  underground  lines  are  installed. 
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€.  Utilities  ia  Vehicular  leradi 

A*  a  general  rule  oUlaUes  wfl  met  bs  perrertiod  ps  «e»P7 
vehicular  t.  'Mw  fro-  - ay*  00  sew  kca&cici,  except  ia  estrsa* 
caios  as  co.  <  :  by  rt  v— 

Where  a  olih'ty  oax  :«  *p-»oe  is  an  ea*irr  rc^anfiv  toad 
that  is  cortcrud  t/.  a  fre-  uy.  reaoealica  of  tie  .-_.ry  ru?>-  use 
be  required,  it:  ci  v fa  have  :-g.  *Kfr  sxsrijr  <s  ■.■■■.£  13 

eaustj  ;•  vehiri.;  tur.  '  that  ;*  locorp  ■  t  f-  -  .  -- 
ovt  bo  purr.  1: ted  therein,  exoc-a  a.  «  irtmt  caae:  as  osmd  Ly 
item  (2.) 


x  7-  A<re«  fer  £:  r< .57;  FMSffe*  / 


K 


t.  CMutmtlaa  n4  Lora'i**  LVfei>. 

Tx  e  fr*u3T  /Tvy  ■_  --  1^-  — »  /. 

rV-  ;  r:;  ^  -  *  . 

"*rV.  * 

^  -  *  •••  /.:;>•  aaj  xaw.. ..  . 

vt.^ 


la  geaerr!.  any  •  r  irvtafeuer.'  .- c  ...... 

tior.l  ire  U  .rr  .r-  •  ;-.i  c  toe-  -  --  ~  '.,  •  1- 

«*)  tuui-.i:  --  .....  .  ....  . 7 

kai^rd  lo  lit  ■  .•  .....  t.  ... 
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Ko  specific  rec-ntioe  1c  n.^dc  cccxerzung  truesyor' 't cf 
pcrsoaoel  irto  wall  be  sca'ciag  ris>sal.  aa  the  gre ^ad 
inspections. 

II-S42-E  lap uct  oo  Tear sportstioa 


rrov.  Acting  Director,  AAL—  1 


TO:  AEQ-1 

Atten:  AEQ-120 


In  the  United  tix^e  available,  ve  have  reviewed  the  17  voliae  DEIS.  Ve 
also  attended  the  hearing  held  in  Anchorage  on  September  23-26.  1575, 
during  which  no  significant  new  information  was  developed. 


The  following  consents  are  arranged  with  reference  to  specific  pages: 

1-283  Deadhorse  is  a  State  owned,  public  use  airport .  Daily 

scheduled  air  carrier  service  is  provided  by  Vies  Air  Alaska. 


11-21  Proximity  of  the  14  helipads  and  6  airstrips  to  thr  gas  lire. 

compressor  stations,  etc.,  should  be  examined  by  FAA  in  teres 
of  air  space  clearances,  fire  or  explo-lc—  hazard,  aic  crea¬ 
tion  of  obstructions  to  visibility. 


Soroe  indication  rhoulc  :  a  given  vfeetber  or  not  :e  Dea&.rE? 
and/or  ?r -Toe  a.r.cr:;  will  :  -  :  -  r  .  i-  ;  _r px.z*-  f  - 
flights  alor.r  tne  pipcl.r-e  cad  if  i:-t  -ill  ce  tze  =:r 

freight  t  t  a  -  i  f r  points. 


Wien,  ADtra,  and  A la- -a  Inicrcztic-.il  Air  .ill  --ciably  x. 

ac  c.;.':-  .  c-  insl.-a  freir-t  .  : 

Proiboc  uolcvs  t'  -ir  capabilities  a"  sinulcz.- .  t  .sir  called 
upon  ia  sngperc  of  ?L7-*  or  ot-ker  r:-iLar  ca-or  activity. 
Use  of  waallcr  aircraft  to  &=rrs  :*.t  u.AlC  f:.  r  :  *  :s:  r :  xi . 
rar  .er  t;.a-.  allrr/tog  xrtxt  acce^ r  iarr^r  aircraft,  ua-. 
result  ia  extra  flight  ©p«- rutiens  1*.  r •."  area. 

Visibility  zrrd  vsacher  cocdltiocs  ir^ere-t  to  tfca  area  -ill 


be  cocpl icatef  cy  enLssicr  i  f rrr.  c~.  resszrr  sterims.  c.cj- 
etc.,  generating  local  fog  or  ice  for.  cccd  it  ice  s .  This 
iacpact  on  ebility  to  earn.  _-jt  plan-  d  tlfsit  activities. 
There  nzjr  alsc  a  heal'-  cjzard  l  -  cr  cnieiectcc  ga=  c: 

ATCPe/ivs.  pJtrojcr  dicxjd?  rrfi^rrT-s. 


11-45  Table  1.1. 1.2-4 


11-68 


11-71 


11-118/119 


Barrow  -  A  Fire-Crash-Rescue  building  and  vehicle  are  being 
procured  by  the  State  of  Alaska  under  an  ADA?  Grant. 

Deadhorse  -  There  is  a  saall  vehicle  equipped  for  300  lb.  dry 
and  100  lb.  light  water  firefighting  capability. 

Data  shows  a  S2.2  Billion  expenditure  in  1980  for  air  support. 
Nothing  is  shown  for  the  earlier  years  although  reference  to 
use  of  air  transportation  during  those  years  is  xaace  else'-’r.ere 
in  the  draft. 

Transportation  of  personnel  will  be  restricted  to  certain 
sizes  and  types  of  aircraft  because  airstrips  will  be  liiltec 
to  2,400  feet  in  length. 

No  Bent ion  is  nade  as  to  what  will  be  provided  at  the  air¬ 
strips  in  terms  of  runway  lights,  navigation  aids,  comumcj- 
tions,  veather  reporting,  or  fire/ crash/ rescue  capability. 

Xt  is  proposed  to  conduct  air  patrols  of  the  pipel_re  at 
to  150  feet  above  ground.  The  proposed  procedure  should 
reviewed  by  FAA,  particularly  with  reference  to  safety. 


II-UC5,  paragraph  L\  11-1112,  paragraph  - ;  11-1121,  1st  paragraph; 
11-1121,  paragraph  bH;  11-1122,  paragraph  2 ;  11-1123.  1st  paregray 

These  paragraphs  discuss  safe  operating  al tif_d.es  to  avcid 
wildlife  disturbances .  The  wording  secus  to  pretest  t 
applicant  will  be  g.blc  to  control  vhac  rectes  and  altit;-::s 
will  be  used  by  aircraft  operators.  T*-ese  are  carters  cf 
concern  to  FAA  and  will  rerjwirc  c*tr  zttcatica. 


11-2071  Airfield  length  sbowr.  as  24.KO  feet  £ -c-j-Id  be  2,400  feet 
11-2244,  VI-701; 

FAA  now  opera  res  only  between  New  Tcrk  arc  Fairbanks.  It 
has  discontinued  the  Ft . rbaai-s-Tcryho  eperatizn. 


I 


Transportation  experience  during  !icr: -  Slope  c—ojcraticr  dereiopccrt . 
and  construction  of  the  Trani-  izsi-c;  Oil  ?ipeli-c.  Lead  us  to  coocliac:- 
the  DEIS  is  deficient  ia  teres  cf  stated  deoer-tc-zey  on  sir  transporter i. 
inpact.  In  c-ur  opicioo,  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline  will  result  iz 
greater  use  of  air  support  than  described  is  tie  stateacc-ts  because  c£ 
increasing  uncertainties  in  klstork  urge  sepport .  n 
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road  construction  particularly  in  previously  undisturbed  areas,  and 
the  difficulties  inherent  in  use  of  snow  and  ice  roads.  For  these 
reasons  we  believe  the  impact  on  air  transportation  requires  greater 
in-depth  analysis. 


rZ, 

RICHARD  L. 


DATE: 

IN  RFPIY 
REFER  TO 

SUBJCCT: 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

FEOfRAf  AVIATION  /  D.'.mniSTPATIQM 


October  16,  1975 
ANW-4A 

DEIS,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 


NOH1WUT  REGION 

fAA  RUIIOING  KING  COUMIT  I  NTH  AlRFOH 
SEATHE.  WASHINGTON  MICI 


«OM.  Chief,  Planning  Staff,  AHW-4 

,o  Chief,  Environmental  Policy  Division,  AEQ-100 

Attention:  Chief,  Public  Liaison  Branch,  AEQ-120 


The  Northwest  Region  has  reviewed  the  DEIS  for  the  above  system  relative 
to  this  region. 

From  the  maps  of  the  pipeline  location,  it  appears  that  the  "'1U 

be  located  about  one  mile  from  airports  at  Sandpoint  Idaho;  Redmond, 
Oregon;  and  Bead,  Oregon.  If  our  interpretation  of  the  maps  is  correct, 
there  is  no  conflict  with  these  or  other  airports  or  air  navigation 
facilities  in  the  region. 

W-ith  reference  to  11-11S/U9,  it  is  proposed  to  conduct  air  Parols  of  the 
pipeline  at  100  to  150  feet  above  the  ground.  Ihe  procedures  for  the, 
air  pawots  must  be  coordinated  with  the  FAA  regional  office  to  assure 
compatibility  with  other  airspace  users. 


HANS  J.  SPERBER 


L'S  I>r.P*.RTM‘VT  OF  TIVWSPC-r.TVriOS 

TtrVFA!  MullWAV  «:>MINI  .TF  Al  ION 

POLICY  AND  PROCEDURE  MEMORANDUM 


Ti  .msmittal  271 

9  0-2 

February  8,  1073 


NOISE  STANDARDS  AND  FROO-DURES 


Par.  1.  Purpose 

2.  Authority 

3.  Nov-t  M  mdards 

4.  Applicability 

5.  Procedures 

Appendix  A  -  Oefinitfotts 
A(  pernix  R  -  Noise  Standards 


1.  PURPOSE 

To  provide  noi'.r  s:md->rct£  and  procedure: 
for  ate  by  State  h  ■  '.*•  \y  V  -*  -‘ic  ’  the 
Federal  Highwi-v  Ammni. '.I'a'.: ir.  (FM'.VA)  tft 
The  planning  and  i.c.- v*n  oi  mow.ivs  approved 
pursuant  lo  Title  23,  Utv.'.C'i  vTU'S  Coco,  an  I 
to  assure  th-.t  measures  mc  o  n  m  the 
overall  p.-Wir  tiv.iTCW  to  achicva  gr.way 
noire  levels  '.nut  art  con. or.:;-  e  »T.!t  ditferci.t 
la,.rl  w_ts,  with  due  consider-  f»:i  -ilfo  triv.-n 
to  other  social.  economic  w.d  environmental 
effects. 

2.  AUTHORITY 

Sections  103(h)  and  CO.  Title  23.  United 
States  Code,  Mate  that  s  snail  be 

promulgated  ‘  to  assure  trial  possioke  adverse 
economic,  reel'll.  and  environmental  effects 
relating  to  any  proposed  project  in  any 
Federal-aid  system. have  beer,  fully  considered 
tn  developing  such  project.  aim  •  at  me  itr.ai 
decisions  on  the  i-ro’cct  are  m.-iie  in  the  b- si 
overall  public  interest,  taV.in?  i.-.fo  cor.siec ra¬ 
tion  the  need  for  fast,  safe  and  elft.-iect  tra:!*i- 
porir.'.ion,  public  services,  and  tnc  costs  of 
climmaUni  or  niii.ieiu.nc  suer,  adverse 
effects  and  the  i->| -  (1)  t.r,  i  -  is®.  sr>u 

water  pollution,  .  .  .  '  and  tnat  me  ouc ro¬ 
tary,  after  consultation  »i»n  appropriate 
Federal,  St;.' t.  ana  Iocje;  o. licit's,  shall 
develop  end  prcmul.-ate  sitr.diris  lor  highway 
noise  levels  compatible  w.m  duferent  land 
uses  and  after  Jul  1.  1?72.  a..  *.l  r.ot  approve 
plans  and  cpccu'.cutions  for  any  preposca 
project  on  any  Feet* vai -aid  system  for  w.ach 
location  n-'hrov il  has  not  yet  been  secured 
unless  ho  determir.es  such  plans  ai.u 
speciftcrttons  induce  accquate  measures 
to  Implement  the  appropriate  noise  level 
standards.  “ 


3.  NOISK  STANDARDS 

a.  Noise  standards  are  impended  r.s 
Appendix  f«.  Federal  Hli’hwny  Admini:. '.ra¬ 
tion  on-  r-' trapes  application  or  the  raise 
standards  i.t  the  «arlien«  appmartute  stare 
in  the  project  development  process. 

b.  There  may  be  sections  of  highway* 
where  il  world  be  impassible  or  impracti¬ 
cable  to  '.v  noise  aontt  c-em  measures. 

Tbi«  Co  .1  1  occur  wnerc  ^bitcnieiu  mt-isjres 
would  not  be  icasiulc  or  dive  due  t.i 
physical  conditions,  whore  t>  -  costs  of  :ib;to- 
tr.ent  i r. <  ;•  s;  r  i  s  arc  h'.’  .  in  relation  to  the 
benefits  achieved,  or  where  e  measures 
roo-iired  to  abate  the  noise  condition  c»n- 

I  flic:  with  ether  important  values.  suer.  *s 
dcsirt.blc-  • .  :  tnctic  quality,  t.npcrtxini  er-. 
cal  ccndui'  highway  cai-ty,  or  a-r 
qu-v’.-.'.v.  J;.  ii.cse  .x-.'ucitnn.s.  M'livay  ag.-nctes 

st. ou <c!  vci;,;.  t:.e  anticipated  -.-''.sc  tr.-.pv.  i' 
topell.er  ..  t.h  other  elicits  asxinst  tin*  need 

for  mu!  t!  I .  ' 

with  otnrr  FRV.'A  directives  (HPM's 

8C-\ 

4.  APPUCA1HUTY 

In  order  to  be  eligible  for  Federal- -M 
participation,  all  projects  to  wl.ic..  the  noise 
standard  j  apply  shall  Indue  a  ncise  ah-'  i  out 
meaaurcs  to  obtain  the  dcsirn  noise  iovdi  in 
these  standarus  unless  exceptions  nave  been 
approved  nu  provided  herein. 

a.  Projects  to  w hten  noi«e  .“tan^ro? 
aoii’.v.  Tt.e~r.o{ae  star.o:ii'u3  n  p.y  u  aii 
fii^fiway  pro  octi  planned  cr  c.-r.scructfd 
pursuant  to  i  itle  2 United  States  Coos, 
except  projects  unrelated  to  Increased  trrff.c 
noise  levels,  such  as  lirnting,  si-.ti:ir,  iu.ia- 
scaping,  £  :f.ty  and  briJi.c  rcplxccmcnt. 
Pavement  overt;  ys  or  pavement  reccnati  ac¬ 
tion  can  he  ccc.stdered  <’s  l.- — nt{  within  this 
category  filets  tne  new  pavement  is  of  a 
tv;. »  which  pronuces  more  noise  than  tr.e 
type  replaced. 

b.  /.oorovels  to  V-'.-i'ch  Comeltmce 
with  Not; £ D'anu arc^~i~-t Tm  rvcumUe 

(1)  Projects  for  which  location  v/'.s 
approved  prior  to  July  1,  1072:  Compliance 
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with  noire  stand-.rds  shall  not  he  a  prerequisite 
to  any  subsequent  approval  provided  design 
approval  is  secuE-ed  prior  to  July  1,  197-i.  If 
design  approval  is  not  secured  :or  such  a  pr<*j- 
ecl  prior  to  July  1,  1574,  compliance  with  the 
noise  star-1..*. cs  shall  be  a  prerequisite  '.o 
securittc  both  di-sifn  at'prov.-.i  and  approval  of 
plans  and  specifications.  IK"-,  ever,  such 
compliance  shall  net  be  a  bastr  lor  rcc.iiiir.ii 
reconsideration  f  tr.e  high-.v  -y  location,  or  ary 
other  approval  action  which  has  previously 
been  taken  for  such  projects. 

(2)  Projects  for  which  location  is 
approved  on  or  after  July  1,  1972: 

(a)  If  location  pnproval  was 
requested  on  or  before  Dccen.'r  or  31,  1972, 
compliance  vith  the  noise  standards  shall  be 

a  prerequisite  to  obtaining  c.'.  ■, ..  auurovai  and 
approval  of  plans  and  spectfi-  '  i  -ns.  Com¬ 
pliance  with  ti-'  noise  struul.--.: .!»  r  oail  nai_ be 
a  prerequisite  tn  obtair.iiuj  '  n  rppr’ovr.l, 
nor  shall  such  compliance  be  a  bisis  tor 
requiring  rccnn.sihcraf.rn  of  t  e  highway 
location  or  ul.-.vi'  cap.-ovak  s.raot:  tvr.tch 
has  nrnviously  »ecn  taken  for  varn  pro  erts. 

-v  aiion  ?.nr  n  .(.ifin  reproval  shall 
be  handled  in  t‘  c  same  manner  as  separate 
design  approval. 

(b)  If  location  approval  is 
requested  after  December  31,  1972,  com¬ 
pliance  with  tr.e  noise  standards  shall  be  a 
prerequisite  to  obtaining  location  and  design 
approvals  as  veil  as  approval  of  plans  and 
specifications, 

5.  PROCEDURES 

The  noise  stand? rds  should  be  imple¬ 
mented  at  the  earliest  anproprv.te  stage  in 
the  project  development  proci-.s.  These 
procedures  have  been  developed  accordingly; 

a.  Project  Development.  A  report 
on  traffic  noise  wvli~Be  required  curing  the 
location  planning  s'.jge  and  the  project  design 
stage.  The  reports  may  be  sections  In  the 
location  and  dtsipi  study  reports,  or  they 
may  be  separate.  1  re  proc'i.tres  for  noise 
analysis,  identification  of  solutions,  coordi¬ 
nation  with  local  officials,  and  incorporation 
of  noise  abatement  measures  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Nonap  oil  cable  Projects.  If  a 
State  highway':'  -r.t'Hcit  rirTmes  (m 

accordance  witn  parnrmpn  4.x  that  noise 
standards  co  not  apply  to  a  r.rrtictilar  project, 
the  requests  for  location  approval  and  design 
approval  shall  contain  statements  to  tnat-  ■ 
effect,  including  the  basis  on  wluen  ihe  State 
made  its  determination. 
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(2)  Noise  Aonlvsis.  For  applicable 
projects,  analyses  o<  noise  ink  evaluation  of 
effects  are  to  be  mr  le  during  project  develop¬ 
ment  studies  using  the  following  genera!  steps: 

<0  Predict  the  highway  ■gener¬ 
ated  noire  level  ?s  dc*,-rtbed  tn  the  standards 
for  each  alternative  under  «!elalled  study. 

(b)  Identify  existing  land  tines 
or  activities  which  may  be  affected  by  no.-e 
from  the  highway  section, 

(c)  By  nr  rnurement.  determine 
the  existing  noise  levels  for  developed  land 
uses  or  activities. 

(d)  Compare  the  predicted  noise 

levels  with  the  dcsin  level  values  liMou  in 
standards.  Aluo  com.  ;u«:  the  predicted  noise 
levels  with  existing  levels  detent'.itt'-ri  ir. 

paragr; ph  5a(J)(cl.  ‘1  i  e  cor.tparSso.’iA  v.i.1 
be  the  brsis  for  uetcrrr ‘.n:n<;  -.ho  arsucipetc d 
impact  upon  land  uses  ;.'.d  activities. 

(e)  Baoc;'  <  i  the  noite  l-.. pacts 

determii  fed  in  .  . •<  .i  .,  a....  p- 

native  noise  •*>■>!•••»«.-•• - ^-,-r»o  f«r  -c -ivcir.jf 

or  eliminating  the  noihv  impact  for  developed 
lands, 

(!)  Identify  those  sltuattonc 
where  it  appears  that  an  exception  to  <?■'  design 
noise  levels  w  ill  be  needed.  Prepare  recom¬ 
mendation's  to  te  included  in  the  traffic  neict 
report.  (This  report  may  go  a  portion  of  the 
location  end  design  study  reports  or  it  may  ba 
a  separate  report.) 

(3)  Location  Pb-se  end  Environ¬ 
mental  Tpyrnc'  ■  £>•  •  '  :-  '  :  -  '.  "To  the 

e xtent  tula  i  s,  o  :'  .i.  ic'cr.t  >n 

phase  of  projects  unuar  pr.ra  'rrpn  •».  t,..'  r.oue 
report  shall  describe-  tno  noire  prooleme  which 
may  be  created  and  the  pfons  for  dealing  with 
such  problems  for  each  alternative  unrtr 
detailed  study.  The  level  oi  detail  of  the 
noise  ann'-  .-sis  in  the  location  ph-.sc  should  be 
consistent  with  the  level  of  dctnll  in  which  the 
location  study  itself  is  nice**.  This  informa¬ 
tion  iticludk.-.g  a  preliminary  mscusdton  oi 
exccr r.or.s  anticipated,  shill  b *  let  forth  in  the 
location  study  retort  a-u  summarised  tn  the 
enviror.mar.tal  impact  statement  (if  one  f.  pre¬ 
pared)  and,  23  appropriate.  :l  the  locntic:i 
htarinp  (ior  locstlon  hc?rttir.  alicr  Dtcen.ber 
31,  19FJ).  Studies  rnd  rouorts  fo.  hl-'.-vov 
locations  approved  t-:ore  Deco-  -Per  31,  1972, 
need  not  Include  30  analysis  aim  report  on 
noise,  iii  such  instances,  l.ie  noise  analysis 
and  report  will  be  required-only  for  the  d.-sign 
approval. 


2 


20 
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(4)  Design  Phase  Requirements.  The 
noise  analysis  prepared  for  the  location  phase 
is  to  be  updat'd  ar.d  expanded  using  the  refined 
alignment  ano  c  iijn  information  developed 
during  the  design  studies.  The  report  on 
traffic  noise  will  include  a  detailed  analysis 

of  the  anticipated  noise  impact,  alternative  or 
proposed  abatement  measures,  discussion 
of  coordination  with  local  officials,  and 
recommended  exceptions, 

(5)  Coordination  with  Local 
Official s  qn_l-n TeoeT.i  edlTy-T.-,.  V. f.-nway 
agencies  have  therespoWlty  for  taking 
measures  that  are  prudent  ar.d  feasible  to 
assure  that  tnc  location  and  design  of  highways 
are  compatible  with  existing  land  use.  Local 
governments,  on  tnc  other  hand,  have  respon¬ 
sibility  for  lard  development  control  and  r rul¬ 
ing.  Hif.-.wnv  agencies  can  oe  of  considerable 
assistance  to  local  officials  in  these  efforts 
with  a  view  toward  promoting  compatibility 
between  land  development  and  hi  ;  ways. 
Therefore,  for  u:t  feve loped  l-*nds  (or  proper¬ 
ties)  highway  agencies  hall  cot' -crate  with 
local  officials  bv  furnishing  aopioxtrontc 
generalized  future  noise  lcvei  =  for  various 
distances  from  the  hicnway  ir.pi nveinent, 

and  shall  make  available  information  that  may 
be  useful  to  local  communities  to  r.ro'ect 
future  land  devcioju-icnt  fropi  becoming  incom¬ 
patible  with  an: iripn.ee  hlri'.wny  noise  levels. 

(6)  Noise  Abatement  Measures  for 
Lands  Which  a~  c  LnceveiotK  i u:~ Time  of 
Location  Approval 

(a)  Noise  abatement  measures 
are  not  required  for  lands  which  are  unde¬ 
veloped  at  the  time  of  iocalicn  spproval;  how¬ 
ever,  the  highway  agency  may  incorporate 
noise  abatement  measures  for  such  unde,- 
veloped  lands  in  the  project  c>.fi  r.  (if 
approved  by  FHVA)  when  a  CF.se  can  be  made 
for  doing  so  boned  on  consideration  o: 
anticipated  future  land  use,  future  need, 
expected  long  term  benefits,  an. I  the  difficulty 
and  increased  cost  oi  later  incorporating 
abatement  measures. 

(b)  For  land  uses  or  activities 
which  develop  after  location  ,  -  uroval,  none 
abatement  measures  should  to  considered  for 
incorporation  in  the  project  in  the  following 
situations: 

It  can  be  demonstrated 
that  all  practicable  md  pr  :r  --.t  ;  .ir.riir.p  ft  id 
design  were  cxercu-.u  ov  u  e  local  govern¬ 
ment  and  tin1  developer  Of  the  orn;  erty  to 
make  the  activity  ccu.puiiblc  with  tile  pre¬ 
dicted  noise  levels  winch  Wirt  furnished  to  the 
local  government  and  especially  that  a  con¬ 
siderable  amount  of  ivr.e  has  el.  :  sto  between 
location  approval  and  highway  construction 


thus  limiting  local  government's  ability  to 
maintain  control  over  adjoining  land  uses. 

2  The  benefits  to  be 
derived  from  the  use  of  highway  funds  to 
provide  noise  abatement  measures  Is  deter¬ 
mined  to  outweigh  the  overall  costs. 

3  The  noise  abatement 
measures  cun  be  provided  within  the  hi:  hway's 
proposed  ripht-oi- way  or  wider  rtp-h.  s-c-f- 
way  or  casements  acquired  lor  that  purpose. 

(c)  There  art  come  situations 
when  the  design  run  a  levels  should  be 
r.pplicd  to  lands  which  are  undeveloped  at 
me  time  of  localtrin  approval.  Some  of  there 
instances  occur  where  :h  :  development  of 
new  1  md  urcs  or  activities  is  planned  ;,t  the 
same  tune  t-s  the  highway  location  stur.es. 
Other  inst.  i  :  cs  occur  where  planning  lor 
the  new  development  h  is  prcccci  1  tiv.-  mni- 
v.  ay  location  studies  but  the  development 
has  been  delayed.  These  types  of  situations 
shou’d  be  treated  as  though  the  land  •_ r  ■  or 
activity  were  i:t  existence  a!  the  time  of 
location  approval  provided: 

1  The  State  highway 

agency  in  apprised  of  such  prior  planning. 

2  The  construction  of  ike 
new  lanu  use  ui  HLc«iw  is  si. u ltd  pi  t'.:  tu 
higr.wny  construction  or  liter*-  i-  ,:ood  reason 
to  believe  mat  it  will  stall  bcfoi  e  hig:.way 
construction, 

(7)  Ipcort’oratlon  Noise  Ah-te- 

Fcr'tHoYk  m  1  _  TccsToT.  rncK  V  -•  uta ■■.r'Js’ 
apply,  the  p!  ,-.j  and  sf.ociiiertions  tnc 
highway  sectiofi  until  incorporate  nc.te 
abatement  measures  to  attain  the  ilr.si  ti 
noise  levels  in  the  standards,  e>cci  :  wr.ere 
an  exception  has  been  granted. 

(8)  Fequcs's  far  ?->:cer ti'-n.i. 
Requlrcirct.'.s'jii  ou'.'ubrtGi,',  :i'J  .  r*7T.  for 
requests  for  cxcerv.'uis  to  ti  e  ca.  L  i  \otse 
levels  are  t  Mscrib-.d  in  partq.t  ph  *  of 
Appendix  B  to  ti  ls  PJ'.M,  To  the  extent 
possible,  ccr.sietent  with  the  level  o'  cl_--.il 
of  the  location  study,  identifiable  eitc  ttitons 
snould  he  repotted  m  the  loc  -ion  atj-y  1  cj  rt. 
The  reqiie-t  for  location  rppioval  snjL  con¬ 
tain  or  be  n.eoir.pr.nieo  by  a  request  tor 
approval  of  exceptions  ti  at  li  ve  oet:.  identi¬ 
fied  in  the  location  sta  re.  Supporting 
material  may  fce  contv.-.ed  In  me  location 
study  report.  Su'os'.-ruer.t  requests  :*>r  r-vv’.o-.v 
and  :  uprev.d  of  additional  exceptions,  if  my, 
will  he  6t:nl)-.rly  proceused  In  conjunction 
with  design  ppproval. 
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b.  Federal  Participation 

(1)  Shifts  in  alignment  and  grade 
are  design  measures  which  cm  be  used  to 
reduce  noise  Impacts.  The  following  noise 
abatement  measures  may  also  be  Incorporated 
in  a  project  to  reduce  lit :;nw?y- generated 
noise  impacts.  The  costs  of  such  measures 
may  be  included  in  project  costs. 

(a)  The  acquisition  of  property 
rights  (either  in  fee-  or  a  lesser  interest)  for 
providing  b.-ffer  zones  or  for  installation  or 
construction  of  noise  abatement  barriers  or 
devices, 

ih)  The  installation  or  construc¬ 
tion  of  noise  barriers  or  devices,  whether 
within  the  fughv.  =y  right-of-way  or  on  an 
easement  obtained  for  that  purpose. 


(2)  In  some  specific  cases  there  may 
be  compel;. •  '  reasons  to  const  or  measures 
to  "sound-proof  structures.  Situations  of 
this  kind  may  be  c  -nsidered  on  a  case  by 
rase  basts  wnui  they  in.j'.v  inch  public  or 
non-profit  institutional  si- ■.inures  as  schools, 
churches,  lirt  3f.  r.^  «■»*•-'«  ->nH  audi¬ 

toriums.  Proposals  of  ■.!.!*  type,  together 
with  the  State's  recommendation  for  approval, 
shall  be  submitted  to  >H\VA  for  consioeration. 


or  oval  Authority 


(1)  Exceptions  to  The  Design  Noise 
Levels.  The  TiMVATh  vision  w/Iiatcr  ts 
aulTiorizcd  to  approve  excepti-  ns  to  the  design 
noise  levels  ar,.i  alternate  traffic  churec- 
teristics  for  r.ctse  prediction  as  provided 
in  paragraph  do,  Appendix  B, 


(2)  Noise  Predict icr.  Method.  Noise 
levels  to  be  use-  li  --  My.-.'  :  :.e  stan¬ 

dards  shall  be  o'utatr.vi!  from  a  prediction 
method  apt  row  :  uy  rllVVA.  The  no-.se  pre¬ 
diction  mv.Vb  .  i.t.irivi:  ir.  National  Cocpera* 
tive  Highway  Research  I'l  -crum  Resort  117 
and  the  met  .od  co-t i  nto  in  P-vo  vtmont  of 
Transport -for.,  Trr'upjr-.mor,  i  .stems 
Center  Report  LOT-1  cC- Fi-il.  A-  72-1  arc 
approveo  a-  of  c  ’  oi  '.'its  issue  for  use 
in  applylr. -  se  f  ..maids.  Other 

noise  p red v-V-.;.  3  nr  varii'. tens  of  the 
above  t-hojH  furv.-m  d  to  me  HiV.'  \  Office 
of  Environmental  i'u.icy  to  -it her  w.tr.  sup¬ 
porting  ail!  va!  id  at  i  in  mlormation  for  approval. 


/z7^<- ‘JZ  S**^-*/ 


R.  R.  Pav'els never 

Acting  f  ederal  ii-.H:.way  Administrator 
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DEFINITIONS  (As  used  In  this  PPM) 

Design  Approval  -  the  approval  (described  in  PPM  20-3)  given  bv  the  Federal  Highway 
Adrmmsti  aiioh"TFrT.rA)  (at  the  request  of  a  State  highway  department)  based  upon  a  003:171 
study  report  and  a  design  public  hearing  or  opportunity  therefor.  This  action  establishes 
FHWA  acceptance  of  a  particular  design  and  is  prerequisite  to  authorization  of  right-of-way 
acquisition  and  construction. 

Doslrn  N.iise  Level  -  the  noise  levels  established  by  the  noise  standards  act  forth  herein 
for  Varm.  •  ' rr.iT  uses  or  activities  to  be  used  for  determining  traffic  noise  Impacts  and  the 
assessment  of  the  need  for  and  type  of  noise  abatement  treatment  for  a  particular  hignway 
section. 

Design  Year  -  the  future  year  used  to  estimate  the  probable  traffic  volume  to  be  used 
as  one  01  ifi*  primary  bases  for  the  roadway  design.  ,\  ime  20  years  from  construction  la 
common  for  multi) tine  and  other  major  projects.  Periods  of  5  or  10  years  are  not  uncommon 
for  low  volume  roads. 

Developed  Land  User  or  Activities  -  those  tracts  of  land  or  portions  thereof  which  con¬ 
tain  Imp i'ments  or  .---.viV  3  unvoted  to  frequent  hurv-r  urm  or  habitation.  The  date  of 
issue  0/  a  bu tiding  permit  ffoi  imncnvommits  tnur  construction  or  sub*  equenlly  adetd) 
estbbUsh.es  tic  date  of  existence.  Park  1  ncs  in  cstc  rones  A  ana  ii  oi  I'p.blo  1,  Appendix  B, 
include  ;dl  such  lauds  (public  arid  privutv)  vriiich  are  acbial'.y  uced  as  pa-  on  the  date  tl.e 
highway  location  ts  approved  and  those  public  lands  f.  r:t  ally  :e:  aside  or  u  3ignated  for 
such  use  by  a  governmental  o-ency.  AcUvities  such  as  .ari  r.n^,  min...,-,  :  r.h  iog4;lii^  are  not 
considered  dovelopcc  activities.  However,  the  associated  rcfidencca  could  be  considered 
ns  a  developed  portico  cf  tlte  tract. 

iUrhi/ay  SecUr.n  -  a  leneth  of  highway  bctwwn  ic^cl  i.-iinlni  l«najo»  uu.i>- 

roads,  p:(<ui„t.or.  centers,  major  iraltic  generstors,  or  Similar  major  highway  control  ele¬ 
ments)  as  normally  included  ::i  a  single  location  study, 

Mo  -  ti  c  sovind  level  that  ts  exceeded  10  percent  of  the  time  (Ihe  10th  percentile)  for  the 
pcriocTunder  consideration.  This  value  is  an  indicator  of  both  the  magnitude  and  frequency 
of  occurrence  of  the  loudest  noise  events. 

Level  of  Service  C  -  traffic  conditions  (used  and  described  in  the  Hiqh-vty  Capacity  Manaal- 
Highwsy  lie;  earch  r-oard.  Special  Report  -;7 1  where  speed  and  mnrtcu  /tr.-  atli.v  aie  closely 
controlled  by  hi  ;n  volumes,  ar.d  where  vehicles  are  restricted  in  freedom  to  select  speed, 
change  lanea,  or  pass. 

Location  Approval  -  the  approval  (described  in  PPM  20-8)  given  by  the  FH'.VA  (at  the 
request  6:  a  State  H far. way  Department)  b  Md  upon  a  location  study  report  and  a  corridor 
public  hearing  or  opportunity  therefor,  in‘3  action  es'-’bli'.  iea  a  particular  location  for  n 
highway  section  ar.d  is  pr\.  acquis. to  to  autnorization  to  j.tv.ceed  with  the  o:si  -.1.  (Concurrent 
location  and  de^-.qn  re  proval  13  so.netlme.M  given  for  pro-vets  involving  uppr:- ding  existing  reads. 
In  these  instances,  location  approval  is  not  a  prerequis.to  to  uuthorizatvon  of  design.) 

Noise  Level  -  the  weighted  sound  pressure  level  obtained  by  the  use  of  a  metering  charac¬ 
teristic  ar.d  weighting  A  a'<  specified  in  American  National  bturiard  Specification  SI.  4-1371, 

The  abbreviation  herein  useo  is  dBA. 

Operatic."  fpr-eri  -  the  hirhest  overall  speed  at  which  a  driver  can  travel  on  a  riven  hirliway 
under  favo’rT  -  -  -  weather  conditions  pj>J  under  prevaiimr  traiiic  conditions  without  at  any  time 
exceeding  the  safe  speed  as  ueiermined  by  the  design  speed  on  a  aection-oy- section  basis. 

Project  Development  -  studies,  surveyn,  coordination,  reviews,  approvals,  and  other 
activities  normally  conoucted  during  the  location  and  aesign  of  a  Highway  project. 

Truck  -  a  motor  vehicle  having  a  gross  vehicle  weight  greater  than  10,000  pounds  and 
buses  having  a  capacity  exceeding  15  pusaengers. 


NOISE  STANDARDS 


1 .  Desl tin  Noi?e  Level/ Land  Use  Helaiionshir 
The  design  noise  levels  i 


.  .  .  :’i3.e  !evels  in  TabN>  1  (pnge  T1--1)  are  to  be  used  fit-ring  project  development 

a  highway  section  to  oetorintne  r ir.  v.-.y  traffic  r.^.se  tmc.  els  aasociv.-d  w-’  i  dul.  n-.i  I". d 
uses  or  r.ctivitlc-s  in  cxis’.i  nee  at  the  t  .  of  lov.-.-li  .i  npj  roval.  In  a  Mitten,  t  e  ts  ic  he 

leuu  fe  r  fhT.cn.e:.:  measures  for  traffic  runera.ea  r.o:  :c  for  uevulopcd 
■j  in  existence  si  the  time  of  location  approval.  Exceptions  to  t  .  •  d-  r 


used  to 
land  uses  .i:vi  act 
noise  li 


the 


>c  live  ni  w  Lc  granted  0:1  fiT-.ni  types  of  h'.r  .way  impi  ovcr.ients  or  portions  thereof  when 
conditions  outlined  in  paragraph  i  arc  met. 


b.  The  exterior  noise  level  ;  r.oply  to  outdoor  areas  which  h 
which  a  1  r.ve.-ed  noise  Icve’  would  he  of  Ir  .o.'-t.  These  desi.-n  r..  : 
applied  a!  those  points  wiilit.-i  tlip  ophere  c-f  human  r.clivttv  (o'  t  op: 
where  out  .  .or  activities  actually  occur.  The  values  do  not  a-  ly 
the  activity  is  bated,  bo!  ,  Mv  to  that  portion  in  v.h-.c 
values  need  no!  l-e  applied  to  areas  having  limfed  hi 


would  pic  ....  e  i.t'le  benefit.  Such  areas  would  include 
areas,  railroad  yards,  parking  lots,  and  storage  yards. 


:  regular  i.uman  use  and  In 
-  level  Values  are  to  be 
i  inate  ear  level  height) 
an  entire  tract  upon  widen 
ity  occurs.  Tr  ;  no: re  l.  vel 
..•here  iowere-i  no.ai 


r.ot  he  limited  to  junkyards,  industrial 


c.  The  interior  dt-sim  r.oiae  level  in  Category  E  apoliea  to  indoor  activities  for  thone 
situations  where  ro  cxier  lor  r.oiae  f-eisi.ive  iar.o  m  e  or  acf.—.ty  is  identified.  TV-.".  i-.-v:  ;.ir 
design  r.oisc  i-.vcl  i:i  Cote  -  ry  may  .also  oe  c-n  via.: red  as  ..  t  =t;  f..r  r.otse  :  >  tern-.  ; 
measures  in  f.-ocisi  si'.  v..oi.s  ••r.'-n,  in  tb;  jud-.-mi  •-  of  .MI  A  A,  aach  ccnsivernttor.  -i  i.a  the 
best  put-1  c  J 11  the  absence  of  noise  ii.aul.Mi.p  values  for  sm-ciit-  f  ••  j.  turcr.  1, -cue 

noise  level  p: ,  -lotions  may  be  estimated  from  the  predicted  outdoor  r.o.ee  lc-.M  l.y  1.  mr  i;.» 
following  r.ot  a  e  reduction  factors: 


D-.iildir.j  Type 

All 

Light  Frame 


Masonry 


Noise 
Reduction 
Due  to 
Exterior  of 

Window  Condition  the  -M ruciure 
Open  10  dB 


Ordinary  Sash 

Closed  20 

Witli  Storm  Windows  25 

Single  Glazed  25 


Masonry 


Double  Glazed 


35 


CoTCRp-.ndlni;  Hi„‘iest 
Exterior  NV.ce 
Level  V.'i-tc'n  tto-ild 
AcV.teve  an  interior  Desini 
Noise  Lewi  o'  l'  dBA 


65  dBA 


75 

80 


90 


Noise  reduction  factors  hither  than  thorc  shown  r.hove  may  he  used  when  field  mo&guremcjj's 
of  the  structure  in  c  jest  on  ir.-Jicate  that  a  1  r  value 

to  use  open  or  c.e-sed  windows,  the  choice  should  b.*  r,  jvcrr-.ed  by  the  nt  r.  iei  cc:  i,0r.  01  in. 
windows.  That  t.s,  a-.v  but'.dirr  l.iv.ne  year  round  c-.r  trep.tmcnt  should  he  tre  ted  as  the 
closed  window  cats.  Butldwis  not  havtrr.  air  condittortr-g  ui  v.arrr  end  hot  climates  and  which 
have  open  windows  a  substantial  amount  oi  time  should  be  treated  r.3  the  open  window  case. 


2.  Exceptions 

a.  The  deoiqn  noise  levels  Ect  out  in  these  sUr.dards  represent  the  h!-hect  desirable 
noise  level  conditions,  -tr.tc  h\  -nv/av  cepartrnerts  snail  endeavor  to  meet  ire  d-.s-.gn  noi.,e 
levels  in  plr-r.r.tnr.  l-caun y,  ano  desi .-"itng  hiqnw ay  :niprovemc*n;a.  However.  t:,-.-r»  mav  bt- 
sections  of  ht?  .-  .tvs  where  it  v.ould  be  tmprcctieaele  to  eyrcly  noise  ah.  tement  mci-sur-.-'s.  '1  '--.s 
could  occur  wheie  abatement  mc-mur'-s  v/ould  rot  ce  feasible  or  active  dje  to  1  hvt-ical  con¬ 
ditions,  where  the  costs  oi  abatement  nteasurc3  are  ni  "1  in  relation  to  tnc  do  .:i!a  ach-  vee 
or  where  fe  mea'urc-s  requireo  to  abate  ti.r  notae  common  conflict  with  o-ner  tmtoitant  iv.a-a 
such  as  desirable  cstncilc  quality,  Important  ecological  conditions,  highway  safety,  or  air 
quality. 
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b.  A  request  for  an  exception  to  the  design  noise  levels  can  be  approved  by  the 
FHWA  provided  the  highway  agency  has  supported  Us  request  by  a  written  summary 
report  demonstrating  that  the  following  sups  have  been  taken  and  outlining  the 
results. 

(1)  Identified  noise  sensitive  land  uses  sloop,  the  section  of  highway  in  question 
which  are  expected  to  experience  future  highway  traffic  noise  levels  In  excess  of  'he  design 
levels. 

(2)  Thoroughly  considered  all  feasible  measures  that  might  be  taken  to  correct  or 
improve  the  noise  condition. 

(3)  Weighed  the  costs  or  effects  of  the  noise  abatement  measures  considered 
against  the  benefits  which  can  be  achieved  as  well  as  against  other  conflicting  values  such  as 
economic  reasonableness,  esthetic  impact,  air  quality,  highway  safety,  or  other  similar 
values,  and  thereby  established  that  reduction  of  noise  levels  to  desirable  design  levels  is 
not  In  the  best  overall  public  interest  for  that  particular  highway  section. 

These  decisions  must  ultimately  be  based  upon  case-by-case  judgment.  However,  every 
effort  should  be  made  to  obtain  detailed  ir.formaiion  on  the  costs,  beneiits  and  effects  involved 
to  assure  that  final  decisions  are  based  or.  a  systematic,  consistent  and  rigorous  assessment 
of  the  overall  public  interest. 

(4)  Considered  lesser  measures  that  could  result  in  a  significant  reduction  of  noise 
levels  though  not  to  the  design  levels,  and  included  such  partial  measures  in  the  plans  and 
cpeciftcr.tions  to  thc  exten*  that  they  meet  the  test  of  economic  reasonnt-ivress,  practicability, 
and  impact  on  other  v.Vuo:.,  in  the  same  manner  an  outlined  in  paragraph  2b{3). 

c.  In  review,..,.  ;cq_cs.  :o.  ^xceptic:..  me  FHWA  will  gr.v  co.isu.erctton  to  the  type  of 
highway  and  the  width  of  the  ri  ■  lit -of- w,v.\  New  freeway  projects  and  most  projects  for  ihc 
minor  reconstruction  or  upgrading  of  freeways  allow  ror  the  use  of  noise  control  measures. 

Noise  control  measures  are  progressively  more  difficult  to  apply  on  other  hif.hu  Ays,  par¬ 
ticularly  on  local  roras  and  streets  because  of  numerous  points  cf  access,  al-rrade  inter¬ 
sections,  limited  ability  to  acquire  additional  right-of-way  as  bu.a  r  reties,  and  ihe  impossibility 
of  altering  roadway  grades,  constructing  noise  barriers  and  taking  advantage  of  the  terrain  and 
other  natural  lectures. 

d.  Except  in  'he  most  unusual  situations,  exceptions  will  be  approved  when  the  predicted 
traffic  noise  level  from  the  highway  improvement  dees  not  exceed  the  cxlRllr.g  ambient  noise 
level  (originating  from  other  sources)  for  the  activity  or  land  use  in  question. 

3.  Noise  Level  Predictions 


a.  Noise  levels  to  be  vsed  in  applying  these  standards  shall  he  obtained  from  ;  oredlctive 
method  approved  by  the  FHWA.  The  predictive  rviV.nd  ami  t'r.e  noise  level  i; redicticn3  should 
account  for  variations  in  traffic  characteristics  (volume,  spued,  and  truck  trail*.1;),  topography 
(vegetation,  barriers,  het.'it.  and  distance),  and  roadway  characteristics  (cor.i-guration, 
pavement  type,  and  grades).  In  predicting  the  noise  levels,  the  following  trafilc  characteristics 
shall  be  ur-cd: 

(1)  Automotive  volume  -  the  future  volume  (ad  ust«d  for  truck  traffic)  obtained  from 
the  lesser  of  tr  •  ccl.  :i  hourly  volume  or  the  maximum  volume  which  can  be  haneted  under 
traffic  level  of  service  C  conditic.-.s.  :  or  automobiles,  l^vel  ot  sc:  *ice  C  is  conndercd  lo  be 
the  combination  ol  speed  nnu  ■.o'.j'ne  wmch  creates  the  worst  noise  conciiior.a.  For  those  hirh- 
way  sections  where  ihe  design  hourly  volume  or  ti  e  level  of  service  C  condition  is  not  anticipated 
to  occur  on  a  reru'ar  basis  iurir.g  t'-.e  corirpi  year,  ihe  average  hourly  volume  for  the  highest 

3  hours  on  an  average  day  for  the  design  year  may  be  used. 

(2)  So-»d  -  the  operating  speed  (as  defined  in  t'.e  Highway  Cenicity  Manual)  which  cor¬ 
responds  with  the  design  year  traffic  volume  selected  in  p..s  irt.  i  c*>U)  on  a  the  truck  tror.lc 
predicted  from  paragrapn  Ja(.i).  The  operating  speed  must  be  consistent  w.tli  the  volume  used. 

(3)  Truck  vol'-ime  -  the  desigr*.  hourly  truck  volume  shall  be  used  for  those  cases 
where  either  the  o.  s-.gn  h*«t  rly  volume  or  level  of  service  C  was  used  for  the  automobile  volume. 


Where  the  average  hourly  volume  for  the  highest  3  hours  on  an  average  day  was  used  for 
automobile  traffic,  comparable  truck  volumes  should  be  used. 

b.  There  arc  instances  where  activities  associated  with  a  particular  land  use  (such 
as  churches,  scnools,  and  resort  hotels  or  residences)  do  not  coincide  with  design  hourly 
volumes.  This  may  be  particularly  true  when  the  design  hourly  volumes  are  seasonally 
oriented  or  where  the  activity  associated  with  the  land  use  Is  somewhat  infrequent.  There 
arc  other  Instances  where  changes  in  land  use  can  be  reasonably  expected  to  occur  before 
design  year  volumes  are  realized.  In  such  instances,  Stale  highway  agencies  moy  request 
approval  to  compute  noise  predictions  using  traffic  characteristics  different  from  these 
specified  in  paragraph  3a.  Such  requests  should  be  made  on  a  project-by-projeci  bams 
and  should  be  accompanied  by  a  justification. 


'Jf.'iTED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

*  blemorcuicliim 
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DATE,  OCT  2  G  1375 

to  Director,  Office  of  Environmental  Affairs  (tn,e'8^ 

TES-70 

from  .  Acting  Director,  Office  of  Pipeline 
Safety  Operations 

sjsjECT  Comments  to  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
Department  of  the  Interior,  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 


The  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  Operations  (OPSO)  has  reviewed 
sections  of  the  draft  EIS  which  we  felt  pertained  to  the 
Federal  gas  safety  standards  in  49  CFR  192.  Following  are 
general  comments  based  on  that  review: 

(1)  The  Federal  gas  safety  standards  are  cited  many 
different  ways  in  the  draft  EIS.  The  proper  citation  is 
"49  CFR  192"  for  the  entire  standard  or,  for  instance, 

"49  CFR  192.13"  for  a  particular  section  in  the  standard. 

(2)  All  references  to  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  (OPS) 
should  utj  eiictuu-uu  co  u.ic:  Office  of  Pioeline  Safety  Operation 
(OPSO)  ,  since  CPSO  in  the  .Materials  Transportation  Bureau 
now  administers  the  Federal  gas  safety  standards. 

Following  are  specific  comments  on  parts  of  the  draft  EIS 
based  on  the  OPSO  review: 

Part  I  -  Overview  ’  m 

Page  1-35:  On  this  page,  it  is  stated  that  OPSO's  approvalB*^ 
is  necessary  before  gas  transportation  begins.  This  is  notB'**’* 
correct,  since  there  is  no  approval  procedure  contc-.ined  in  I 
49  CFR  192.  ■ 

Part  II  -  Alaska 

(1)  Page  11-55:  In  the  pipeline  description,  there  is  no  I 
discussion  on  the  fracture  toughness  properties  of  material* 
to  be  used  in  the  pipeline.  Thin  must  be  addressed,  B^7 

particularly  for  a  pipeline  which  is  to  be  operated  at  B 

temperatures  below  freezing.  fi 
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(2)  Page  11-99:  In  the  discussion  of  coating  and  wrappin 
of  the  pipe,  one  technique  suggested  is  to  wrap  the  pipe 
with  an  unbonded  outerwrap  of  polyethylene  rockshield  over 
the  corrosion  protection  coating.  This  type  of  rockshield 
was  not  allowed  for  the  Trans-Alaska  crude  oil  pipeline 
because  it  shields  cathodic  protection  current  from  the 
pipeline. 


1 


zs 


(3)  Page  11-981:  The  statement  is  made:  "There  appears 
to  be  sufficient  data  now  available  which  indicates 
substantial  problems  with  the  use  of  low  carbon  X-70  steel 
at  low  ambient  temperatures . "  Substantiation  is  not 
provided  for  the  statement.  Details  on  the  referenced  data| 
should  be  included  in  the  EIS. 


12* 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Department  of  Transportation 
dated  November  14,  1975 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  In  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS  (FEIS) . 

2.  This  section  has  been  expanded  in  the  FEIS  beginning  on 
page  291  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 


Part  IV  -  V7est  Coast 


3.  This  section  has  been  revised.  See  page  293  in  the  Alaska 
Volume. 


(1)  Page  IV-757:  The  draft  EIS  indicates  all  welds  must 

be  radiographed  to  meet  Federal  requirements.  The  Federal  gas 
safety  standards  in  49  CFR  192  do  not  require  all  velds  to 
be  radiographed.  The  standards  in  49  CFTi  192.243  set  forth 
the  minimum  percentage  of  welds  which  must  be  nondestructive 3 y 
tested.  All  welds  must  be  so  tested  on  or  within  railroad 
or  public  highway  rights- of -way ,  tunnels,  bridges,  overhsa< 
road  c'-r-cs '  ,  *nd  a*  pipeline  tle-’»ns.  In  Class  3  and  a 

locations  car.d  crossings  of  major  or  navigable  rivers,  1 
percent  if  practicable,  but  not  less  than  90  percent,  must 
be  tested.  In  Class  2  locations,  a  minimum  of  15  percent 
must  be  tested  and  in  Class  1  locations,  a  minimum  of  10 
percent  must  be  tested. 

(2)  Page  IV-759:  The  draft  EIS  indicates  that  the  "call 
before  you  dig"  policy  is  standard  operational  procedure 
with  utilities.  Although  that  is  certainly  desirable,  ve 
believe  that  less  than  one  half  of  gas  utilities  presently 
are  involved  in  such  a  program. 

Part  V  -  Rorth  Border 


4.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  FEIS. 

5.  This  section  was  revised.  See  page  320  In  the  Alaska  Volume. 

6.  See  0  4  above. 

7.  This  section  was  revised.  See  pages  277-288  in  the  Alaska 
Volume. 

8.  See  0  4  above. 

9.  The  Alternatives  Volume  was  revised  to  provide  a  more  extensive 
treatment  of  alternative  routes,  energy  sources  and  systems. 

10.  This  section  was  revised  and  this  statement  deleted  in  the  FEIS, 

11.  See  0  4  above. 

12.  This  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS. 

13.  See  0  4  above. 


Page  V-1293:  The  draft  EIS  is  critical  of  49  C?R  192.615 
concerning  emergency  plans.  We  have  issued  a  notice  of 
Proposed  Rule  .'iakir.g  and  are  in  the  process  of  issuing  a 
revision  to  the  regulation  clearly  defining  what  should 
be  included  in  emergency  plans. 


If  there  are  questions  concerning  these  comments, 
happy  to  discuss  them  with  you. 

Cesar  DeLeon,  ‘1TP-1 


will  be 


14.  This  was  changed  in  the  FEIS.  See  the  Alaska  Volume,  page  4, 
Table  1.1. 1.2-3. 

15.  See  0  4  above. 

16.  This  was  changed  in  the  FEIS.  See  the  Alaska  Volume,  page  4. 

17.  See  0  4  above. 

18.  See  0  4  above. 

19.  This  was  deleted  from  the  FEIS. 


20. 

See  0  4  above. 

21. 

See  0  4  above. 

22. 

This  has  been  changed 

throughout 

the 

Overview  Volume. 

23. 

See  #  19  above. 

24. 

This  was  reflected  in 
Alaska  Volume, 

the  FEIS. 

See 

pages  342-346  in  the 

25. 

See  0  4  above. 

26. 

See  #  19  above. 

27. 

See  0  4  above. 

UNITEO  STATES 

ENERGY  RESEARCH  AND  DEVELOPMENT  ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON.  D  C.  20S45 


NOV  3  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Gentlemen: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  transmittal  dated  July  25,  1975,  inviting 
the  U.S.  Energy  Research  and  Development  Administration  (ERDA)  to 
review  and  comment  on  the  Department's  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  entitled,  "Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System".  We  have  reviewed  the  Statement  with 
particular  attention  given  to  Part  I,  Volume  I,  and  Part  VI,  Volume  I, 
especially  Domestic  Coal,  Synthetic  Natural  Gas,  and  Nuclear  Power 
Alternatives. 

As  a  Nation,  we  need  environmentally  sound  options  for  the  maximum 
production  of  each  type  of  energy.  Natural  gas  is  a  highly  desirable 
fuel  and  feedstock.  In  natural  form  or  synthetic  equivalent,  we 
think  it  merits  being  made  available  as  a  consumer  option. 

Oil  production  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  Alaska,  will  liberate  natural  gas 
which,  by  State  of  Alaska  law,  cannot  be  flared,  but  if  not  used 
constructively,  must  be  reinjected  into  the  deposit.  In  Canada,  in  the 
Mackenzie  Del ta-Beaufort  Basin,  potential  recoverable  gas  is  estimated 
to  be  substantial.  Availability  of  this  gas  to  meet  Canada's  future 
energy  requirements  could  be  an  incentive  for  Canada  to  approve  a 
pipeline  of  this  nature  within  Canada  and  to  share  its  capacity.  The 
natural  gas  which  would  be  delivered  to  the  United  States  will  be 
needed  in  California  and  the  Midwest. 

The  Draft  Statement  presents,  in  an  acceptable  manner,  the  recognized 
environmental  handicaps  associated  with  the  mining  and  utilization  of 
coal.  It  is  stated  (VI-183)  that  the  feasibility  of  producing  synthetic 
natural  gas  from  coal  as  an  alternative  to  the  proposed  Arctic  Gas 
System  depends  upon  the  rates  at  which  technological  systems  are 
developed,  tested,  and  proved  economical,  and  on  the  commercial  scale 
that  plants  are  built.  The  Draft  further  states  that  Montana,  Wyoming, 
and  North  Dakota  will  be  major  supply  centers  for  coal  gasification. 


v  —  —  - 
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The  Statement  also  points  out  that  if  synthetic  natural  gas  were  to 
substitute  for  the  Arctic  Gas  System,  a  pipeline  would  be  required  to 
move  the  synthetic  gas  from  the  Northwest  into  the  Midwestern  and 
Eastern  markets. 

The  alternatives  section  in  the  Final  Statement  can  be  strengthened 
by  giving  greater  attention  to  the  energy  alternatives  that  are 
available  to  California.  These  include:  offshore  oil  and  gas  from 
the  Santa  Barbara  area,  offshore  oil  from  Alaska,  low  sulfur  Alaskan 
coal,  solvent  refined  coal  produced  from  Alaskan  coals,  or  Prudhoe 
Gulf  gas  piplined  to  the  southern  coast  of  Alaska,  converted  into 
LNG  and  delivered  to  California. 


Some  recognition  should  be  given  to  synthetic  oil  made  from  coal. 

ERDA  is  engaged  in  a  demonstration  project  to  produce  synthetic  oil 
from  coal.  This  oil  will  substitute  for  natural  gas  and  oil  in  boilers 
and  in  industrial  applications  and  is  expected  to  make  a  major  contri¬ 
bution  to  energy  supply. 


The  discussion  of  nuclear  power  as  an  alternate  to  the  proposed  system 
is  generally  accurate  and  the  treatment  afforded  it  as  an  alternative 
is  fair  and  reasonably  objective.  The  enclosed  staff  comments  are 
offered  for  your  consideration  in  preparing  the  Final  Statement.  *e 
feel  that  these  comments  will  improve  the  Nuclear  Power  Alternative 
section. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments. 

Sincerely, 


//SV- 


W.  H.  Pennington 
Assessments  and  Coordination 
Officer 

Division  of  Biomedical  and 
Environmental  Research 


Enclosure: 

Staff  Cooments 

cc:  CEQ  (5)  w/encl . 


STAFF  COUNTS  ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT, 
ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 
NUCLEAR  POWER  ALTERNATIVE  SYSTEM 


Page  VI-22,  last  paragraph 

Estimates  of  plutonium  recycle  are  probably  overoptimistlc  in  light 
of  recent  Nuclear  Regulatory  Connission  actions. 

Page  VI-225,  Table  8-47 

U«0g  costs  are  too  low,  per  present  indications.  (Note  -  this  fact 
influences  the  discussion  on  pages  VI-224  to  VI-227). 
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Page  Vl-228.  last  paragraph,  first  sentence 

Suggested  revision  -  As  of  mid-1975.  nuclear  power  was  generating 
about  8t  of  the  Nation's  electricity. 

Page  Vl-237.  second  paragraph,  second  sentence 

Suggest  deleting  this  sentence  or  changing  "would"  to  "might". 


I 
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Page  Vl-238,  first  full  paragraph  « 

Suggested  replacement  for  this  paragraph  "Present  regulations  require  g 
that  the  liquid  high-level  waste  from  fuel  reprocessing  be  converted  ■ 

to  a  stable  solid  material  within  five  years  after  separation  in  the  ■  J 

fuel  reprocessing  step  and  that  it  be  encapsulated  and  shipped  to  a  *| 

Federal  repository  within  ten  years  of  its  production.  Thus,  operation  ■ 
of  the  23,000  MW  of  incremental  nuclear  capacity  nould  lead  to  the 
production  of  about  1265  cubic  feet  of  high-level  wastes  annually.  | 


Page  Vl-238,  last  sentence 

Suggest  deleting  this  incorrect  sentence  and  replacing  it  with  the 
following  two  paragraphs: 

"As  an  interim  measure  for  storing  solidified  wastes  from  commercial 
operations,  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (AEC),  in  May  of  1972, 
announced  plans  for  the  design  and  construction  of  a  Retrievable 
Surface  Storage  Facility  (RSSF).  The  RSSF  would  be  designed  to  store 
these  wastes  safely  for  as  long  as  a  century,  if  necessary.  As  its 
name  implies,  it  is  intended  that  these  stored  wastes  be  retrieved 
and  moved  to  permanent  storage  facilities  when  such  facilities  are 
established.  The  goal  of  the  permanent  storage  development  program 
is  to  have  permanent  disposal  methods  available  in  tvm  to  three 
decades . 
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"At  present,  ERDA  plans  further  study  of  several  promising  geologic 
formations  other  than  bedded  salt,  including  study  of  specific  promising 
sites,  to  bring  the  knowledge  of  these  other  formations  up  to  the  same 
level  as  that  of  present  knowledge  of  bedded  salt.  The  goal  of  this 
further  study  is  to  permit  a  comparative  evaluation  of  these  formations 
and  the  selection  of  the  optimum  formation  or  formations  for  pilot  plant 
operations.  In  the  late  1970s,  this  further  study  and  evaluation  program 
is  expected  to  permit  a  decision  and  a  request  to  Congress  for  authorization 
and  appropriation  for  a  specific  geological  disposal  pilot  plant  at  a 
specific  site." 


Response  to  Conments  received 

from  U.S.  Energy  Research  and  Development  Administration  (ERDA) 
dated  November  3,  1975 

8 


1.  The  discussion  of  alternatives  was  revised  and  includes  the 
suggested  alternatives.  See  pages  19-27,  61-63  and  80-82  in 
the  Alternatives  Volume. 

2.  Recognition  is  given  to  synthetic  oil  and  gas  from  coal  on 
pages  65,  84  and  103  in  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

3.  Comment  was  noted  but  it  did  not  provide  a  basis  for  changing 
the  EIS. 

4.  A  note  on  page  92  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  relates  to  the 
prices  shown  for  all  uranium  resources  and  indicates  that 
future  inflation  may  well  lead  to  Increases  in  all  the  prices 
of  U3Or  cited  in  this  study,  which  was  prepared  originally  in 
1973  This  may  also  apply  to  similar  figures  used  on  pages 
93  and  94  of  the  same  volume, 

5.  Suggested  revision  made  on  page  97  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

6.  Sentence  was  revised  on  page  101  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

7.  Paragraph  was  replaced  as  suggested  on  page  102  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume. 

8.  As  suggested,  one  sentence  was  deleted  and  two  paragraphs  were 
added  at  the  end  of  the  text  on  page  102  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume. 
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WASHINGTON.  D  C  20460 


3  •  CCT  1375 

OF f  tec  0*  THF 
ADMINISTRATOR 

EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Gentlemen : 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  completed  its 
review  of  the  Department  of  Interior's  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  entitled,  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transporta¬ 
tion  System."  Our  specific  comments  are  enclosed. 

Our  review  of  this  impact  statement  reveals  that  an 
enormous  amount  of  descriptive  material  was  provided, 
however,  the  analysis  relevant  to  determining  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project,  taken  as 
a  whole,  is  inadequate. 

We  agree  with  the  Department  that  it  is  difficult  to 
analyze  any  needed  local  pipeline  routing  changes  without 
a  specific  pipeline  routing.  We  have  attempted  to  address 
this  issue  by  indicating  areas  that  we  believe  the 
pipeline  should  avoid  in  our  specific  comments. 

We  are  concerned  that  justification  for  the  proposed 
route,  with  respect  to  alternative  routes,  is  not  presented. 
Our  specific  comments  question  routes  in  North  Dakota  near 
the  Little  Missouri  River,  the  dual  pipeline  on  the  West 
Coast,  and  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range . 

We  are  very  concerned  about  the  following  statement 
made  by  the  Department  on  page  20  of  the  Executive 
Highlights,  and  believe  it  would  set  an  environmentally 
unsatisfactory  precedent  if  adopted: 


Arctic  and  subarctic  construction  must  be  completed 
as  scheduled  in  order  to  use  the  proposed  snow/ ice 
roads  for  access.  Consequently ,  mitigation 
measures  as  proposed  preclude  interference  with 
the  environment  ar.d  will  reduce  impacts .  In  this 
case  mitigation  is  not  fully  effective  and  therefore 
impacts  cannot  be  avoided.  All  environmental 
mitigation  measures  will  be  secondary  to  construc¬ 
tion  schedules . 

The  Department  considers  some  mitigating  measures 
inadequate  in  its  ■evaluations".  EPA  concurs  in  these 
findings.  Additionally,  we  believe  that  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  should  specifically  include  mitigating  measures 
and  stipulations  in  the  final  impact  statement  sc  that  the 
full  implication  of  the  project  can  be  understood.  These 
measures  and  stipulations  should  include  the  following: 

0  Revegetation  plan 

0  Pre-construction  activities  plan 

®  Oil  and  hazardous  substances  contingency  plan 

*  Archaeological  -  historical  plan 

°  Discussion  of  how  mitigating  measures  'stipulations, 
would  be  instituted,  enforced,  and  monitored 
should  this  project  be  approved. 

We  are  concerned  that  the  impact  statement  does  not 
contain  an  analysis  of  the  aggregated  direct  impacts  if 
the  project,  considered  as  a  system,  on  the  environment. 

In  addition,  the  impact  statement  does  not  address 
secondary  impacts  such  as  the  effect  of  gas  curtailment 
on  the  pipeline  and  vice  versa  or  secondary  -sage  of 
gas  at  the  distribution  terminals. 

In  accordance  with  our  procedures  for  rating  impact 
statements,  we  have  placed  this  statement  in  category 
3  (Inadequate).  We  recommend  that  the  Department  consider 
either:  1)  issuing  a  second  draft  of  this  impact  statement 
addressing  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed 
project  in  mere  specific  terms,  or  2)  issuing  a  final 
impact  statement  addressing  the  environmental  impacts 
in  more  specific  terms  anc  allowing  63  days  for  public 
review  and  comment.  We  further  recommend  that  the 
descriptive  material  not  required  in  addressing  the 
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specific  environmental  impacts,  including  the  energy 
alternatives  section,  be  referenced  and  not  reproduced 
in  the  second  draft  or  final  statement. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this 
proposed  project. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Rebecca  W.  Hanmer 

Acting  Director 

Office  of  Federal  Activities 

Enclosure 
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SUMMARY  OF  MAJOR  CONCERNS 


Subsurface  soil  information 


We  are  concerned  that  the  environmental  statement  did 
not  present  an  adequate  analysis  of  the  proposed  project, 
taken  as  a  whole,  sufficient  for  determining  the  environ¬ 
mental  impacts.  Our  major  concerns  are  outlined  below. 


(a)  Mitigating  Measures  -  We  concur  with  the  Department 
that  some  of  the  applicants '  proposed  mitigating 
measures  are  inadequate,  and  support  the  Depart¬ 
ment's  recommendations  for  additional  measures. 

EPA  has  identified  the  need  for  further  mitigating 
measures,  which  we  believe  should  be  specifically 
set  forth  in  the  environmental  impact  statement. 

(b)  Wetlands  -  We  are  concerned  that  wetland  issues 
and  impacts  are  not  adequately  addressed. 

(c)  Secondary  Effects  -  We  believe  that  the  following 
issues  should  be  more  adequately  addressed: 

(1)  Energy  development 

(2)  Gas  distribution  and  curtailment 

(3)  Socio-Economic  considerations 


(d)  Alternatives  -  We  believe  that  existing  corridors 
should  be  used  as  much  as  possible.  Furthermore, 
we  question  routes  in  the  following  areas : 

(1)  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range 

(2)  North  Dakota  near  the  Little  Missouri  River 

(3)  Dual  pipeline  on  the  West  Coast 

(e)  Pipeline  Technology  -  We  agree  with  the  Depart¬ 
ment's  evaluation  that  pipeline  design  criteria 
for  the  arctic  and  subarctic  conditions  are  not 
considered  adequate.  We  believe  that  testing 

a  prototype  design  should  be  considered. 
Additionally,  we  support  the  Department's 
evaluation  that  the  following  design  concepts 
are  not  adequately  addressed: 


Pipeline  safety  factors 
Fracture  toughness 
Seasonal  maintenance 
Frost  heave 
Mass  wasting 
River  crossing  integrity 
Leak  detection 
Effects  of  leaking  gas 


Emergency  plans 
Seismic  monitoring 
Schedules  of  construc¬ 
tion 

Controlled  gas  chillers 
Automatic  control 
features 

Cathodic  protection 


Properties  of  gas 
Operating  plans 
Gas  pressure/ 
temperature 


ii 


The  Department  has  touched  on  virtually  all  of  the 
environmental  impacts  in  a  broad  sense,  but/ has  failed  to 
pre-SL’. :  the  specific  information  rmiired  to  assess  these 
imp .:ct*: .  In  some  c  log,  a  limited  discussion  of  the 
-mpaets  has  been  qualified  with  statements  that  the 
applicant  -tailed  to  submit  this  data  or  that  because  a 
special..:  route  was  ,:c  i  o.  siunated ,  specific  environ- 
l"  :  :  '  sriinc d .  in  our  vie;:,  d  :  d 

studies,  testing,  and  other  inputs  sufficient  for 
deti-rru.-.ing  more  specific  significant  environmental  impacts 
pi-ojoc  „ ,  me  oid  he  obtained  by  the  Department, 
r- f:,' ‘  further  with  the  environmental  impact 
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oc  ti- 
be  for 


...  °f  the  questions  left  unresolved  is  the 

distribution  of  gas  to  areas  serviced  bv  the  consortium 
location  points  where  Alaskan  Gas  will  be 

aro  5-en.  However,  the  area 

"ov-Vrd  rl  there  .r."~,o:rr.  should  b 

;.  o  avt.  induced  tapnsfcn  a&»  X8r  •)  ■  ti 

a  w  >ii.  ty  of  t... .  9aE. 

_  Mo‘-hr-‘'  ■  Which  the  members  are  using  to  induce 
energy  conservation  in  the  public,  private  and 
iafeSt?lal  sectors  should  be  described.  Requests  for 

o?  L/use^'shouid/r^  °f  d^iVery  3nd  addition 
tsets  should  be  discussed  for  each  member  re. 

usage  should  be  maximized  in  areas  where  air  quality 
substi tute3f uels?Gnt  0r  nlaintenance  ^  difficult  wito 
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a.  Air  Quality  Effects 

s  ~  A&:  jut 

Id  1  or  ■  I 

pipe  line  "block  could  ^suLr^0"8 
vegetation  consume/in  thTfSn  V^i£?1Udin9 

STS . »trr&v;*ris* 

‘  n<;  *  •“  following  obsr.rvj.fci  on  .■ :  '  " 


1.  Roth  complete  revegetation  and  the  construction  of 
a  firebreak  are  useful  means  of  reducing  possible  air  pollu¬ 
tion.  There  is  no  evidence  that  the  applicant  has  or  will 
examine  carefully  the  particular  circumstances  that  make 
one-  or  the  other  of  these  incomDatible  options  more 
advantageous.  EPA  questions  whether  a  useful  firebreak 
could  be  created  within  the  100-foot  right-of-way  (R.O.W.). 

2.  .Ml  liquid  petroleum  product?-  should  be  recycled 
as  far  c:  practical  and  dumping  near  fc}  •  pipeline  sl.cu.ld  he 
absolutely  forbidden.  None  but  essential  storage  of  flammable 
materials  should  be  allowed  within  the  R.O.W. 

3.  The  necessary  discharge  of  natural  gas  from  the 
pipe  oc  compressor  station  should  be  monitored  with  great, 
care  against  the  chance  of  combustion . 

4.  The  applicant  should  commit  itself  to  a  program  of  ■ 
special  training,  since  many  techniques  normally  appropriate! 
to  firefighting  in  brush  or  timber  areas  are  inappropriate  B 

where  pipeline  also  is  situated. 


5.  Merit i©  .  i  c  .■  -  .  ..  .  j  1  -  ,>  r 

steel  pipe  ripping  after  installation.  ::;ncn  the  rai.c" 
ltseif  is  a  principal  element  of  tho  pro  .a,  tne  safe  tv 
and  adequacy  of  the  chosen  type  should  be  justified. 
Presumably  pipe  of  different  weight  and  strength  would  be 
appropriate  to  different  stresses  encountered  along  the 
routes.  More  than  a  general  discussion  is  required. 

,.  6*  .  J1}6  ,  applicant  will  need  to  investigate  carefully 

the  possibility  that  control  equipment  might  be  decommission 
simultaneous iy  with  a  pipe  rupture  induced  by  earthquake  or 
flash  flood,  and  that  ezforts  to  reduce  casualties  and 
repair  damage  may  encounter  the  very  worst  working  condition 

Nitrogen  oxides  and  carbon  monoxide  levels  at  the 
compressor  stations  should  be  monitored  with  great  care. 

the  escape  of  g;i:.  from  station  or  pipeline, 

•  4_u  s  faxls  to  estimate  the  chance  of  oxygen  starvation 

m  the  area,  or  to  analyze  what  conditions  extend  the 
valve  closure  time;  what  is  worst  case  closure  interval; 
what  means  may  reduce  response  time;  what  redundancy 

pm^niH»n?19ht/eHe?Pl°yed  for  mainlin®  valves  and  mitering 
equipment;  and  what  techniques  might  reduce  frequency  of  9 
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While  the  project  will  degrade  the  air  quality  during 
system  construction  and  operation,  the  extent  of  associated 
impacts  is  largely  speculative  and  of  a  general  nature  such 
that  potential  impacts  may  be  overestimated  or  grossly 
underestimated.  Precision  and  accuracy  of  air  quality  and 
meteorological  data  required  for  air  duality  assessments 
in  air  basins  traversed  by  the  gas  transmission  system  is 
either  completely  lacking  or  not  provided  in  sufficient 
detail  for  a  thorough  appraisal  of  potential  impacts  of 
the  project  on  air  quality.  We  believe  that  detailed 
documentation  and  description  of  meteorological 
conditions,  pollutant  emissions,  air  quality  data  and 
diffusion  modeling  will  aid  in  making  appropriate  analysis 
of  air  quality  impacts  that  will  be  encountered  as  a  result 
of  the  project. 


General  air  quality  topics  presented  in  Part  I 
(Overview)  are  superficially  treated  and  contain  statements 
which  are  not  substantiated  in  the  other  six  parts  of 
the  draft  EIS;  for  example,  on  page  1-400,  last  paragraph, 
the  following  statement  "nitrogen  dioxide  concentrations  at 
some  sites  will  exceed  Nation;’ Ambient  Ail  Qr.-Jity 
Standard:  ilihkQS)  under  cert?..')  meteor  do:  f.c  conditions. 11 
does  not  specifically  indicate  project  related  pollutant 
emissions  and  resulting  impacts.  The  air  quality  impact  in 
the  Overview  should  document  specific  areas  that  will  exceed 
NAAQS  as  well  as  which  State  and  local  air  quality  standards 
are  expected  to  be  exceeded  as  a  result  of  the  project. 
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Computation  of  location  and  value  of  the  maximum 
ground  level  concentrations  of  NOx  due  to  construction 
operations  using  documented  diffusion  models  and  worst 
case  meteorological  conditions  appropriate  for  the  area 
and  season  of  construction  should  be  provided. 


The  EIS  does  not  indicate  that  the  applicant  has  ^ 
investigated  fully  the  control  effectiveness  of  various  ,j 
dust  control  measures  applied  to  given  slopes,  soil  textures  ■ 
and  composition,  and  in  different  climatic  settings.  Special* 

Lon  of  the  £ 
(the  need  for  which  requires  further  justification) ,  treatment 
of  unpaved  road  surfaces,  and  slope  stabilization.  The  J'J1 
applicant  should  observe  whatever  stipulations  are  included  l/; 
in  state  construction  contracts  respecting  soil  stabiliza-  t-i 
tion  and  treatment  specifications.  The  EIS  should  make  ..ij 
clear  that  the  applicant  is  committed  to  specific  programs  | 
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respecting  the  fixing  of  soils,  so  that  unstable 
particles  are  not  immediately  swept  up  by  the  wind. 
Recoonizing  that  some  soils  are  remarkably  susceptible 
to  wind  erosion,  the  applicant  should  examine  the  history 
of  pipelaying  in  similar  soils  to  evaluate  special 
techniques  of  construction. 

A  principal  source  of  fugitive  dust  is  travel  on 
unpaved  roads.  Engine  emissions  also  could  be  reduced  by 
an  organized  car  pooling  program  or ,  better  yet,  bus 
transport  of  workers,  which  is  especially  feasible  consider 
that  work  camps  may  be  used  along  much  of  the  relatively 
isolated  pipeline  routes.  An  essential  part  of  dust 
control  strategy  is  an  enforceable  plan  of  traffic  control 
to  eliminate  unnecessary  trips  and  restrict  vehicle  speed. 
Every  effort  should  also  be  made  to  ensure  that  construc¬ 
tion  roads  do  not  provide  access  for  off  road  recreational 
vehicles . 

The  size  of  the  construction  zone  might  in  many  cases, 
with  careful  control,  be  constricted  to  far  less  than  the 
100  foot  R.O.W.  Mo  plan  or  intention  :s  reverted 
in  the  EJS  to  reduce  the  area  of  general  disturbance  within 
the  R.O.W. 

Reference  in  the  EIS  to  sale  of  timber  suggests 
admonitions  pertinent  to  the  particulate  control  program: 
logging  crews  should  be  supervised  rigorously  to  see  that 
only  the  minimum  number  of  trees  are  cut;  open  burning 
should  be  specially  avoided  where  fire  risk  and  particulate 
levels  are  both  high;  and  efforts  to  reduce  dust  during 
vegetation  clearing  must  be  especially  intense. 

The  EIS  states  that  the  only  impacts  of  fugitive  dust 
emissions  are  upon  visibility.  This  statement  should  be 
corrected  by  mention  of  damage  from  this  source  to  human 
health,  vegetation,  wildlife,  and  material.  EPA  reminds 
the  applicant  a.  d  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  most 
areas  through  which  the  pipelines  would  pass  are  presently 
in  violation  of  the  annual  particulate  primary  standard, 
attainment  of  which  is  necessary  to  protect  public  health. 

Any  activity  within  these  areas  that  increases  total 
suspended  concentrations  must  be  viewed  with  special  gravity. 

Continued  vigilance  is  necessary  to  repair  vegetation 
damage  from  wind  erosion,  a  process  that  may  spread  far 

beyond  the  right-of-way  in  a  progressive  der  truci.i.wr  r-" 
cover,  ••  .i.'ra’.-xur  of  more  fvg  Jcive  dust,  and  con  sec  nenr. 
soil  dvoay. 
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b .  Secondary  Energy  Development  Issues 

The  issues  of  coal  development  and  especially  secondary 
development  such  as  gasification  plants  and  electric 
generating  plants  ar l  critical  to  the  future  of  the  western 
states.  The  juxtaposition  of  the  pipeline  route  in  dose 
proximity  to  the  Dunn  County,  North  Dakota  lignite  fields, 
proposed  gas  exploration  on  the  Flathead  Forest  in 
Montana ,  and  associated  planning  for  gasification  complexes 
in  this  area  offers  strong  evidence  that  the  excess 
capacity  available  in  the'pipeline  may  be  a  stimulus  to 
development  of  these  gasification  complexes. 

While  there  is  little  doubt  that  nationwide  energy 
nerds  are  creating  strong  pressures  tc  develop  more  coal 
resources,  particularly  western  stnppable  coals,  the 
development  of  a  large  capacity  pipeline  from  the  area  of 
the  Fort  Union  coalfields  to  the  fossil  fuel  deficient 
eastern  markets  may  prove  an  irresistible  temptation  to  ^ 
make  major  investments  in  mine-mouth  gas  generating  plants. 

Epa  believes  that  the  decisions  to  allow  or  encourage 
second1-.  :v  enc-rqv  developments,  specific-  1 V  mi  :v  -noui'  power* 
plants  ,.ao  gasification  plants  in  pristine  environment m 
area  s  -  i  as  of  the  c<  u  •  •  made 

by  the  States  affected.  Significant  detericr:  ion  regulations 
promulgated  by  EPA  reflect  this  position  of  allowing  State 
determination  of  secondary  air  quality  impacts. 

Therefore  the  justification  for  the  capacity  of  the 
pipeline  needs  to  articulate  to  what  extent  this  proposed 
pipeline  will  foreclose  State  options  to  control  secondary 
development  and  environmental  degradation  of  air  and 
water  resources.  The  EIS  should  further  detail  the  probable | 
amounts  of  Alaskan  and  Canadian  gas  available  for  delivery, 
and  present  a  cost  comparison  on  Artie  gas  delivery  cost 
versus  gasification  costs. 


n 


c.  Gas  Distribution 

The  question  of  national  needs  for  natural  gar.  is  c.ia.y  a 
cursorily  handled.  A  chief  shortcoming  of  this  EIS  is  that  ■ 
it  fails  to  discuss  or  justify  the  priorities  for  natural 
gas  distribution  for  which  the  pipeline  is  sized.  Out  o.  ■ 
a  total  ultimate  capacity  of  5.9  billion  cubic  feet  per  ay  ■ 
to  be  delivered  to  the  United  States,  almost  40%  of  the  ■ 

gas  will  be  delivered  to  the  state  of  California.  Even  ^ 
presuming  eventual  distribution  of  this  gas  to  a  six-star;  g 
western  market  area,  the  identified  market  nuown  in  la 

Figure  3.1. B. 9-13  represents  only  25Z  of  th.  -••  cor  '  -  -1-  '  I 

in  the  overall  U.S.  areas  to  be  served  by  the  ANGTS  pipelines 


Since  the  east  is  also  faced  with  mounting  shortages 
of  gas  and  oil,  the  reasoning  for  such  a  large  proportion 
of  gas  to  be  delivered  to  the  west  coast  needs  further 
explanation.  This  issue  could  be  discussed  under 
alternatives  dealing  with  the  relative  size  of  the  pipe 
needed. 

The  EIS  doer  not  discuss  any  further  pipeline  develop¬ 
ments  from  the  Alaskan  oil  and  gav  fields,  but  might  it 
not  be  reasonable  to  assume  that  an  oil  pipeline  will 
eventually  be  built  to  service  the  high  oil  consumption 
areas  of  the  midwest  and  the  east?  Under  this  assumption, 
would  such  an  oil  pipeline  be  likely  to  utilize  the 
R.O.W.  or  at  least  the  same  corridor  a~  the  ANGTS  pipeline? 

d .  Spill  Prevention  Containment  and  Counter-Measure 

Requirements 

No  mention  has  been  made  of  Spill  Prevention  Containment® 
and  Counter-measure  requirements  (40  CFR  112).  Storage  is 
needed,  at  -  act  ion  sites,  of  |o/ 

for  t  e  O]  ■ 

measures  in  accord.*.. -e  with  the  SPCC  are  required. 

e .  Wetlands  Protection 

EPA  is  very  concerned  about  the  primary  and  secondary 
effects  of  the  project  on  wetlands.  EPA's  policy  to 
•protect  the  Nation's  wetlands  and  our  guidelines  implementing 
Section  404(b)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
°f  1972,  40  CFR  230.4-l(a) (1) ,  and  230.5(b) (8)  express  our 
views  on  the  value  of  wetlands  and  their  protection. 

The  guidelines  consider  the  degradation  or  destruction 
of  aquatic  resources  by  filling  operations  in  wetlands 
as  the  most  severe  impact  associated  with  the  disposal 
of  dredged  or  fill  material  in  navigable  waters .  We 
recommend  that  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  which  is 
al:iO  very  concerned  with  wetlands  protection,  analyze 
the  primary  =  p. secondary  effects  of  the  proposed  project 
on  the, Ration 1 s  wetland  resources  on  a  systematic  basis. 

We  further  recommend  that  corridors  which  minimize 
wetland  degradation  be  utilized  to  the  fullest  extent 
possible. 

The  remaining  comments  are  organized  to  evaluate  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  project  as  they  relate  to 

specific  areas  which  it  traverses. 


zz 
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ALASKA 


Air  Quality  Considerations 

The  location  of  the  Barter  Island  Meteorological 
Station  with  respect  to  the  proposed  pipeline  route  should 
be  indicated  on  Map  2. 1.1. 1-2  on  page  II:  181. 

What  is  the  frequency  distribution  of  low  level 
inversions  and  low  wind  speeds,  by  season,  along  the 
proposed  route? 

What  is  the  frequency  of  fog  ar.d  ice  fog  occurrence 
by  season  of  year  along  the  gas  transmission  route? 

What  will  be  the  increase  in  the  number  of  hours  of 
fog  and/or  ice  fog  by  season  due  to  construction  and 
compressor  stations  operation  (Vol.  II  -  Page  647)? 


I- 

I" 
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Water  Quality  Considerations 

Additional  information  is  needed  on  the  availability 
of  water  for  hydrostatic  testing  and  for  construction 
of  the  ice  roads.  We  suggest  that  a  further  evaluation 
be  made  of  the  sources  of  this  water,  the  available 
quantities,  and  the  effects  on  the  stream  biota  of  the 
removal  of  the  water. 

The  EIS  (?  257)  states,  "The  reader  should  note  that 
a  shift  of  final  alignment  of  the  pipeline  route  upstream 
or  downstream  could  increase  or  decrease  the  number  of 
streams  crossed."  Other  than  Table  2. 1.1. 5-1  naming 
and  clacsifyina  by  kind  the  streams  crossed  by  the 
oipeline,  no  data  is  presented  to  enable  the  reader  to 
make  a  judgement  as  to  which  route  would  yield  rhe  ler.st 
impact  in  this  respect,  or  what  the  impacts  on  stream 
types  would  be.  Are  some  streams  more  hazardous  or 
sensitive  to  tunnelling,  or  crossing,  than  others? 


The  meteorological  information  provided  in  Table 
2. 1.1. 1-1  indicates  the  presence  of  west  wind?  during  the 
winter  and  is  during  s  uan  ar.  1 

prove  iir.j  .  ic.is ,  what  will  be  the  efioec  fog 

and  ice  foe  fox.  stion  along  the  pipeline  route  cue  to 
combined  operation  of  all  compressor  stations? 

The  air  quality  standards  in  Table  3.1.1.14.2  are 
in  jig/m^  not  g/m^. 


Pollutant,  emissions  for  construction  equipment 
should  be  developed  and  aggregated  as  provided  in 
parts  4  and  5. 


The  short-  and  long-term  concentrations  at  various 
downwind  distances  due  to  compressor  station  operations 
using  documented  emission  rates,  diffusion  models, 
and  worst  case  meteorological  conditions  appropriate 
for  the  area  along  the  pipeline  route  should  be  addressed. 


Sine:  :t  is  sta  o  on  p  :.;ci  94S-S49  of  Volume  II  ■ 

that  the  opera  ion  of  compressor  stations  may  "individuallyH 
and  collectively  exceed  [allowable  degradation  in)  Class  I 
I  air  quality  management  areas,"  we  suggest  that  the  air  ■  31 
quality  data  be  provided  to  substantiate  this  statement 
concerning  the  three  compressor  sites  in  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Range.  • 


Table  2. 1.1. 5-4:  Two  of  the  three  'streams'  for 
which  srma  quantitative  data  on  voter  qu;  ity  is  pro-  lad 
arc  not.  crossed  by  Ike  pipeline,  ICu.  ric.. ..  leva j s 
(.Nitrogen,  phosphorous,  potassium,  sulphur,  iron,  and 
other  potential  nutrients  to  bs  r.dc.ed  by  fertilizer, 
sediments,  solid  wastes,  chemicals,  etc.)  should  be 
quantified  for  all  the  major  streams  crossed  by  the 
pipeline.  Data  on  temperature,  pH,  dissolved  02 ,  % 
saturation  of  O2 ,  conductivity  in  Ambos  at  25°C,  Color 
Pt.  Units,  suspended  solids  and  turbidity  should  also 
be  provided  to  allow  subsequent  impact  analysis  and 
determination  of  compliance  with  standards  and 
regulations.  Water  quality  data,  describing  the 
present  nature  of  these  streams,  should  be  provided 
in  the  final  EIS. 

The  above  data  for  major  streams  should  be  coordinated 
with  maximum  and  minimum  fish  and  wildlife  habitat  require¬ 
ments,  sewage  trei-.tmcr.t  specifications ,  drinking  water 
standards  ar.d  estuarine  end  marine  occ:.ystem  requirements 
and  base  data. 

The  final  EIS  should  incorporate,  if  possible,  the 
data  on  springs  acquired  by  the  USGS  during  1975.  Table 
2. 1.1. 5-5  does  not  give  information  as  to  whether  the 
springs  included  here  are  crossed  or  are  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  pipeline. 
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What  are  the  secondary  impacts  associated  with 
borrow  excavation  activities  upon  water  quality?  Both 
the  degree  and  location  of  these  impacts  require  additional 
data . 

The  assertion  that  water  quality  will  be  little 
affected  by  the  project  assuming  that  standards  for 
sewage  controls  are  adhered  to  is  dubious  because 
cumulative  impacts  on  water  quality  will  only  partly 
involve  sewage.  A  more  realistic  evaiuntio..  of  impacts 
is  required,  considering  effects  of  dust,  soil  erosion, 
fertilizer,  chemical  leaks,  and  other  f ac  :ors  needir.o 
further  study. 


Ecolonic al  Consideratio r. s 


The  permafrost  analysis  is  valuable,  but  no 
quantified  growth  rates  (production)  are  given.  Tests  should 
be  conducted  on  the  productivity  effects  of  vegetation  A 
trampling,  marring,  vapor  heat  produced  by  compressor  K 

stations,  and  other  impacting  sources  such  as  pollution.  I  —-9 

Permafrost  controls  vegetation  growth  and  vice  versa.  The  I 
heat-balance  interrelationships  between  permafrost  and  I 
vegetation  need  further  study  and  confirmation,  in  v! ;  I 

final  El::.  P 
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is 


?hus'  the  tlrst  fo'Jr  major  plant  coaasunities 
sugge„.?c  m  tn.  statement  should  be  adecuate.  Hc-ev-r 
the  analysis  of  these  communities  is  incomplete. 

Description  of  the  communities  should  include  air,  water- 
son,  wildlife  and  human  aspects,  as  well  as  vegetation, 
in  a  quantified,  systemmatic  manner. 

;he  fifth  major  plant  community.  Beach-sand  dune 
s .  rcr.n  ccnrt.un j  ties ,  should  be  included  i.n  v'*«  -  •  < 

bcosv.-  .-or.  •  th_-  2  •  y  Iso  be  other  v,  .  et.  .  j  co.ru  i. 
types  10  be  included  in  the  Ecosystem. 

Bcosv^o^witr"13  be  en  *!u3t-c  Ecosystem  and  a  Marine  L  . 

Ecosis.em  with  constituent  vegetational  communities.  1 36 

I2'1’1,6'1,  and  Tables  2. 1.1. 6-1  and  2  are  good  " 

general  sources  of  information. 

describedS?nSa?iVity  °f  the  arctic  ecosystems  is  inadeouatel 
described  to  allow  a  non-expert  reader  to  understand  the 
full  nature  of  its  fragility.  Exaraoles  of  its  extreme 
kn™?1?’  Should  be  given,  as  well  as  a  list  of  basic 
known  facts  regarding  these  fragile  ecosystems.  For 
instance,  the  simplicity  and  inadaptability  to  new 
species  or  other  inputs  should  be  emphasized. 

,,,,  .  TQe  entire  wildlife  section  is  generally  verv  good 

into  hero  csn  easily  be' incorporate 

the  Cu.m, unity-ecosystem  analysis  necessary  for  impact. 

interest°^ti.nno?  ma9ratin?  waterfowl  is  of  international 
interest  and  is  not  adequately  presented.  Lists  should 

°f  bird  sPOies  in  aH  ™jor  fiySays  and  mLs 
ff?™,  annotating  the  locations  of  migratory  pathways  P 
birds  affe™tdln9  a"d  winterin9  areas  a"d  the  number  of 


| 
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I 
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More  general  information  regarding  the  importance  to 
migrating  species  of  summering  and  breeding  areas  should 
be  provided. 


Habitat  information  on  Eagles,  Hawks,  Owls  and  Other  ■ 
Birds  is  not  adequate,  especially  regarding  the  Peregrine  I 
Falcon,  an  endangered  species.  Since  it  is  endangered,  I  7/ 
it  must  be  protected  from  disturbance.  Information  on 
its  habits  in  and  use  of  area u  affected  by  the  project 
should  be  presented. 

Data  on  fish  mini:2ua  and  maximum  habitat  requirements 
needs  to  oe  cuantifiec.  Salinity,  nutrients,  turbidity, 
dissolved  O2 ,  and  additional  habit:: t  requirements  should 
be  provided  in  the  final  EIS  for  egg  a,  immature,  and 
mature  fish.  This  data  should  be  coordinated  with  Aquatic 
and  Marine  Ecosystems  data. 


It  would  be  helpful  if  the  ecosystems  categories  I  J/3 

discussed  were  organized  as  Terrestrial,  Estuarial,  \ 

Aquatic  and  Marine. 


The  Figure  2. 1.1. 8-1  "Functional  dynar.lc  model  cl 
Taiga  Systems  for  Alaska"  is  a  good  genera,  diagram. 

If  quantified  by  an  ecosystem  input-output  analysis, 
such  a  diagram  could  be  a  useful  impact  assessment  tool. 


The  ecosystem  analysis  should  be  the  basic  framework  ft 
for  description  and  impact  assessment.  The  ecosystem  I 
descriptions  in  the  draft  EIS  are  merely  gratuitous.  It  I 
should  not  be  unduly  difficult  to  reorganize  all  baseline  I 
information  on  the  environment  into  the  vegetational  I 
communities  and  ecosystems.  It  would  provide  a  syste:maticft 
framework  for  data  gathering  and  impact  assessment  presently 
lacking  in  the  EIS. 


Figure  2. 1.1. 8 -2  "Solar  radiation  at  Barrow,  Alaska 
and  photosynthesis..."  is  a  good,  helpful  chart.  All 
major  inputs  ar.d  outputs  can  t~  r-_ luted  '•imply  in  this 
manner,  and  they  are  more  easily  ccaaannicated  than  through 

description. 


Primary  productivity  in  "Aquatic  Ecosystems"  should 
quantified  to  allow  impact  assessment.  Table  2. 1.1. 8-1 
for  "Karine  Ecosystems"  is  a  good  example. 

F bod  chain  C& .  be  me  itified 

.'.fr  is  needed  j.  t  t;-  ,  ?i*  \  nt  on  vi’ali  -  . 

v age fat ion. 
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Statements  such  as:  "Human  activities  upstream  that 
would  appreciably  increase  the  loading  of  dissolved  organic 
nitrogen  into  the  water  could  have  deleterious  effects  on 
this  balance."  are  common.  They  do  not  identify  the 
activities  involved,  the  impacts,  or  amounts  of  impacts, 
or  upon  species  of  fish,  or  where,  or  during  what 

season,  etc.  If  existing  and  new  information  were  organized 
systematically,  these  questions  could  be  much  more  readily 
answered. 


Considering  its  importance,  the  "Vegctation-permafro.' t 
interaction"  section  is  inadequately  developed. 


Impacts  upon  vegetation,  as  impacts  on  all  other  ft 

environmental  compartments,  should  oe  related  to  ecosystem  n 

impacts.  For  instance,  lemmings,  permafrost,  animal  grazing* 
birds  of  prey,  surface  drainage,  leaching,  erosion,  and  I 

other  factors  affect  and  are  affected  by  vegetation  removal.  1.5V 
Compressor  pollutants,  and  snow  collection  activities  will  •; 
also  diminish  vegetation  cover.  The  impacts  upon  each  E 

r  can  be  enalyzod  ff  y  by  no]  H 


The  draft  static .jf  t  separately  sta4  as  that  nearly  every 
large  species  of  wildlife  and  fish  as  well  as  many 
important  marine  mammals  and  birds  will  be  significantly 
diminished.  Impacts  upon  the  habitats  and  communities 
of  this  loss  of  components  have  not  been  stated.  What 
are  the  long-term  effects  of  this  alteration  of  the 
systems? 


The  one-page  "Long-term  Secondary  Impacts  on  Mammals,  ft 
Birds,  and  Fish*  is  inadequate.  Species  and  habitats 
to  be  decimated,  or  significantly  reduced,  should  be  \Sl 

listed.  Effects  upon  the  habitats  and  ecosystems  involved  ^ 
should  be  set  out  more  thoroughly.  ft 


The  Ecological  Section  should  be  substantially 
revise;.  All  envi  ror.r.ntr  3  factors  (biological,  c/. era?  cal 
and  physical)  shou3d  be  considered,  rathe;:  than 
vegetation  only.  A  section  such  as  this,  quantifying 
requirements  and  relationships  of  all  major  factors  of 
each  vegetation  community,  should  be  an  introduction  to 
the  descriptive  and  a  baseline  data  format  for  impact 
analysis . 


\si 
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We  are  concerned  also  about  the  effects  of  stream  I 
siltation  resulting  from  the  excavation  of  gravel  from  I  ^ 
stream  beds,  from  runoff  during  construction  of  stream 
crossings,  and  from  runoff  from  the  borrow  and  disposal  J 
pits . 


The  effects  of  the  planned  disposal  of  a  diluted 
(1%)  solution  of  methanol  from  hydrostatic  testing  is 
addressed  only  tentatively  in  the  EIS.  The  e.fects 
of  the  20%  solution  that  will  be  used  in  the  actual 
tests  were  not  examined  at  all.  When  leaks  are 
encountered,  it  is  this  concentrated  solution  that 
will  be  released  directly  into  the  tundra  ecosystem. 

An  analysis  of  the  amounts  and  effects  of  such  a  release 
should  La  presented. 


& 


Anc i 1 la ry  Faci liti e s 


The  final  EIS  should  provide  justification  for  the 
quantities  and  distribution  of  the  pipeline  ancillary 
facilities.  The  reader,  partly  because  of  the  lack  of 
good  maps  and  charts,  has  no  method  of  evaluating  the  need 
for  the  facilities  indicated,  or  of  evaluating  the  impact 
o*  each  facility  in  a  site-specif ic  manner.  Therefore, 
because  of  the  magnitude  of  possible  imoacts  on  the 
environmental  systems,  the  final  EIS  should  detail  the 
specific  locations  of  all  significant  ancillary  facilities. 

Air/vater  and  noise  compliance  requirements 
(that  should  be  referenced  to  other  EXS  sections) 
snould  re  provided  for  the  ancillary  facilities 
incorporated  at  compressor  stations  sites. 


Unburned  liquids  removed  from  the  main-gas  and  fuel  c; 
scruooers  are  to  be  placed  in  portable  containers  fo*- 
disposax .  Where  ar.d  how  is  this  to  be  accompl  ished? 
existing  regu  ....  .  . 

measures  described. 
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and  equipment  waste?  what  then  are  the  cumulative 

by  type'  to  be  emitted  at  a  station  ooeratinq 
normally,  at  average  conditions,  and,  under  worst"  case 
conditions?  Khat  are  the  pollution  levels  by  tvpe  existing 

"faiarM;  ”OW  are  air'  water  an<3  noise  standards 
to  be  complied  with,  and  pollutants  monitored? 

Debits  of  sewage  waste  treatment  retirements  initially, 
and  for  ongoing  operation,  are  not  provided.  How  wei 
tne  size  and  numbers  of  lagoons  determined?  Is  there 
provision  for  expansion?  What  are  the  locations?  The 
final  E!S  should  include  details  on  the  above  issues, 
including  specifications  for  disposal  of  waste. 
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Socio-Economic  Considerations 

Local  economic  development  data  are  not  sufficient  to 
allow  impact  assessment.  No  information  is  given  about  tne 
rapidly  developing  area  around  Prudhoe  Bay.  Income  data 
is  not  adequate.  No  TAPS  incomes  are  given,  and  no 
income  data  is  related  to  cost  of  living  or  disposable 
income.  Subsistence  data  is  generally  good.  More  recent 
information  should  be  included  in  the  final  statement. 

Sociological  information  appears  adequate  for 
description  of  what  existed  as  of  1972-3.  However;  the 
final  statement  should  include  a  description  of  changes 
brought  on  by  the  TAPS  for  the  areas  surrounding  it. 


The  draft  statement  describes  the  land  use  agencies 
and  organizations  that  exist,  but  does  not  describe  their 
responsibilities  or  jurisdiction,  if  any,  over  the  project. 


The  size  and  "future  status"  of  Prudhoe  Bay  as  an  a 

urban  area  is  underestimated  over  the  long  run,  assuming 
future  oil  and  gas  explorati.cn.  More  realistic  analysis  I 
should  be  presented  on  the  long-term  and  secondary  impacts  ■ 
of  future  development  for  the  final  statement.  Recent  » 

TAPS  construction  has  evidenced  more  impact  upon  surrounding  ■ 
areas  than  had  been  either  anticipated  or  provided  for.  9 


Revecetation  Considerations 

A  description  of  the  revegetation  studies  relied  upon, 
as  well  as  other  revegetation  studies  on  disturbed  sites  in 
the  Arctic,  would  aid  the  reader  in  evaluating  the  revegeta 
tion  program.  This  should  address  the  use  of  exotic  plants 
(usually  a  questionable  practice) ,  replacement  potentials 
of  the  native  plants  selected,  survival  results  of  tundra 
mats  as  well  as  seeded  plots,  etc.  Worst  case  studies, 
involving  compaction,  a  chilled  pipeline-mounded-berm , 
trampled  and  burrowed  soil,  slumping  and  heaving  soil, 
excess  water  caused  by  flow  obstruction  and  other  worst 
case  factors,  should  be  made.  The  success  of  reveyetation 
affects  not  only  vegetation  and  water  quality,  but  the 
integrity  of  the  pipeline  itself.  Such  study  should  be 
completed  prior  to  construction. 

The  draft  EIS  states  that  the  Applicant  believes  that 
surface  restoration  procedures  following  heavy  equipment 
damage  to  vegetat i on  are  adequate  and  are  to  be  the 
St..'?  as  tho:  -  for  restoration  •  r.d  revecetation  following 
initial  .•..rtion .  Lections  in  the  dr.d.t  r'iS  on 

re vegetation  studies,  and  authors  of  other  relevant, 
studies,  do  not  indicate  that  revegetation  will  generally 
be  successful  under  project  conditions.  Statements 
regarding  the  Applicant's  beliefs  are  not  adequate 
presentations  of  data.  For  the  final  EIS,  a  more 
realistic  appraisal  of  heavy  equipment  damage  to 
sensitive  tundra  ecosystems  should  be  set  forth.  Ongoing 
studies  involving  TAPS  construction  activities  could 
provide  relevant  information. 

The  analysis  of  nutrient  (Nitrogen  and  phosphorous) 
availability  of  limiting  nutrients  is  valuable.  Other 
soil  nutrient  availabilities  (potassium,  iron,  calcium,  etc) 
considered  important  for  each  vegetation  type  should  be 
studied  as  well,  and  available  amounts  for  each  major 
type  quantified.  Since  plant  growth  and  nutrient 
avail  abili.  •  are  interlocked,  this  study  will  be  needed 
for  the  or.  ing  assessment  of  impact  and  r^vegetation 
success  for  the  relevant  vegetational  types.  Temperatures 
and  pHs  should  also  be  given. 

The  ability  of  the  ecosystem  to  recover  from  the 
effects  of  construction  is  also  important.  The  successful 
revegetation  of  the  tundra,  a  technique  essential  for 
prevention  of  erosion  and  stream  siltation,  has  not  been 
•ic'iistrat.ed.  Also  of  concern  are  the  effects  of  dta:i  r.-.go 
-  j-ocKage,  •  1  ring  construction,  but.  dm 

pipeline  operation,  as  a  result  of  the  frost  bulb. 
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Secondary  Effects 

One  of  the  most  serious  secondary  effects  from 
the  establishment  of  a  natural  gas  transportation 
corridor  through  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  would 
be  the  almost  certain  stimulation  of  the  development  of 
petroleum  resources  in  the  Marsh  Creek  anticline,  an 
area  within  the  Wildlife  Ranee  borders  with  projected 
reserves  cl  the  erme.  order  of  magnitude  as  the  Prudhoe 
Bay  field.  The  activities  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  and  their 
resulting  environmental  effects,  make  an  accurate  model 
for  predicting  the  environmental  impacts  which  would 
occur  at  the  Marsh  Creek  site  if  similar  exploration 
and  production  were  allowed  there.  These  potentially 
severe  impacts  were  not  addressed  in  the  EIS,  but  they 
would  be  among  the  more  serious  results  of  the  proposed 
pipeline.  In  view  of  the  publicity  and  increased 
ease  of  access  resulting  from  the  proposed  pipeline, 
we  question  the  suitability  of  the  proposed  Prudhoe 
Route . 


Alternatives 

No  mention  has  been  made  of  the  use  of  above-ground 
pipeline,  such  as  was  utilized  in  the  Trans-Alaska 
Pipeline  construction.  This  alternative  needs  to  be 
considered  not  only  for  stream  crossings,  but  also  for 
sections  over  the  tundra  and  wetlands.  A  suspended 
pipeline  would  not  have  to  be  refrigerated,  thus 
saving  energy  and  reducing  compressor  station  impacts 
as  well. 

In  order  to  alloy/  only  the  min.lnum  degradation  of 
currently  unimpacLed  areas,  we  suggest  that  the  pipeline- 
route  follow  existing  transportation  corridors  wherever 
possible,  the  Fairbanks/Alaska  Highway  alternative  route 
seems  to  be  an  excellent  example  of  utilizing  existing 
facilities  and  avoiding  many  unpopulated,  inaccessible 
wilderness  areas,  in  which  the  impact  of  such  a  massive 
project  would  be  much  more  severe. 

Insufficient  information  was  presented  in  the  initial 
description  or  the  project  as  to  tilt:  rarronale  for  scjoctioj 
of  the  proposed  route.  The  fin-il  statement  should  .Include 
a  comprehensive  justification  for  the  proposed  route 
through  Alaska,  and  identif ication  and  description  of 
existing  technologies  and  developing  methods  not  considered 
by  the  Applicant. 
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Additional  Considerations 


Ho  maps,  illustrations,  or  descriptions  are  provided 
to  adequately  delineate  the  existing  transportation  facilities, 
project  routes  and  stations.  These  should  include  TAPS 
and  political  and  social  boundaries  on  a  large  regional,  » 
state  and  local  (route)  level.  Projected  facilities 
(including  airfields)  should,  if  possible,  be  emplaced 
as  an  overlay,  allowing  the  reader  to  assess  current 
and  project  access  and  inpacts  on  the  State's  transporta¬ 
tion  system.  (For  instance,  simplified  maps,  of  the 
sort  described  above  have  been  provided  for  such  facers 
as  climatic  systems.) 

Specifications,  descriptions  in  greater  detail,  and 
specific  routes  for  snow  and  ice  roads  should  be  included 
in  the  final  EIS. 

The  need  for  a  120  foot-  R.O.W.  is  not  examined,  or 
described.  Will  portions  of  the  R.O.V7.  require  a 
grave?  pad?  Hov.*  thick  is  the  sr.ov  pad.’  What  are  the 
'  :  •  felons  '••ha?,  happen*  to  it  v*  fe ho  am  •  ? 

Since  many  activities  will  cc cv.r  during  the  summer 
months,  when  danger  of  damage  is  heightened,  detailed  j  - 

descriptions  of  the  effects  of  machinery,  equipment,  and  / 

the  numbers  of  persons,  on  the  areas  and  habitats  involved 
should  be  included  in  the  final  EIS. 


Construction  camp  locations  should  be  provided  or, 
if  not  yet  available,  specifications  for  their  location 
identified. 

What  is  the  composition  of  the  impermeable  dikes 
surrounding  the  fuel  storage  tanks  at  facilities? 

Contingency  plans  should  be  presented  and  evaluated 
in  the  final  EIS  in  tne  event  the  pipeline  is  not 

A  chart-map  illustrating  slope  percents,  integrated 
with  soil  types  (for  instance  ice-content  and  erosion 
potential),  along  the  proposed  route,  as  part  of  the  data 
base  for  pipeline  integrity  analysis  and  environmental 
impact  analysis  should  be  included  in  the  final  EIS. 

Specific  unci  on  vox  loc.  Li. our  v.;  w£ t)v3r«v. •;•••  ■* 

integrate d  with  critical  fish  e-.nci  wildlife  including 
bird  habitats,  and  other  high  impact  area  data. 


The  issue  of  the  proper  pipeline  matenal  and 
construction  details  is  still  apparently  open  so  question. 
Information  is  needed  on  the  toughness  of  tne  pipe  under 
actual  arctic  operating  conditions.  This  could  perhaps 
best  be  answered  with  research  on  a  chilled  gasline^ 
prototype.  Fundamental  questions  induce  the  e.fec.s 
pipeline  integrity  of  frost  bulb  formation,  frost  heave, 
and  thawing  ar.d  refreezing  during  temporary  shutdowns. 

Such  information  is  basic  to  a  realistic  estimation 
of  the  frequency  and  difficulty  of  repair. 


Led 


General  discussion  of  problems  and  questions  assoc 
with  the  construction  of  a  chilled  pipeline  buried  unce  . 
arctic  tundra,  in  permafrost,  ana  subsequent  integrity  is 
good  with  respect  to  pil'd.  ,«  project  techn.cal  problem,, 
the  exception  of  frost  licave  problems.  It  is  no.  clear 
however  what  kinds  of  studies  are  being  conducted  by  the 
applicant,  nor  whether  they  will  answer  many,  if  any, 
uncertainties.  For  the  final  EIS  a  list  of  studies 
being  conducted  by  the  applicant  before  construction  should 
be  provided,  in  addition  to  a  list  of  ongoing  stuuiei: 
necessary  for  co ii.pi  ir.-r.u  wit*..  ?  'uate,  rr.d  r,at.'  o  ...  ' 


witl 


Data  on  the  experience  of  th5  TAPS  project  rhouic 
included  as  an  aid  to  evaluating  the  effects  of  the 
pipeline  construction  in  the  following  areas; 

a)  summer  recovery  and  vegetative  damage  from  ice 
roads ; 

b)  sewage  treatment  and  disposal  methods  for  camp 
sites ; 

c)  water  quality  monitoring  results; 

d)  wildlife  response  to  construction  activities; 

e)  success  in  revege  .u- n  ■’  *  programs. 

The  prime  route  involves  an  area  of  water-saturated 
soil,  crossed  by  numerous  streams  (125  streams  in  the  195- 
mile  stretch)  and  supporting  a  unique  wetland  biota  during 
the  growing  season.  EPA’s  policy  to  protect  such  wetlands 
is  reflected  in  its  September  5,  1975  guidelines  for 
implementation  of  Armv  Corps  of  Engineers  regulations  i 

governing  the  granting  of  parmi-  r.  for  activities  m  nrvi  r.u, 
waters,  as  prvvcrib:  <;  £*04  of  the  F -coral  v.av.e'  5 

(  ,  nt  ■  •  •  500)  i 

wiJ.l  probably  have  sign Lricc .  v  impacts  on  the  local 
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wetland  areas  involved,  we  question  the  suitability  oC 
the  proposed  prime  route  as  an  environmentally  satisfactory 
route . 


V.rST  COAST 

Air  Quality  Considerations 

In  Figure  2.1.4.14-1,  the  value  of  .25  ppm,  given 
for  the  annual  mean  HOy  standard  in  California  is 
actually  the  hourly  standard  value.  (Vol  IV,  P  498) 

Elf  should  dr.cu-*;*«L  the  reference  (s)  o 
information  in  Figure  2.1.4  .14- 3  and  2.1.4  .±4-  .• ,  .g 

pc  ’  j.utar.t  concent ra (F  501  sac  502) 

5  he  EIS  s-nouicl  dene,  . I  be.  the  conditions  v.v.iuh  w.:ld 
rceaira  -on  it  ori:  y  air  on-  li*  /  and  '-ititocrc] oefir:  c  .<  : c  :a  m 

I  "fO 

air  quality,  prevailing  meteorological  conditions,  topography, ■ 
or  state  discretion  dictate  the  establishment  of  a  monitoring 
program. 

In  addition,  th.^FTS  should  verify  the  NO-:  concent  rr  J:.:  ”,i 
CidM1?1'  •  of  3  ■  •!  /V--;  !  •  n/ovidin  Iht, 

i  Ol  i  f '  .  |  , 

(a) -(d)  on  page  IV-710  cc  •  (b)  what  were  fc 

meteo'.o  logical  input,  parameter  u ,  and  (c)  what  disui.  rsion 
equation  was  used  in  the  computation?  (?  710  and  1803) 

The  statement  in  paragraph  4  (P  800)  alluding  to  a 
short-term  National  Air  Quality  Standard  for  NOx  is  incorrect 
since  currently  no  such  National  Standard  exists. 

What  calculations  indicate  the  concentrations  may 
exceed  HAAQS  and  reach  the  stated  physiological  danger 
level  (500  ^ug/m3)  for  extended  periods?  (P  1806) 
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AT  torn.v.  Ives 


Two  separate  pipeline  systems  are  proposed  for  the 
West  Coast.  One,  constructed  and  operated  by  Pacific 
Gas  Transmission  and  Pacific  Gas  and  electric,  would 
extend  from  Kingsoato,  3.C.  to  San  Trane isco.  The 
other,  constructed  and  operated  by  Interstate  Transmission 
Associates  (Arctic)  and  SOC.'.L,  would  extend  from  Kinqscato 
-Vigelt  8  .  The  San  Frnne-lsco  lina  would  follow  a.n 
Via t";iny  right-of-way  for  virtually  its  entire 


Th.7  Kl.*i  slater,  thru  the  Kingsgato  to  Los  Angelos  route 

•  •'  *'• Kinq  gate  to  Los  Angelas  via 

;  alter" .f : vo  on  grounds  that  the  latter  would 
roguire  revisions  of  design,  new  agreements  between  the 
involved  companies,  and  because  the  alternative  route 
would  be  less  useful  if  gas  supply  sources  are  developed 
in  the  Rocky  Mountains. 


Tho  fc\S  urC-:  lictle  ;» 

‘  -  .  ?.•-  rw  -tv.  Vi  u:v  .  .j  v, 

the  .  t.*J  admits  over who 1/ . 

Antioch  route.  in  p;*rJ  -  .  i 
would  mean  730  fewer  mixes  * 
stream  crossings. 


«r t  to  defer:*! 


vk.-.  whos*. 

t  - 


y  auv2»v.toy«>  to  the  combi  nod 
we  note  that  a  r  rale  .1  j 
pipeline  and  26  fewer  major 


fn  its  attempts  t0  telly  the  impacts  of  the  Antioch 
to  Los  „:lgeles  pipeline,  however,  the  EIS  appears  to 

land  fisturbance.  since  two  existing  oipelines 
alread.  occupy  the  route  and  the  addition  of  a  further 
pipeline  (on  a  slightly  extended  R.O.W.)  could  not 

f°r  disruption  previously  existing.  On  the 
note  “:lon  of  ne"’  pipelaying  might  permit 

usi^c  restoration  projects  in  the  entire  R.O.W. , 

were  placed?  developed  since  the  original  pipes 


...  -v  '  ^  j  -l.iti.  r,  maintenance. 

v'  ’?'  _  . .  •  -•  u  ■  •  •  r..i  eqv> j p-„i’xir.  would  jicp"  to 

vc?:^i?itveJ‘S^Vanta9PS  of  dispersed  risk  and  decreased 
alorr^Hifl  stoula  a  catastrophe  rupture  all  three  lines 
of  ^ltlocl  1°  L°s  Angeles  route  or  should  supplies 

Nevada  route or  manufactured  closer  to  the  proposed 
alternative6 i s  5?,°™  an-air  standpoint,  the  Antioch 

,T  .  •  15  obv  0USi''  rrcfe-able:  less  land  would  be 

. **  *‘,c  -•e'Rgu-  -ti.- i.v I  easier. 
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Among  the  special  environmental  hazards  that  might 
be  avoided  by  the  Antioch  combined  route  is  the  need  to 
pass  through  the  Owens  Valley  Area.  The  EIS  presents 
with  admirable  candor  and  detail  the  risks  associated 
especially  with  construction  along  Owens  Lake,  where  the 
applicant  intends  not  only  to  route  the  pipeline,  but  also 
to  locate  the  final  compressor  station.  There  does  not 
seem  tc  be  any  means  of  decreasing  the  risks  or  mitigating 
the  damages  inevitably  associated,  with  placing  and 
operating  a  pipeline  on  this  land.  The  area  is  subject 
to  severe  on;  v: .nr and  flash  floods.  The  water  table 
is  literally  *  the  surface  in  many  places ;  unstable 
mud  ext  d.r.n  «.*  much  an  S>20  feet  and  has  insufficient 

strength  to  .-r.q.poi- .  ;>rkers  themselves.  The  soil  is 
extraordinarily  alkaline;  hydrogen  sulfide  levels  are 
high  and  may  be  expected  to  increase  with  geothermal 
development  in  the  region;  heavy  pipe  corrosion  is 
unavoidable.  Other  factors  are  mentioned  in  the  EIS  that 
further  increase  the  likelihood  of  pipe  rupture  or 
station  damage,  and  ira* e  repair  an  unusually  hazardous 
and  s  1  -v ;  on  e  at  i ■ . 

Several  suggestions  were  made  regarding  minor  route 
changes,  mitigating  rt.sures,  and.  monitoring  activities 
with  regard  to  protection  of  water  quality.  We  endorse 
these  recommendations  and  urge  that  they  be  part  of  the 
permitting  conditions. 

Special  consideration  should  be  given  to  alternative 
routings  for  the  Moyie  and  John  Day  River  crossing,  the 
first  being  a  possible  Wild  ar.d  Scenic  River,  and  the 
latter  already  designated. 


7J? 
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Socio-Economic  Co n side-  - . p- * r. s 

hv  )Q«;G,^-eS;i;^S  a  1  Dcf/d  deficiency  of  natural  gas 
,  188*-  lhlf  deficiency,  the  statement  suggests,  is 

based  on  population  and  industrial  growth.  There  is 
no  sufnort  d«.-.«  presented  for  this  estimate  and  dem-d 
potential  basen  on  current  rates  is  not  a  valid  mSas'ue 

si‘g-est2  th!tC-n"?nn  1!0?acts  ir  deficient  as  above  and' 
i'egr.tduuic  ,.  ' . ‘  st*  ^  r-ivenonts  •nviron-.c.-  .a 


It  would  be 

i.voacu  of  c.  coi'.it.rt  tcn.'zs  iiurl  'i*' 
investr.^n;.:  versu-.  vhv  proposed 
costa  oi  L..G  are  not  souci-.ied. 


cumr  t.T  _  r-Tcmnoi.it c  stimulation 
a. Tv!  shipping  construction 
am- : on .  Long  term  storage 
In  view  of  the  stated 


sK=  *«- 


Condition j  of  Onadic-n  "  ^  i'u 
cf  1973.  L.-.vc 

'■'*  exP4ic  tl  *  >  by?  (P  5 4) 


‘  .or  ?.r 
'•,./r>y  j, 


»-» .Sr  nsr^wara! 
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Air  Quality  Considerations 

issue  ^relating  ?o  ITr  *  nUn*er  °f  sPecific 

J  air  quali cj .  These  issues  are  as  follows. 

In  Volume  5,  pace  896,  the  final  ftq 

S  To 

f?r  ■  -■-‘■■I-  inversion  Ja-  «s  AceVatVe  n 

it  >-.>  j.ivc;-  ....  ?,?  ilSiam'i  clossln9  Ci 

Ut,v  .  IL  ■■  t0  t,u' rivers 

what  valu^aSSSsed?ia  <0)  Pa9e  V'1218  is  "-typed; 

w«e  used  in  the 

-  erode,, 

"non-sensitive^erea^ealeulations?  *"  "  a^> 

flux  o Tl  cLpre%sorenn?eesfihani?hairot|Sththat  gy 

surface  around  it  as  stated  in  Volume  v,  pag’e  1221$  S 

phase^fconcen?r“i^Ucaieulationsred  ^  ^  c°nstruction 
for  e^?LiLgthL^a1r^e°LgTeo2eent?atLrarrg^ffite7 

in  ^ffSiS-^sss^^  szTZFtiotr 

;\ssi:^;^sS;drln7 

no  violations  o^the  ,?I°osdwill  occ^at1?^"  t0  insure  that 
discussed  on  page  1218?  occur  at  the  river  crossings 

The  Emission  Densi*-v 

ia  not  a  corru'.M-i’n-i  w,,'.  '  s  defl»ed  i.n  paoo 

is  m.; .  -\  .j-di'.c.  ?v'„v  i"'  A-w:o\f  at:  d  thus  th  .  . 

i'..  In  ..%Mv  •’ 

. -  ,jje#  not  just  c-*  r  "  - 

J  —  «  *1  -  »'••*-/'  -p'jpu  — 


7? 


1 avion  basis. 
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What  values  indicate  the  state  air  quality  standards 
for  NOx  emissions  will  not  be  met  in  Indiana  and  South 
Dakota?  What  mitigating  measures  will  be  taken  to  avoid 
violating  these  standards? 

Since  Dayton  is  within  an  AQMA,  the  effects  of  the 
compressor  operations  on  air  quality  should  be  estimated. 
(V-1207 ) 


I 


9/ 


At  the  compressor  stations,  condensate  will  be  emit':  :d 
into  the  air.  The  characteristics  or  properties  of  this 
condensate  should  be  discussed.  Since  there  is  some  sulfur 
present  in  the  gas,  the  possibility  of  acid  mist  formation 
exists.  It  would  appear  the  chances  of  acid  mist  formation 
would  be  minimal.  However,  some  of  the  compressor 
stations  will  be  located  in  sensitive  areas  and  under 
certain  meteorological  conditions  adverse  impacts  could 
result. 
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Water  Cualitv  considerations 

The  statement  should  discuss^  site  **£*£*£• 

and  indicate  what  Wapsipinicon  River.  The 

the  pipeline  crossing  of  P  c  r^vcrs  to  be 

Wapsipinicon  .River  ^  on  the^td) Rlver  -  under 

studied  for  dts Ef'b. s  of  any  pipeline  construction 
PL  90-592,  and  the  lmpac -s  or  any  v 
aust  be  core  carefully  assessed. 

in  evaluating  the  crossing  of  the  ^irsiscippi^Ri^r' 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers  for  work  in  tne  rivers  cros 
by  "the  pipeline. 

The  EIS  indicates  that  approximately  20  wetland  - 
desig^tJ  L^  in  :o ,  Csc,  ;i  n  -  —  /  - 
propos'd  >  ;  • 

crossed^  Th^tentu!  T£Z  '  ***■  - -and 
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In  South  Dakota  and  Minnesota,  several  wetland  areas 
and  pot-hole  lakes  will  be  crossed  and  filled.  The  loss 
of  these  pot-hole  lakes  could  affect  water  quality  and 
impact  wildlife  and  wildfowl.  The  significance  of  these 
losses  should  be  estimated.  Where  possible,  construction 
in  or  near  these  wetland  resources  should  be  avoided. 
(V-1008) 

There  should  be  an  identification  in  the  final  EIS 
of  the  acreage  and  value  of  hardwood  tree  loss  at  the 
stream  crossings  and  ether  areas  along  the  proposed  route. 

It  is  likely  chat  the.  removal  cf  trees  along  stream 
banks  during  construction  will  cause  temperature  increases 
in  the  streams.  Canopy  rees  should  remain  in  place  where 
possible  to  minimize  any  potential  temperature  increases 
and  attendant  environmental  impact. 


\n 
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The  EIS  is  notably  deficient  in  one  environmental 
area  of  discussion  --  water  quality  standards.  No  mention 
is  made  of  appropriate  standards  cn  the  various  stream 
reaches  to  be  affect-  yet  potent j  I  violation  -  cf 
standards  could  occur  with  saline  and  toxic  material 
discharges  during  construction.  The  EIS  must  delineate 
both  the  effluent  and  ambient  water  quality  standards  in 
effect  along  the  pipeline  route. 


A  further  water  quality  consideration  should  include 
stream  reach  classifications  that  could  potentially  be 
affected  by  the  project.  Emphasis  is  continually  given 
to  "major"  stream  crossings,  but  little  discussion  is 
presented  for  other  smaller  yet  important  streams.  The 
EIS  should  list  the  use  classifications  of  the  affected 
streams.  It  would' also  be  important  for  the  Applicant 
to  consult  with  State  Fish  and  Game  departments  to  identify 
the  types  and  extent  of  Statg  fisheries  in  order  to  plan 
for  mitigative  measures  to  protect  sensitive  stream  reaches. 


Although  the  EIS  does  identify  a  list  of  municipalities 
whose  surface  and  groundwater  supplies  may  be  affected  by 
the  project,  the  EIS  concludes  that  such  impacts  will  likely 
be  minor.  A  more  rigorous  procedure  is  needed  to  protect 
these  supplies  from  potentially  dangerous  degradation  due 
to  toxic  materials  or  fuel  spills,  herbicide  drift,  etc. 

The  Applicant  should  require  the  contractor  to  take  special 
precautions  where  such  municipal  supplies  are  involved. 


/oZ. 


The  pj  ••'•line  rout.  J.i.1  intercept  numerous  shallow 
aquifers.  These  shallow  aquifers  sav  be  degraded  by  the 
introduction  of  sulfates.  Where  possible,  the  location 
of  these  aquifers  should  be  determined  prior  to  construc¬ 
tion  and  the  pipeline  aligned  to  avoid  then.  Considerat; on 
should  be  given  to  sealing  tnose  aquifers  which  cannot 
be  avoided  in  order  that  further  water  quality  degradation 
may  be  prevented.  (V-1015) 

The  EIS  addresses  in  reasc.isbly  detailed  terms, 
the  lpcalio.  -  of  saline  aqvifexjt,  saline  sc.  ns,  etc., 
along  the  pipeline  route.  Hcvever,  cons truer ' cn  prent  -as 
Rest*  saline  aquifers  anu  S'.?-, ;  must  be  :aore  . aroful  v 
defined  ^0  ill  2  .  .  &efcs 

water  nuppl ic 3 . 


First,  how  is  the  contractor  to  know  when  saline 
water  is  encountered?  Some  procedure  such  as 
electroconductivity  measurements  may  be  needed  to  identify 
saline  materials  (refer  tc  pages  v-12ff-7C-) .  Secondly, 
the  Z’l  pro.  ..  .  to  dicoof  :  c:  -  rou- •.  •  .v 

to  ah  •  -var..  r  ..  __  or  iy  _  .  •  ....  i-^ts  tc  _  s'j.  e.  .  . 

Saline  water  could  create  several  re/egit proble- . 
if  salt  conct-nti  ations  build  up  too  high  near  the  sur  a  . 
Discharges  to  streams  ir.  some  States  could  result  in 
stream  standards  violations.  For  example,  in  the  Lake 
Plain  of  South  Dakota,  TDS  values  in  the  groundwater  may 
reach  as  high  as  7000  ppm  in  isolated  areas.  State  of 
South  Dakota  TDS  stream  standards  for  drinking  water  are 
1000  ppn  and  1500  ppm  for  irrigation  water.  Such  discharges 
could  create  downstream  problems  especially  during  conditions 
of  low  flow. 

EPA  may  become  involved  with  this  project  in  two  other 
areas  in  addition  to  these  mentioned  in  the  EIS.  Section 
311  (b) (5)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Control  Act 
(FWPCA)  requires  that  any  oil  or  hazardous  substance  spill 
as  described  on  ^uge  V-12B7  of  the  LIS,  be  reported  to  the 
appropriate  U.S.  agency.  The  Coast  Guard,  the  regional 
office  of  E? A,  and  the  State  Water  Pollution  Control  Agency 
should  be  contacted  in  the  event  of  any  spill. 

EPA  is  also  required  to  review  Section  404  FWPCA  dredge 
or  fill  material  discharge  permits  in  coordination  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  The  appropriate  State  should  also  be 
contacted. 
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It  is  not  clear  how  the  use  of  water  for  hydraulic 
testing  of  the  pipeline  as  proposed  on  page  V-1268 
conforms  with  Western  water  law.  It  is  proposed  that  no 
more  than  10%  of  the  streamflow  would  be  used,  but  this 
would  have  to  be  checked  with  the  appropriate  State  water 
conservation  agency  to  insure  that  water  rights  were  not 
affected . 


/o  2 


To  ensure  that  the  pipeline  has  been  properly  welded 
and  scaled  p^ior  to  operation,  it  will  be  hydrostatically 
tested.  A  r~x iruim  of  497,000  allor.s  of  water  will  be 
necessary  to  test  a  one  mile  section  of  48  inch-pipe. 

The  effects  of  withdrawing  the  quantity  of  water  necessary 
from  rivers  and  streams  along  the  corridor  should  be 
assessed.  It  is  not  clear  whether  o.r  not  water  will 
be  reused  in  subsequent  sections.  After  the  test  is 
complete,  it  is  proposed  to  discharge  this  water  into 
the  nearest  stream.  Prior  to  discharge,  it  should  be 
assured  that  the  water  will  comply  with  water  quality 
standards.  In  addition,  'his  water  should  be  discharged 
a  rate  tN.t  wi V.  nor  cause  flooding ,  or  dr;  age  ho 
s  1.2. earn  ch ar.n.el s .  (I  7  -i ) 


/of 


/alternatives 


EPA  has  the  following  comments  to  make  on  the  range 
of  alternatives  discussed  in  the  draft  statement. 

In  general,  a  comprehensive  approach  to  alternatives  was 
used  in  the  EIS .  However,  a  number  of  alternatives, 
particularly  those  of  the  Applicant,  appear  to  be  unrealistic 
There  are  alternatives  suggested  by  Interior,  however, 
that  are  plausible. 

If  the  Trans-Canada  Pipeline  is  to  be  built  bringing 
natural  gas  to  the  Great  Lakes  region,  utilization  of  this 
system  to  supply  the  U.S.  Midwest  and  East  Coast  areas, 
without  building  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline,  should  be 
studied. 

Serious  consideration  should  also  be  given  to  a  route 
with  fewer  environmental  impacts,  such  as  Line  5.  This 
alternative  is  135  miles  shorter  than  the  proposed  pipeline 
route  and  avoids  the  prairie  pot-hole  regions. 


The  loss  of  mussel  beds  c'ua  to  the  blasting  of  the 
pipeline  trench  should  be  detailed.  The  EIS  should 
indicate  the  role  in  the  foodchain  that  mussels  serve 
and  whe tiler  or  not  the  fish  population  will  be  adversely 
affected  by  loss  of  food.  Furthermore,  mussels  help 
remove  sediments  and  contaminants  from  the  water.  An 
indication  should  be  provided  on  how  soon  mussel  re¬ 
population  could  occur  over  these  trenched  portions  of 
rivers.  (V-1107) 

The  effects  of  pipeline  construction  on  endangered 
aquatic  species  in  Ohio  should  be  detailed.  While  it 
was  acknowledged  that  the  pipeline  will  cross  rivers 
where  these  species  ire  found,  no  information  regarding 
the  impacts  on  them  were  provided. 


Should  the  Norti.tr "i  Border  pipeline  Lo  buili  ,  we  urg* 
rerouting  uc  avoid  the  Black  Ball  Mine  area  of  Illinois  wnich 
is  inhabited  by  the  endangered  Indiana  Bat. 

EPA  believes  that  a  case  has  not  been  made  for  the 
need  for  both  a  West  Coast  and  a  North  Border  Pipeline. 
Discussion  is  needed  in  the  EIS  of  the  feasibility  of 
constructing  one  or  the  other,  with  existing  sources 
being  reallocated  to  supply  the  remaining  areas .  This 
possibility  is  addressed  in  the  document  entitled 
"Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Systems"  and  subtitled, 
"Economic  and  Risk  Analysis,"  prepared  by  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  and  the  Aerospace  Corporation  Study 
Team. 


If  at  a.’’ 1  possible,  pipeline  alternatives  should  be 
considered  that  would  avoid  the  badlands  area  cud  the 
Killdeer  Mountains.  The  alternatives  section  V-8  discusses 
pipeline  alternatives  that  cross  to  the  north  and  east 
of  the  Missouri  River  as  well  as  in  other  areas  of  the 
badlands  to  the  south.  This  alternatives  section  does  not 
consider  an  alternative  that  could  minimize  damage  to 
this  area  by  crossing  the  Little  Missouri  River  downstream 
at  a  point  where  Lake  Sakakawea  has  inundated  the  stream- 
led.  Such  a  suggestion  is  mention  ad  in  ti.e  section 
dealing  with  mitigation  measures  on  page  V-I333.  Furthv. 
evaluation  of  such  an  alternative  is  needed,  recognizing 
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that  the  Indians  of  Fort  Berthold  reservation  will  have 
to  be  consulted.  Such  an  alternative  could  protect  a 
sensitive  environmental  area  and  yet  come  close  enough 
to  the  Dunn  County  lignite  fields  to  allow  for  an  easy 
tie-in  by  future  gasification  facilities. 

The  EIS  notes  that  Federal  lands,  potholes  and  wetlands,  I 
natural  areas,  recreation  areas,  and  parks  along  the  pipeline 
route  will  be  affected.  The  EIS  summarizes  statewide  totals 
for  such  impacts,  but  does  not  precisely  identify  the  actual 
sites  involved.  Had  the  EIS  identified  the  actual  locations 
and  extent  of  such  sensitive  areas,  it  would  have  been  possible 
to  judge  the  merits  of  minor  pipeline  re— routings  to  avoid 
such  areas.  Even  with  a  major  area  of  disturbance  such  as 
the  North  Dakota  badlands,  it  was  extremely  difficult  to 
make  such  an  evaluation.  The  final  EIS  should  attempt  to 
identify  such  areas  where  it  may  be  feasible  to  avoid 
environmental  degradation. 


In  t-he  State  of  Indiana,  several  sensitive  Wabash-Ohio 
River  Valley  rivers  and  streams  v’ill  be  crossed.  Hardwood . 
trees  will  foe  removed  from  these  -  '  nks  inesreas  no  the  erosion 
potential.  Consideration  should  bo  given  o  using  an  st.ng 
pipeline  corridor.  The  Map  on  page  V-B27  shows  an  existing 
corridor  beginning  at  the  Illinois-Wiscont.in-Iowa  border 
and  running  east  to  the  proposed  terminus  near  Pittsburgh. 

In  order  to  reduce  the  adverse  impacts  caused  by  new  stream 
crossings  and  the  crossing  of  natural  areas,  we  recommend 
that  pipeline  corridors  be  combined  whenever  possible.  By 
using  existing  pipeline  R.O.W.,  the  impacts  upon  the 
environment  should  be  minimized. 


Mitigating  Measures  and  Monitoring  of  Construction 

and  Querr.  Lions 


Areas  for  which  an  expansion  of  information  should 
be  made  under  Section  4. 1.3.1  of  the  draft  EIS  are  listed 
below : 

a.  The  air  quality  control  regions  (AQCR)  to  be 
crossed  by  the  pipeline  have  not  been  identified. 
Measures  for  the  disposal  of  cleared  material, 
such  as  unmerchantable  timber,  tree  tops, 
trimmings,  slash,  stumps  and  brush  may  be 
limited  to  landfills  and  not  burning  as  stated 

on  pa  ye  12  66  .  In  addition,  the  landfills  are 
not  identified  and  are  probably  unavailable. 
Therefore,  we  believe  the  fibrous  material 
above  should  be  mulched  and  spread  on  the 
R.O.W.  to  aid  in  the  revegetation  and 
erosion  control  plan. 

b.  A  solid  waste  disposal  plan  should  be  provided 

for  all  other  solid  wastes  generated  by  construction 
not  speu.i  f  i.  ;•  Ily  related  tc  "a"  above. 


c.  Planned  measures  for  water  quality  maintenance  should 
be  expanded  for  specific  sites  in  Iowa,  such  r.s  the 
river  crossings  and  the  wetland  areas.  For  wastewate 
discharges  of  sanitary,  construction  and  testing 
use,  the  applicability  of  a  National  Pollutant 
Discharge  Elimination  System  permit  should  be 
determined . 

d.  Restoration  methods  at  stream  crossings  have 
been  suggested  on  a  generalized  basis  in  the 
statement.  However,  specific  plans  for  the 
rivers  and  streams  have  not  been  identified 
or  evaluated.  This  identification  should  be 
expanded  on  in  the  final  statement. 

A  number  of  issues  under  Mitigation  Measures  needs 
further  disc;  -ion.  EPA  is  in  agreement  with  the  DCI 
position  that  only  detailed  contract  specifications  dealing 
with  revegetation  techniques,  pipeline  decision  specifications 
local  noise  evaluation,  etc.  rigorously  followed  will 
adequately  mitigate  many  construction  impacts. 
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lessening  archaeologically-historical  impacts . 
of  this  size,  perhaps  a  full-time  rche.eologist  should  ; 
present  to  evaluate  materials  which  mav  be  unearth  ad  av- 
construcaion.  At  least  procedures  should  be  spelled  out 

construction^30*"01"  t0  f°U°W  in  the  EVOnt  °f  a  find  durin« 
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EPA  is  also  in  agreement  with  the  DOI  position  that  the 
Applicant  should  make  compensating  wetlands  available  for  any 
public  wildlife  refuge  areas  or  easements  lost  because  of 
pipeline  construction  and  operation. 

Herbicide  Considerations 

The  discussion  on  herbicide  use,  page  1278,  should 
provide  the  reasons  supporting  the  statement  that  2,4-D 
and  2,4,5-T  are  used  in  less  quantities  in  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  pipeline  corridor  than  the  western  portion. 

Tne  statement  should  also  identify  the  demarcation  of 
eastern  and  western  portions.  Alternate  herbicides 
should  also  be  identified. 


/2S- 


Noise  Considerations 

As  a  result  of  pressure  venting,  serious  noise  levels 
may  occur.  An  estimate  of  the  impacts  that  these  noise 
levels  will  have  upon  human  health  and  wildlife  should 
be  provided.  Noise  from  venting  was  discussed  in  the 
overview,  however,  there  was  no  indication  of  how  the 
hehavior  pattern  of  wildlife  will  be  affected  especially 
during  mating  and  rearing  seasons.  (V-1239) 
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Revegetation  Considerations 


One  of  the  most  critical  consti; ction  issues  in  the  EIS 
is  the  question  of  revegetation.  The  EIS  recognizes  that 
revegetation  in  semiarid  Montana  and  North  Dakota  will  be 
difficult.  The  EIS  further  delinates  the  soil  series 
in  these  States  whose  profiles  show  a  thin  (12-20")  poorly 
developed  topsoil  with  subsoils  and  present  materials 
(clays,  toxic  materials,  sands  and  saline  materials) 
beneath  which  may  thwart  efforts  at  revegetation  if 
mixed  and  left  cit  the  surface.  Yet  the  Applicant  has 
proposed  mixing  topsoil  and  subsoils  except  in  instances 
where  the  landowner  requires  topsoil  separation.  The 
Department  of  Interior,  recor.r  .nds  topsoil  separation 
on  tne  entire  route.  EPA  strongly  believes  that  the 
satisfactory  .revegetation  of  disturbed  lands  should  be 
included  in  the  project  design  and  we  support  the 
Department  of  Interior's  recommendation. 


In  view  of  the  "stringing"  procedure  on  building 
the  pipeline,  and  the  short  period  of  time  involved  from 

initial  surface  disturb-;  -.or*  to  pipeline  burin]  ,  j.c  would 
appear  rclf.tvw-jy  easy  to  develop  a  oo..:  '  vt  r.  ecn.Ttrvc- 
tior.  procedure  vo  initially  scrape  the-  valuable,  plant-siu - 
taining  topsoil,  store  it,  and  later  regrade  with  it.  The 
construction  rpacificc cion  should  also  include  a 
provision  to  rebury  subsoil  materials  of  a  toxic  nature 
to  approximately  their  original  depth. 


/  V 


The  Applicant  places  great  weight  on  mulching  techniques 
to  aid  the  revegetation  process  and  to  hold  down  wind 
erosion.  Similar  attempts  on  western  strip-mined  areas 
have  occasionally  met  with  failure  because  the  mulch  itself 
was  removed  by  the  wind.  It  would  appear  that  the  Applicant 
may  save  money  and  time  in  the  long  run  by  increasing  the 
chances  of  revegetation  success  with  stockpile  topsoil. 
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Socio-Economic  Considerations 


Specific  evaluations  should  be  made  of  the  social 
and  economic  effects  along  the  pipeline  route.  The 
statement  only  presented  a  generalized  hypothesis  of 
what  impacts  might  be  expected. 

The  EIS  indicated  that  the  effect  on  population 
and  industry  would  be  minimal.  It  would  appear  there  could 
be  some  major  shifts  from  areas  presently  experiencing 
gas  shortages  to  areas  that  will  be  located  along  and 
serviced  by  the  pipeline  applicants.  These  impacts 
should  be  thoroughly  investigated.  (V-1143) 

During  the  actual  construction  of  the  pipeline, 
500-1000  pipeline  workers  will  be  in  a  typical  town, 
most  for  periods  of  several  months.  While  this  is  not 
a  long  period  of  time,  the  impacts  upon  local  water 
supply,  solid  waste  and  sanitary  waste  facilities 
could  be  significant.  Towns  along  the  R.O.W.  which 
presently  have  insufficient  potable  water  and 
inadequately  arc  ■  n-.d  sewage  should  be  identified  and, 
if  neccr.»<  ry,  these  cu.iiTiunitiet  should  be  aided  in 
meeting  the  short-term  needs .  (V-1J51) 

The  EIS  should  provide  an  additional  discussion  of 
the  sociological  factors  associated  with  providing 
community  services  to  the  pipeline  crews.  An  evaluation 
of  the  potential  burden  on  small  communities  for  providing 
additional  housing,  police  protection,  health  facilities, 
sewage,  water,  streets,  recreation,  etc.,  should  be 
included.  The  EIS  speaks  of  potential  revenue  accruing 
to  the  rural  areas;  it  should  also  identify  the  costs. 

The  EIS  should  evaluate  the  impact  of  natural  gas 
availability  on  the  natural  gas  curtailment  plans  presently 
being  reviewed  in  the  midwest  as  well  as  other  parts 
of  the  conterminous  United  States.  The  potential  impacts 
from  providing  so;ne  1.2  trillion  cubic  feet  per  year 
of  natural  cas  should  be  presented  in  light  of  the 
predicted  national  curtailment  for  the  '74- '75  heating 
season  of  1.6  trillion  cubic  feet. 

The  EIS  should  indicate  whether,  in  evaluating  the 
value  to  the  GNP  of  this  new  gas  source,  the  potential 
market  price  has  been  used  or  the  probable  shadow 
price. 
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The  EIS  should  identify  and  discuss  the  need  for 
gas  storage  facilities  along  the  proposed  route  especially 
as  they  may  be  used  to  store  peak  heating  season  supplies 
as  proposed  by  the  Northern  Natural  Gas  Company. 


L3nd  Use  and  Related  Considerations 

The  EIS  should  show  how  the  location  of  compressor 
stations  and  other  pipeline  facilities  or  gas  use  will 
help,  hinder,  or  fit  into  the  specific  land  use  plans 
or  the  geographic  projections  of  population  growth 
adjacent  to  the  pipeline. 

One  auickiv  recognizes  that  because  of  the  geographic 
extent  of ‘this  project,  and  the  relatively  minor  direct 
impacts  of  pipelines  themselves,  cumulative  impacts  tend 
to  become  more  important  than  localized  effects,  however, 
at  least  one  geograDhical  area,  the  North  Dakota  badlands, 
appears  tc  be  most  sensitive  to  be  proposed  pipeline 
route  and  should  receive  more  careful  attention  m  the 
project  design. 

The  badlands  surrounding  the  Little  Missouri  River  are 
a  highly  eroded,  rugged  area  of  Western  North  Dakota  that 
has  both  aesthetic  and  environmental  values  in  its  undisturbed 
state.  The  Little  Missouri  River  may  be  considered  unuer  the 
Wild  and  Seer ic  Rivers  Ac t,  and  much  of  the  area  could  be 
added  to  the  now  scattered  pieces  of  Theodore  Koo.sevolt 
National  Memorial  Park.  The  pipeline  could  seriously 
jeopardize  both  of  these  considerations. 


A  more  detailed  evaluation  is  needed  of  the  impacts, 
construction  techniques  and  mitigation  measures  occuring 
at  the  point  where  the  pipeline  is  expected  to  cross  the 
Little  Missouri  River  in  the  North  Dakota  badlands . 
Revegetation  techniques,  methods  of  construction  access 
and  a  detailed  discussion  of  the  permanent  visual  impact 
should  be  presented.  Similar  analyses  should  be  made 
for  French  Creek  in  Montana  and  for  the  area  near  Bismarck 
where  the  pipeline  climbs  to  the  Coteau  du  Missouri. 


Two  specific  natural  areas  in  Illinois  will  be  affected. 
The  area  alone  the  Illinois  River  at  Pecumsagan  Creek  is  __ 
a  natural  yrairie  which  the  State  of  Illinois  Department  or 
Conservation  is  atte.Mti.a;  to  purchase.  The  bisection  or 
the  prairie  by  tire  proposed  pipeline  could  permanently 
change  its  character.  The  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal  is 
a  historic  land  mark,  several  portions  of  which  are  used  by 
canoers,  hikers  and  naturalists.  In  order  to  preclude 
adverse  impacts  on  the  character  of  these  two  areas, 
we  suggest  that  Pecumsagan  Creek  area  be  avoided  entirely 
and  the  Illinois  &•  Michigan  Car.al  crossed  in  an  area 
of:  iuj .  i-  ;  VC:.  ..  (V-.1020-  3  031  fc  V-1089  -  1090) 
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The  Delaware  Reservoir  State  Park  in  Central  Ohio 
will  be  traversed  by  the  pipeline.  This  area  is  designated 
for  wildlife  preservation  and  should  be  avoided.  (V-1192) 

In  the  discussion  of  Minnesota's  wetlands,  it  is 
indicated  that  almost  all  the  wetlands  are  under 
agricultural  production.  The  construction  of  the 
pipeline  will  also  remove  additional  acreage  of  wetlands 
from  wildlife  production.  The  significance  of  this 
wetlands  removal  should  be  estimated.  The  State  of 
Minnesota  is  also  considering  purchasing  certain  wetlands 
to  be  crossed  by  the  pipeline.  Without  the  knowledge 
of  the  exact  location  ot  the  pipeline,  it  is  impossible 
to  determine  if  the  pipeline  construction  will  preclude 
the  St<--re  from  purchasing  these  lands. 

Wetland  drainage  appears  to  be  a  likely  possibility 
if  the  pipeline  construction  traverses  such  areas. 

Wherever  possible,  the  pipeline  should  avoid  wetland 
locations.  If  a  wetland  must  be  crossed,  construction 
procedures  should  insure  recovery  over  the  alignnen  . 
and  wetland  integrity  at  its  boundaries  so  as  to 
prevent  rV. -ration  or  destruction. 

In  Illinois,  the  wetlands  affected  by  the  pipeline 
are  generally  wet  meadows.  It  is  assumed  these  meadows 
will  recover  in  two-to-three  growing  seasons.  Measures 
to  enhance  this  return  to  use fullness  should  be  provided, 
including  the  re-establishing  of  wildlife,  replacement 
of  vegetation  and  flooding  of  areas  that  have  been 
drained  through  construction  activities.  (V-1052) 

Where  fields  with  rare  or  endangered  wildflowers 
will  be  crossed,  State  Conservationists  should  be 
permitted  to  enter  and  relocate  these  species  or  flag 
areas  within  the  construction  zone  to  be  avoided.  As 
indicated  in  the  EIS,  wooded  and  brush  vegetation  in 
Ohio  is  scarce  and  found  mainly  along  rivers  and 
streams.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  allowing 
these  segments  of  the  K.O.W.  to  revegetate.  (V-1103) 

In  Illinois  where  rare  plants  will  be  lost  through 
construction,  persons  from  the  State  Department  of 
Conservation  should  be  permitted  to  remove  these  plants 
to  other  suitable  locations.  (V-1056) 
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Where  the  R.O.W.  is  cleared  of  brush  and  trees,  this 
material  should  bo  piled  along  the  R.O.W.  for  wildlife 
enhancement. 

The  discussion  on  noise  does  not  adequately  address 
the  impacts  upon  local  residences  from  construction 
activities.  (V-1159) 

The  possibility  of  gas  leaks  does  exist,  and  the 
likelihood  of  such  occurrences  should  be  estimated.  An 
evaluation  should  be  made  of  the  adverse  impacts  on 
vegetation,  wildlife  and  human  life  which  could  result 
from  such  leaks. 

Specific  information  should  be  provided  on  the  local 
(near)  environment,  the  effects  on  wildlife  from  noise 
and  construction  activity,  the  changes  in  runoff  patterns 
and  erosion  preventative  techniques  for  areas  selected 
for  compressor  stations,  stockpile  areas,  maintenance 
sites  and  airstrips . 

Location,  of  sensitive  avian  and  lt.  d  an.-rral 
populations,  migratory,  breeding  and  feeding  areas  should 
be  indicated  along  the  pipe  ire  route  prior  to  construction 
activities.  Where  possible,  these  areas  should  be  avoided 
or  disrupted  as  little  as  possible,  particularly  during 
nesting  seasons.  Some  types  of  restocking  and  relocation 
program  should  be  undertaken  by  the  applicant  to  replace 
wildlife,  wildfowl  and  their  habitat  which  are  lost  due 
to  construction  activities. 

The  possibility  of  the  pipeline  raising  the  temperature 
of  the  surrounding  earth  during  the  winter  months  should 
be  addressed.  The  effects  on  the  soil  will  depend  on 
whether  or  not  the  pipeline  is  below  the  frost  line.  If 
the  heat  transferred  from  the  pipeline  warms  the  soil 
in  marsh  or  wetland  areas,  growth  of  plants  and  insects 
activity  could  be  triggered  at  too  early  a  date. 

(V-1056) 

Microwave  towers  will  be  used  to  provide  communications 
and  control  between  compressor  stations  along  the  entire 
route.  It  should  be  indicated  whether  or  not  microwaves  will 
interfere  with  bird  or  bat  flight. 

A  description  of  the  electric  transmission  line  construe 
tion  necessary  to  operate  compressor  station  should  be 
included  in  the  Li'S. 
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Additional  information  is  necessary  to  assess  the 
impacts  associated  with  the  27  landing  strips  to  be 
constructed  in  conjunction  with  the  pipeline.  A  general 
description  should  be  provided  of  the  runway  lengths, 
clear  zone  widths,  etc.  the  number  of  operations 
anticipated,  the  size  of  aircraft,  the  noise  levels,  the 
location  of  known  nesting  and  breeding  areas  of  birds  and 
other  wildlife  in  addition  to  information  on  the  proposed 
use  of  the  air  strips  once  construction  is  completed. 
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Response  to  comments  received 
from  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
dated  October  31,  1975 


Extensive  revisions  were  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  The  most  current 
available  data  were  used,  however,  due  to  the  lack  of  design  detail 
in  the  proposal  site  specific  impact  data  could  not  be  developed  in 
many  cases. 

Additional  impacts  due  to  the  availability  of  this  gas  may  occur, 
however,  a  complete  analysis  of  the  natural  gas  distribution  system 
within  the  United  States  was  not  within  the  scope  of  this  statement. 

A  discussion  regarding  methods  member  companies  are  using  to  en¬ 
courage  energy  conservation  was  felt  to  be  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  EIS. 

These  items  were  included  in  the  Final  EIS  under  the  hazards  sections. 
The  Overview  Volume  has  the  most  complete  hazards  section  (see  page 
130,  181,  195  and  209),  however,  some  hazards  may  be  specific  to 
certain  geographis  areas  and  are  found  only  in  the  geographic  volumes. 

Stipulations  regarding  fire  protection,  storage  of  liquid  hydrocarbons, 
and  natural  gas  discharge  will  be  developed  during  the  time  of  permit 
authorization.  Stipulations  are  not  included  in  the  EIS. 

Any  pipe  used  will  be  subject  to  tests  described  in  the  Overview 
Volume  under  mitigation  procedures  (see  page  195). 

A  "worst  case"  condition  was  analyzed  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

The  Los  Angeles  Volume  section  4.1.5-13  page  326  suggests  standards 
set  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  be  used. 

These  comments  were  inadvertently  omitted  In  the  Final  EIS. 

Stipulations  will  be  developed  during  the  authorization  of  permits. 

At  that  time,  requirements  put  forth  by  EPA  and  other  State  and 
Federal  agencies  will  become  part  of  the  stipulations. 

The  Overview  Volume  page  175  indicates  the  possibility  of  air  quality 
exceeding  NAAQS  at  several  stream  crossings.  Page  594  of  the  North 
Border  Volume  explains  this  more  thoroughly. 
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12.  The  Overview  Volume  page  175  states  that  NOx  concentrations  under 
worst  case  conditions  could  be  as  high  as  10,000  ug/m^. 

13.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  during  the  permit  authorization. 

14.  Rights-of-ways  will  have  locked  gates  to  prevent  unauthorized 
off-road  vehicle  use  as  described  on  page  323  in  the  Los  Angeles 
Volume.  Fugitive  dust  problems  will  be  mitigated  by  watering  or 
suspending  work  as  indicated  on  page  326  In  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 
Car  pooling  or  bus  transportation  is  not  discussed  in  the  statement. 

15.  The  Applicant  applied  for  a  100'  right-of-way  and  this  must  be 
addressed.  No  change  in  Final  EIS. 

16.  Open  burning,  logging  and  fugitive  dust  will  be  controlled  by 
stipulations  developed  during  permit  authorization. 

17.  The  air  quality  section  has  been  expanded  to  reflect  particulate 
effects.  For  examples  see  page  305  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  and 
175  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

18.  The  cover  of  vegetation  by  fugitive  dust  Is  discussed  on  page  175 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

19.  Development  of  coal  gasification  plants  is  discribed  in  the  Alter¬ 
native  section  8.E.4  beginning  page  84. 

20.  The  Alternatives  Volume,  section  8  A,  B  and  C  and  figure  8.3  (pages 
1-40),  discuss  gas  distribution  within  the  United  States. 

21.  The  EIS  has  been  expanded  to  include  discussion  of  storage  of  semi 
and  liquid  hydrocarbons  in  accordance  with  EPA  directives.  For  an 
example  see  page  344  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

22.  Impacts  on  wetlands  through  which  the  pipeline  will  pass  have  been 
treated  in  geographic  sections  of  the  EIS.  For  an  example  see  pages 
526-528.  536-541  and  552-$54  of  the  North  Border  Volume.  Also  pages 
222-224  of  the  Overview  Volume  show  which  alternative  routes  cross 
wetlands. 

23.  Due  to  the  map  scale  it  is  not  possible  to  accurately  locate  the 
Barter  Island  Meteorological  Station. 

24.  Information  avialable  is  not  adequate  to  predict  such  frequency- 
no  change  in  Final  EIS. 

25.  The  only  station  with  record  is  that  on  Barter  Island  which  is  dif¬ 
ferent  from  the  route  location.  Barter  Island  has  strong  influence 
from  the  marine  air  from  the  Arctic  Ocean. 


26.  Such  information  is  not  available  and  cannot  be  obtained.  Ex¬ 
perience  from  such  stations  to  be  constructed  initally  in  Canada 
prior  to  those  in  Alaska  may  provide  the  needed  information. 

27.  Refer  to  information  contained  on  pages  210  and  211  of  the  Alaska 
Volume  for  effect  of  wind  on  ice  fog. 

28.  This  table  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  statement. 

29.  This  type  information  will  be  contained  in  the  stipulations  pre¬ 
pared  for  the  proposed  project. 

30.  Such  information  is  not  available  for  Arctic  conditions. 

31.  This  section  has  been  revised.  See  page  319  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

32.  These  comments  relate  to  items  that  need  to  be  resolved  during  the 
final  design  stage.  The  comments  require  additional  study  on  the 
final  selected  route.  The  Final  EIS  discusses  the  problems,  and 
with  known  data  and  information,  estimates  the  impact  on  the  envi¬ 
ronment.  Refer  to  sections  2. 1.1. 5  and  3. 1.1.5  in  the  Alaska  Volume 

33.  This  type  of  information  is  presently  unavailable. 

34.  These  items  are  discussed  on  pages  108-115  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

35.  Text  changed  to  reflect  comment  on  page  109  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

36.  No  change  was  made.  The  Task  Force  agrees  with  this  comment. 

37.  For  brevity  this  section  was  not  expanded  to  Include  the  Information 
suggested . 

38.  Same  as  above. 

39.  In  view  of  comments  from  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  this 
section  was  not  expanded. 

40.  Information  on  migratory  birds  is  contained  in  the  section  on  Wild¬ 
life. 

41.  More  emphasis  was  placed  on  endangered  species  in  the  final  impact 
statement.  See  section  2. 1.1. 7  and  3. 1.1. 7. 

42.  It  is  agreed  this  type  information  is  desirable  but  specific  infor¬ 
mation  is  not  available. 

43.  The  suggested  change  would  require  complete  revision  and  is  consid¬ 
ered  impractical  considering  the  magnitude  of  the  project  and  the 
status  of  the  EIS. 


44.  Comment  noted  -  data  not  available  -  no  change  in  Final  EIS. 
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45.  See  43  above 

46.  Comment  noted  no  change  required. 

47.  The  best  Information  available  was  used.  The  marine  ecosystems 
are  treated  in  acre  depth  on  pages  470  to  472  of  the  Alaska 
Voluae  in  the  Final  EIS. 

48.  The  information  suggested  is  found  on  pages  115  thru  140  of  the 
Alaska  Voluae. 

49.  No  change  was  made  because  lack  of  sufficient  information  based 
upon  the  application  aakes  such  analysis  very  weak. 

50.  No  change  was  made  in  the  Final  Alaska  Voluae  since  there  is  a  lack 
of  good  knowledge  regarding  this  subject.  The  section  on  mitigation 
recoamends  additional  research  to  provide  needed  information. 

51.  The  information  suggested  here  is  found  in  other  parts  of  the  impact 
statement.  See  pages  263-272  and  289-290  of  the  Alaska  Voluae. 

52.  This  has  been  revised.  The  loss  of  habitat  for  both  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  is  found  in  the  fish  and  wildlife  section  of  the  statement. 

Refer  to  section  3. 1.1. 7,  pages  273-288  of  the  Alaska  Voliate. 

53.  The  final  environmental  impact  statement  has  been  revised  to  reflect 
this  comment  but  most  information  is  found  in  sections  other  than 
ecosystems.  See  pages  263-286,  Alaska  Voluae. 

54.  This  concent  was  considered  and  changes  were  made  in  the  Final  impact 
statement  but  not  to  the  degree  proposed.  See  section  2. 1.1. 8,  pages 
149-160  of  the  Alaska  Voluae. 

55.  Effects  of  stream  siltation  is  found  on  pages  249  to  260,  Alaska 
Voluae. 

56.  No  change  was  made  in  the  final  Alaska  Voluae.  The  only  information 
based  on  actual  tests  was  provided  by  the  Applicant.  It  is  unknown 
whether  the  results  of  studies  at  Inunik  would  apply  to  the  Alaskan 
portion  of  the  proposed  pipeline  (see  page  266). 

57.  The  location  of  the  ancillary  facilities  is  shown  on  the  fold-out 
location  maps.  No  change  was  made  in  the  Alaska  Volume  since  much 
of  the  detail  regarding  actual  disposal  methods  of  unbumed  liquids 
and  by-products  of  combustion  as  were  on  details  on  specifics  of 
sewage  waste  treatment  will  not  be  available  until  the  final  design 
stage.  Standards  will  be  set  forth  in  the  stipulations  to  go  with 
the  authorization  permit  for  the  selected  route. 


71.  Computation  of  NOj  concentrations  is  described  on  Page  250 
of  the  Los  Angeles  Voluae. 

72.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  EIS.  An  explanation 
of  how  to  compute  NO*  concentrations  with  an  average  annual 
value  of  1  ug/m^  at  each  compressor  station  is  given. 

73.  The  Kingsgate  to  Los  Angeles  via  Antioch  alternative  is  described 
on  Pages  410-414. 

74.  The  proposed  ITA(A)  route,  as  described  on  Pages  2  and  3 
follows  the  Hoyle  River  for  only  2.3  miles  as  opposed  to  17 
miles  under  the  original  proposal. 

75.  Additional  support  data  for  economic  impacts  and  natural  gas 
deficiencies  are  shown  on  Pages  284-294  and  Page  365  of  the 
San  Francisco  Voluae. 

76.  Detailed  cost  analysis  and  economic  studies  are  beyond  the 
scope  of  the  EIS.  The  Final  EIS  contains  a  general  discussion 
of  these  aspects  on  Pages  52  and  53  of  the  Alternatives  Voluae. 

77.  Conditions  on  Canadian  NEB  LNG  importation  in  both  the  Draft 
and  Final  EIS  are  based  on  a  1973  report.  Changes  may  appear 
in  a  1975  NEB  report,  which  was  not  examined  by  the  Task 
Force.  No  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

78.  This  topic  is  handled  under  the  geographic  volumes  instead  of 
in  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

79.  This  statement  was  deleted  in  the  Final  EIS. 

80.  The  values  referred  to  pipe  and  this  was  added  in  the  Final  EIS. 

81.  Corrected  in  Final  EIS. 

82.  This  is  based  on  a  "worst  case"  situation. 

83.  Four-hundred  meters  and  1400  meters  respectively. 

84.  This  statement  is  deleted  in  the  Final  EIS. 

85.  Final  EIS  illustrates  these  equations  in  place  of  the 
calculations. 

86.  3.1.3.14  relating  to  air  quality  impacts  was  completely 
rewritten.  Equation  C  was  deleted  and  equations  used  in 
the  Final  EIS  are  properly  referenced. 

87.  There  is  no  diffusion  analysis  on  this  page. 

88.  No  reference  to  emissions  data  on  Page  V-1217  being  combined 
into  an  emission  rate  in  grams  per  second.  There  is  also  no 
reference  in  the  Final  EIS. 


58.  Improvement  has  been  made  in  the  Final  impact  Statement  on 
updating  Information.  The  wide  differences  between  this 
proposal  and  the  TAPS  suggests  caution  In  the  use  of  data 
from  the  latter. 

59.  Not  considered  essential  and  therefore  omitted  to  avoid 
undue  voluae. 

60.  No  change  was  made  In  the  Final  Alaska  Voluae.  Refer  to 
Page  308  for  the  best  estimate. 

61.  More  recent  Information  has  been  obtained  and  is  reflected 

In  the  Final  Statement.  See  Pages  379-385  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

62.  See  Pages  411  and  379-385. 

63.  Comment  was  noted.  No  change  was  made  In  the  Final  EIS. 

64.  Ecosystem  recovery  is  discussed  In  the  Impact  statement  on 
Pages  289-291  and  396  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

65.  The  Final  EIS  discusses  the  possibility  of  additional  exploration 
and  development  of  potential  oil  and  gas  basins  and  resulting 
impacts.  See  Pages  308-309  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

66.  The  above  ground  construction  mode  Is  mentioned  on  Page  412 
of  the  Alaska  Voltmie. 

67.  Host  of  the  Items  commented  on  will  not  be  available  until 
final  design  Is  completed,  so  no  change  has  been  mads  In  the 
Final  EIS.  However,  the  possibility  of  not  completing  the 
project  during  the  first  winter  season  and  the  expected  Impacts 
resulting  from  this  event  are  discussed  In  various  places 
throughout  the  Final  EIS.  The  salient  Information  from 
experience  gained  from  the  TAPS  project  have  been  presented 

In  the  Final  Impact  Statement.  The  problems  of  construction 
In  water-saturated  soil  have  been  addressed.  The  stipulation 
for  the  selected  route  will  require  additional  measures  to 
accommodate  many  of  the  Issues  raised  In  the  comments. 

68.  Figure  has  been  revised  as  shown  on  Page  232  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

69.  Correction  has  been  made  on  Pages  232  and  234  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

70.  The  Los  Angeles  Volume  of  the  EIS  states  on  Page  327  the 
legal  body  which  wsuld  require  monitoring  of  air  quality 
should  be  identified.  This  will  be  done  at  the  time 
stipulations  for  pipeline  construction  are  developed.  The 
requirements  of  that  legal  body  which  pertains  to  air  quality 
monitoring  will  be  adopted  at  that  time. 


89.  Mitigating  measures  proposed  in  the  Final  EIS  are  listed  under 
4. 1.3. 4,  Air  Quality.  These  measures,  as  well  as  all  applicable 
Federal  and  State  standards,  will  be  taken  into  consideration 
when  stipulations  are  formulated. 

90.  This  portion  of  the  discussion  was  revised  and  the  ratio 
was  deleted. 

91.  The  section  on  air  quality  impacts  was  rewritten  In  the  Final 
EIS,  on  Page  590  of  the  North  Border  Volume.  It  will  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  applicant  to  conform  to  air  quality 
standards  along  the  route.  Mitigating  measures  are  discussed 
on  Page  662. 

92.  Dayton  lies  approximately  50  miles  from  the  proposed  line  and 
was  therefore  not  included. 

93.  The  possibility  of  the  formation  of  acid  mist  is  extremely 
remote  and  was  not  considered  a  potential  impact. 

94.  Section  4.1. 3.4  includes  a  route  deviation  avoiding  both 
crossings  of  the  Uapslplnlcon  River.  Impacts  of  the  proposed 
crossing  of  the  Vapslpinlcon  and  other  streams  are  covered  in 
Section  3,  Impacts,  under  Water  Resources,  Vegetation,  Aquatic 
Vegetation,  Aquatic  Wildlife,  and  Recreation  and  Esthetics. 

95.  Table  1.1. 3. 9-1  indicates  the  need  for  a  Section  10  permit 
from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  for  the  crossing  of  navigable 
waters.  Impacts  of  the  crossing  are  discussed  in  Section  3, 
Water  Resources  and  Transportation  Facilities.  No  impacts 
on  the  Navigation  System  are  anticipated  with  the  exception 
of  the  interference  with  river  traffic. 

96.  No  field  work  has  been  done  on  locating  the  exact  centerline 
of  the  proposed  pipeline.  Therefore,  the  type  and  value  of 
the  impacted  wetlands  can  only  be  speculated  upon.  Potential 
secondary  losses  can  only  be  estimated  for  the  same  reason. 
Secondary  impacts  are  discussed  in  Section  3,  Water  Resources, 
under  Effects  on  Local  Aquifers,  on  Page  509  of  the  North  Border 
Volume. 

97.  Again,  no  specific  route  has  been  determined.  Therefore, 
impacts  on  these  potholes  can  only  be  estimated.  Potential 
impacts  are  discussed  In  Section  3. 1.3.7,  Wildlife,  beginning 
on  Page  533  of  the  North  Border  Volume.  Avoidance  of  these 
wetlands  is  discussed  in  Section  4. 1.3.4,  Mitigating  Measures 
on  Page  646  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 
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9t .  Zrlmcumclom  of  1  mpacts  m  iardwjods  and  si parlan  ir*g«caclor.  1* 
foomd  tBr'/'^3»3t  kctiM  3.1. 3.4,  «  ■'*?*  511  of 

the  Worth  Border  Volume.  of  the  lack  of  a  specif lc 

rout*  duijaatLoa  aad  the  larf«ter*la»t«  aar/r.t  of  area  that 
will  be  l«c>v.!tii  at  scream  crossings,  estimates  of  lap-act  were 
i*i«  oo  a  linear  basis  rather  than  cm  as  area  basis.  Appraisal 
of  the  r.-apijs  value  of  har^wocd*  w»14  rt^drc  «  extensive 
r»TT«7  which  toe  nS  teaa  com liiered  aa  helmg  beyood  the 
•cope  of  the  Z1J. 

V9.  Tala  la  covered  la  Sect  loo  4. 1.3.4  oa  ?e*e  445  of  the  Worth 
border  VoIm  a uder  Vegetation. 

100.  Tbe  effecta  of  the  applicant '  a  proposal  on  water  quality  la 
cowered  la  3- 1.3. 5.  Els  proposal  for  mitigation  la  discussed 
la  4.1.3,  Pag*  412  and  4.1. 3.4,  Pag*  444  of  tbe  Worth  border 
Tolaae. 

101.  Tbe  proposed  pipeline  will  croea  hundreds  of  aaall  atreaaa 

end  drainage*  for  ^dca  atreaa  reach  ciaaalflcatloo  information 
la  sot  readily  available.  Page  444  of  tbe  Worth  Border  Vol«mi* 
suggests  tbe  use  of  local  technical  tease,  Inc  1  ad  lag  State  and 
Federal  midlife  biologist*  to  Identify  sensitive  areas  sad 
assist  la  planning  altlgatlag  aeaa.rea. 

102.  Proposed  mitigating  acaasres  are  stated  la  3ection  4. 1.3.4, 

Page  444  of  the  Worth  Border  Pol at  odder  Water  'Jnallty. 

These  seae-.res,  aa  well  aa  this  taaett,  will  be  taken  Into 
consideration  by  tbe  per  soars*  1  responsible  for  f o mala t lag 
stipulation*. 

103.  Effecta  of  tbe  project  on  ground  water  quality  are  discussed 
oa  Page  510  of  the  Worth  Border  Tolaae.  Presently  available 
data  Is  inefficient  to  Identify  shallow  aquifers  occurring 
along  the  pipeline  rente.  Tbe  us*  of  local  technical  tease 
la  suggested  Page  444  of  tbe  Worth  Border  Toltae  ssnld  be 
helpful  In  identifying  and  altlgatlag  this  probles. 

104.  This  Is  discussed  generally  on  Page  444  of  tbe  Worth  Border 
Tolrae .  It  will  be  tbe  responsibility  of  the  applicant  to 
coo  fora  to  water  goalie?  laws  governing  water  supplies  along 
tbe  proposed  roote. 

105.  Sae  response  aa  W-umber  104. 

104.  Base  response  aa  W-useer  104. 

107.  Sase  response  aa  later  104. 

108.  Toe  applicant  will  be  responsible  for  obtaining  proper  water 
rights  and  adhering  to  State  water  laws. 


109.  This  Is  covered  on  page  54  of  the  Worth  Border  Volume. 

110.  This  subject  Is  covered  on  page  363,  and  550  of  the  Worth  Border 
Volume.  A  more  detailed  evaluation  of  Impacts  to  mussel  popula¬ 
tions  would  require  site  specific  Information  which  was  not  avail¬ 
able. 

111.  This  subject  is  covered  on  page  551,  Worth  Border  Volume.  Lack  of 
specific  information  at  crossing  sties  prohibits  a  more  detailed 
evaluation  of  impacts. 

112.  The  Applicants’  alternatives  were  deleted  from  the  Final  Worth  Border 
Volume. 

113.  The  Trans-Canada  Pipeline  could  serve  the  -Led  River  Alternative  as 
aa  alternative  to  the  proposed  pipeline.  The  Red  River  Alternative 
Is  discussed  on  page  706  of  the  Worth  Border  Volume 

114.  Line  5  (Red  River  Route)  was  given  serious  consideration  in  the  DEIS. 
It  is  also  seriously  considered  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  page  706  of 
the  Worth  Border  VoL*®e. 

115.  A  route  deviation  to  avoid  the  Blackball  Mine  is  shown  on  page  659 
of  the  Worth  Border  Volume. 

116.  This  is  covered  in  the  Alternatives  Voltsae. 

117.  This  route  adjustment  is  discussed  on  page  656  of  the  Worth  Border 
Volume.  Deviations  are  shown  on  pages  657  and  658.  The  necessity  of 
crossing  the  Fort  Bert ho Id  Reservation  is  mentioned. 

118.  The  EIS  does  identify  various  recreation  areas,  marine  areas  and 
parks  along  the  proposed  Worthem  Border  route.  These  are  dis¬ 
cussed  in  section  2.1.3.13  (page  450)  and  3.1.3.13  (page  583)  of 
the  Worth  Border  Volume.  They  are  also  included  under  Summary  of 
Impacts  at  the  beginning  of  Chapter  3  page  467.  Specific  potholes 
and  wetlands  are  not  Identified  but  are  created  as  layer  areas. 

119.  Alternative  route  possibilities  are  covered  in  8.1,  page  703  of  the 
Worth  Border  Volo«ne.  Moving  the  proposed  route  north  in  Iowa  and 
Illinois  would  require  crossing  of  the  "Drifcless  Region",  a  very 
sensitive  and  fragile  environmental  area.  For  this  reason  use  of 
existing  rights-of-way  to  the  north  were  not  considered  practical. 

120.  This  Is  a  list  of  AQCR’s  in  Table  2.1.3.14-2,  page  462  of  the  Worth 
3order  Volume. 


121.  The  need  for  a  solid  waste  disposal  plan  1s  sited  under  Land  Tse 
page  651  la  tbe  Final  Worth  Border  Voimie.  Additional  disposal 
measure*  for  trees  and  brash  are  also  discussed  oa  page  651. 

122.  This  is  discussed  under  water  Duality  and  Waste  Disposal  on  pages 
644  and  651  of  tbe  Worth  Border  Vol-sae. 

123.  The  general izesf  restoration  methods  will  be  considered  by  tbe 
personnel  formulating  specific  stipulations.  Stipulations  are 
not  formulated  la  tbe  Final  EIS. 

124.  Measures  for  mitigating  archeological-historical  impacts  are  Listed 
os  page  652  of  tbe  Worth  Border  Voltmne  under  Archeology  and  History, 
including  tbe  hiring  of  archeologists  to  oversee  construction 
'measure  #6). 

125.  Wo  change  was  made  la  tbe  Final  EIS  since  this  statement  concerns  a 
measure  proposed  by  the  Applicants.  It  states  that  herbicide  appli¬ 
cation  will  be  mace  less  frequently  in  the  eastern  portion,  not  in 
less  quantities - 

126.  Page  180  of  tbe  Overview  Volume  states  that  there  are  ao  definitive 
studies  which  would  enable  quant If ica clou  of  Che  long-term  impact 
of  pipeline  noise  oa  wildlife. 

127.  This  procedure  Is  discussed  on  page  644,  Worth  Border  Volt*e  under 
Soils. 

128.  This  is  discussed  on  page  651  Worth  Border  Volume. 

129.  It  is  doubtful  whether  an  accurate  evaluation  could  be  made  of  the 
social  and  economic  impacts  along  the  entire  route.  Constantly 
shifting  attitudes,  economic  climates,  community  needs,  and  many 
other  factors  could  nullify  any  evaluation  several  times  before 
construction  begins. 

130.  This  EIS  Is  list  led  to  tbe  discussion  of  impacts  of  constructing 
sad  operating  the  pipeline.  A  discussion  of  this  sort  is  beyond 
tbe  scope  of  the  EIS. 

131.  This  Is  discussed  in  Section  4.1. 3.4,  page  651  of  the  Worth  Border 
Vol  me,  under  Sociological  Factors. 

132.  This  lies  beyond  the  Intended  scope  of  the  EIS. 

133.  This  lies  beyond  the  Intended  scope  of  the  EIS. 

134.  Tbe  EIS  is  limited  to  tbe  construction  and  operation  of  a  natural 
gas  pipeline.  The  Applicants  are  concerned  with  transportation 

of  natural  gas  and  concerned  with  storage  cmly  in  emergency  situa¬ 
tions. 


135.  This  Is  discussed  as  an  impact  in  Section  3.1.3.11  under  Ex¬ 
pected  and  Potential  Trends  on  page  579,  Worth  Border  Volume. 

136.  All  the  areas  mentioned  in  the  comment  are  discussed  within  the 
EIS  under  Recreation  and  Esthetic  Resources  in  chapters  2,  3,  and 
4,  beginning  on  page  455  of  the  Worth  Border  Volume. 

137.  This  is  discussed  in  Section  3. 1.3. 7  on  page  540  of  the  Worth 
Border  Volume. 

138.  Discussed  in  section  4.1. 3.4,  on  page  646,  Worth  Border  Volume. 

139.  Although  not  specifically  mentioning  Illinois,  wetland  mitigating 
measures  are  discussed  in  Section  4.1. 3.4  (page  646,  Worth  Border 
Volume) . 

140.  The  implementation  of  this  measure  lies  in  cooperation  between 
local  authority  and  private  landowners. 

141.  Discussed  in  Section  4.1. 3.4  under  Waste  Disposal  on  page  651,  Worth 
Border  Volume. 

142.  This  has  been  revised  including  a  discussion  of  noise  impacts  on 
local  residences  is  discussed  beginning  page  596,  Worth  Border  Volume 

143.  Readers  are  referred  to  the  Overview  Volume  for  a  discussion  on 
Hazards.  See  page  185  and  186  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

144.  The  exact  locations  of  these  facilities  are  not  yet  known.  There¬ 
fore  an  evaluation  of  specific,  local  Impacts  cannot  be  made. 

145.  This  Is  discussed  In  Section  4. 1.3. 4,  beginning  on  page  646,  Worth 
Border  Volume. 

146.  This  is  discussed  on  page  530,  Worth  Border  Volume. 

147.  This  la  discussed  under  Mature  and  Extent  of  Operation  and  Main¬ 
tenance  Impacts  on  page  535,  Worth  Border  Volume. 

148.  It  is  anticipated  that  transmission  line  construction  will  be  done 
to  the  standard  of  local  utilities  providing  the  service.  A 
mitigating  measure  suggesting  underground  placement  of  all  lines  was 
added  to  the  Pinal  EIS  on  page  656,  Worth  Border  Volume. 

149.  Wo  landing  scrips  are  planned  for  the  North  Border  portion.  The 
specifications  suggested  for  Inclusion  by  this  comment  are  subject 
to  final  design  and  not  available  for  inclusion  in  the  Final  EIS. 

For  discussion  of  potential  impacts  see  pages  263-267  of  the  Alaska 
Volume. 
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FEDERAL  ENERGY  ADMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON.  D.C  20461 
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DEC  1975 


OFFICE  OF  THE  ASSISTANT  ADMINISTRATOR 


FEA  75-354 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  July  25,  1975, 
requesting  comments  on  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  (EIS)  titled:  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transporta¬ 
tion  System."  Our  comments  on  the  EIS  are  presented 
below. 

General  Comments 


The  Federal  Energy  Administration  (FEA)  believes  that 
Alaskan  natural  gas  should  be  provided  to  U.S.  markets 
in  a  timely,  economic,  energy  efficient  and  environ¬ 
mentally  sound  manner.  The  high  level  of  effort  and 
resources  which  your  Department  has  brought  to  bear  in 
the  preparation  of  this  EIS  is  commendable.  We  believe, 
however,  that  the  analysis  needs  to  be  revised  or  expanded 
in  several  areas.  At  the  same  time,  we  recognize  that  the 
subject  EIS  is  part  of  a  fairly  unique  situation  in  which 
two  Federal  agencies,  DOI  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
(FPC) ,  are  preparing  EIS's  on  alternative  proposals.  Some 
of  our  comments  may  be  obviated  when  the  FPC  EIS,  which  we 
understand  will  utilize  the  DOI  analysis;  becomes  avail¬ 
able. 

FEA's  major  comments  relate  to  three  areas: 

(1)  To  the  extent  possible  at  this  time,  the  final  ■ 
EIS  should  more  substantively  treat  the  major  alternative  I  / 
proposal,  i.e.,  the  Trans-Alaska  Route; 


(2)  Data  and  discussion  more  fully  illustrating 
energy-related  impacts  such  as  energy  transportation 
efficiencies  and  time  of  pipeline  construction  should 
be  incorporated;  and 

(3)  The  draft  EIS  should  highlight  the  environ¬ 
mental  impacts  of  major  concern  in  a  manner  that  would 
assist  reviewers  in  making  comparative  assessments  of  the 
environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  and  alternate  routes. 


z 
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The  major  alternative  to  the  proposed  route  is  the  Trans- 
Alaska  combination  pipeline-LNG  tanker  route.  The  EIS 
indicates  that  studies  on  pipeline  integrity,  engineering, 
the  existing  environment  and  impacts,  and  energy  efficien¬ 
cies  of  construction  and  operation  necessary  to  analyze 
the  impacts  of  this  alternative  have  not  yet  been  done 
(page  VI-839).  This  precludes  a  detailed  treatment  of 
this  alternative  at  this  time.  However,  it  must  be 
recognized  that  a  comparative  judgment  on  these  two 
routes  is  not  feasible  until  these  studies  are  completed 
and  the  impacts  of  the  Trans-Alaska  route  are  treated. 
Recognizing  that  FPC  is  preparing  an  EIS  on  the  Trans- 
Alaska  route  it  is  recommended  that  DOI  work  closely  with 
FPC  to  assure  that  the  impacts  of  each  route  are  treated 
in  a  manner  that  will  facilitate  comparative  assessments. 
In  particular,  DOI  and  FPC  should  consider  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  a  summary  document  highlighting  the  major  environ¬ 
mental  impacts  of  each  of  the  major  proposals. 

The  EIS  independently  addresses  each  major  geographical 
area  that  the  project  covers,  while  the  overview  volume 
abstracts  information-  presented  in  the  individual  section. 
Greater  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  project  as  a 
whole  is  required. 
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More  detailed  comments  are  presented  in  two  enclosures: 

(1)  comments  on  the  energy  impact  of  the  proposal,  and 

(2)  comments  on  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposal. 
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ENCLOSURE  I 

Comments  on  the  Energy  Impact  of  the  Proposal 


We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  upon  this  EIS. 
Our  comments  are  made  in  the  interests  of  assuring  sound 
planning  towards  our  energy  goals.  We  hope  that  these 
comments  are  of  use  to  you  in  proceeding  with  this 
important  program. 


(Roger  W.  Sant 
Assistant  Administrator 
Energy  Conservation  and 
Environment 


Enclosures 


INTRODUCTION 


Extensive  U.S.  natural  gas  reserve  additions  and  development 
of  those  reserves  is  necessary  to  meet  increasing  shortages 
in  supply  and  to  achieve  the  Nation's  goal  of  energy  indepen¬ 
dence  by  1985.  Availability  of  the  Alaskan  natural  gas  re¬ 
source  to  markets  in  the  lower  48  States  will  be  a  major  part 
of  this  effort. 

Timing  of  Development 

An  important  issue  in  the  development  of  Alaskan  natural  gas 
reserves  is  the  timing  of  the  activity  relative  to  oil  produc¬ 
tion  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area.  Since  the  natural  gas  is  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  oil  reservoirs,  the  two  must  be  produced 
simultaneously.  This  consideration  plus  the  need  for  natural 
gas  in  the  lower  48  States  dictate  expedient  development  of 
the  natural  gas  reserves  as  the  most  logical  course  of  action. 

The  EIS  should  provide  a  more  complete  assessment  of  the  time 
required  to  bring  the  proposal  and  the  alternatives  on  line. 
This  would  be  useful  in  assessing  the  energy  supply  impact* 
of  the  program  and  in  evaluating  potential  environmental 
impacts  in  the  lower  48  states  that  would  result  from 
extended  periods  of  natural  gas  curtailment. 


In  summary,  accurate  estimates  of  the  time  needed  for  the  pro¬ 
posed  pipeline  and  its  alternatives  to  become  operational 
should  be  provided. 
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Energy  Efficiency 

Any  system  to  transport  Alaskan  natural  gas  to  market  will 
itself  require  energy.  The  relative  energy  efficiencies  and  I 
resources  required  for  constructing  and  operating  the  proposedB  -y 
route  and  its  alternatives,  to  the  extent  possible,  should  be  I  ' 
examined  in  the  EIS.  Also,  the  suitability  of  the  routes  to  I 
transport  natural  gas  from  reserves  other  than  those  of  the  I 
Prudhoe  Bay  should  be  discussed. 


The  EIS  is  inconsistent  in  estimating  the  energy  efficiency  ofl 
the  proposed  route.  At  one  point  it  states  that  approximately 
15  to  20  percent  of  the  gas  entering  the  pipeline  at  Prudhoe 
Bay  would  be  consumed  by  the  time  it  reaches  the  system  termi¬ 
nals  (page  1-518) .  Another  section  of  the  EIS  estimates  the 
natural  gas  pipeline  efficiency  at  90  percent  (pages  VI-317, 
VI-322) .  1 
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ENCLOSURE  II 
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Although  the  EIS  discusses  the  energy  efficiencies  of  some  of 
the  less  probable  alternatives  (e.g.,  ice-breaking  LNG  tankers 
methanol  pipeline  and  an  LNG-monorail  system) /  it  does  not 
discuss  the  energy  efficiency  of  the  pipeline-LNG  tanker 
combination  route  proposed  by  El  Paso.  Preliminary  estimates 
indicate  that  there  is  an  approximate  16  percent  loss  of 
energy  for  the  Trans-Alaska  pipeline-LNG  tanker  route  as  com¬ 
pared  with  a  9  percent  loss  of  the  proposed  Trans-Canadian 
rou  te . 
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The  proposed  pipeline  route  could  possibly  transmit  natural 
gas  from  a  number  of  fields  in  addition  to  the  Prudhoe  Bay 
Field.  Estimates  of  natural  gas  resources  on  the  North  Slope, 
not  including  the  Prudhoe  Bay  Field,  range  from  19  to  100 
trillion  cubic  feet.  The  MacKenzie  Delta-Beaufort  Basin 
Region  in  Canada  is  estimated  to  have  large  amounts  of  re¬ 
coverable  gas,  in  addition  to  the  reserves  slated  for  initial 
development.  The  Northern  Border  pipeline  would  cross  oil 
and  gas  producing  areas  in  several  States.  In  addition,  it 
could  provide  a  basis  for  a  gasification  industry  in  Montana 
and  the  Dakotas  where  significant  coal  deposits  are  located. 
The  ability  of  the  system  to  serve  multiple  sources  as  well 
as  the  potential  for  initiating  other  energy  developments 
should  be  addressed  further  in  the  final  EIS. 
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In  summary,  a  more  complete  assessment  of  the  energy  impacts 
of  the  proposed  gas  pipeline  and  its  alternatives  in  terms 
of  (1)  the  timing  of  the  transportation  system  development, 
(2)  the  energy  efficiency  of  the  system,  (3)  the  reliability 
of  the  system,  and  (4)  the  potential  for  the  systems  serving 
as  catalysts  for  other  energy  programs,  is  desirable. 


Comments  on  the  KnvironMtv.tal  Impact  of  bho  Proposal 
INTRODUCTION 

In  addition  to  comments  on  environmental  impact,  this  section 
lists  points  in  the  EIS  which  need  clarification. 

Alternative  Routes 


a.  Interior  Route  (page  VI-407) 

The  Interior  Route  would  run  generally  southwest  of  the  Arctic 
Wildlife  Range.  In  comparison  to  the  proposed  route,  this 
route  would  avoid  the  current  boundaries  of  the  Arctic  Range 
and  from  an  environmental  standpoint  appears  to  warrant  seriou 
consideration.  A  more  detailed  analysis  of  the  environmental 
impacts  for  this  route  should  be  provided  in  the  final  EIS 
including  a  discussion  of  the  potential  impacts  if  the  bound¬ 
aries  of  the  Range  were  extended  southward  as  currently  pro¬ 
posed  by  certain  environmental  groups. 

b.  The  Fairbanks  Corridor  (page  VI-409) 

This  alternative  route  would  also  avoid  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range;  have  less  net  effect  on  the  total  water  fowl 
population  (reference  pages  V-657  and  V-670  for  graphic  dis¬ 
play)  ;  utilize  existing  pipeline  corridors  of  the  Alyeska 
Pipeline;  provide  more  ready  access  to  the  line  and  facili¬ 
ties;  utilize  more  existing  roads/airstrips,  and  provide  more 
ready  tie-ins  for  the  more  populated  Alaskan  areas.  The  degre 
of  impact  on  primitive  areas  for  this  alternative  should  be 
qiven  more  detailed  treatment  in  the  EIS  and  mention  should  be 
made  of  other  factors  such  as  Canada's  disposition  towards  thi 
route  that  would  be  involved  in  an  ultimate  selection. 


Pipeline  Design 

Pipeline  integrity  is  important  relative  to  assessing  potentia 
environmental  risks.  Since  standard  design  criteria  for  pipe¬ 
line  are  not  appropriate  for  use  under  Arctic  conditions, 
the  applicants'  analysis  of  pipeline  integrity  in  the  Arctic 
should  be  completed  prior  to  the  final  EIS. 

Construction  Route  and  Siting  and  Facilities 

The  EIS  presents  a  general  survey  of  the  proposed  path,.  It 
indicates  that  changes 'in  the  route  ‘may  be  made  as  mitigating 
^measures  to  avoid  unstable, .  , sensitive,  or  valuable  areas. 

While  understanding  that  the  ultimate  determination  of  areas 
to  be  circumvented  awaits  the  final  planning  stages  of  this 
project,  the  EIS  should  include  the  criteria  by  v/hich  final 
mitigating  route  changes  will  be  made. 
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Pipeline  Repairs 

There  should  be  an  analysis  of  and  procedures  proposed  for 
carrying  out  repairs  to  the  pipeline  and  associated  facilitie 
in  the  tundra  and  permafrost  areas.  As  noted  on  page  1-433, 
the  resultant  damage  to  the  environment  from  emergency  repairs] 
may  be  "more  severe  than  that  resulting  from  initial  construe 
tion." 

Required  Information 

In  the  EIS,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  frequently  states 
that  the  applicants  have  provided  insufficient  or  inaccurate 
information.  To  the  extent  possible,  this  should  be  correctedl 
in  the  final  EIS.  In  particular,  the  mitigating  measures  to 
be  incorporated  into  the  project  are  not  yet  clearly  defined, 
nor,  in  the  absence  of  a  final  route,  are  they  site-specific. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Federal  Energy  Administration 
dated  December  22,  1975 


1.  The  Final  EIS  does  treat  the  major  alternative  proposal, 
the  Trans-Alaska  pipeline  and  LNG  tanker  system,  more 
substantively  in  the  Alternatives  Volume  on  pages  173-823. 

2.  Energy  transportation  efficiencies  of  some  of  the  alternative 
modes  of  transportation  are  given  in  figure  8-18  on  page  149 
of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS.  Anticipated  time 
for  construction  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
is  shown  in  the  Overview  Volume  on  pages  25-29. 

3.  Many  environmental  elements  and  thus  Impacts  involved  in  the 
construction  of  the  various  pipelines  are  compared  in  the  Overview 
Volume  in  Table  8.0V. 3-1,  a  foldout  at  the  back  of  the  volume. 

The  environmental  impacts  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  are  summarized  in  the  Overview  Volume  in  Section  3.0V, 
pages  135-187,  as  well  as  under  the  geographic  volumes. 

4.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
have  been  working  closely  in  the  preparation  of  the  discussions 
on  the  Trans-Alaska  combination  pipeline-LNG  tanker  route.  The 
work  of  the  DOI  Task  Force  has  been  presented  in  the  Final  EIS 
in  the  Alternatives  Volume  on  pages  173-823.  Table  8. 2. 7-3, 

a  foldout  at  the  back  of  this  volume,  presents  a  tabular  comparison 
of  the  various  environmental  elements  of  the  Trans-Alaska  pipeline 
proposal . 

5.  The  environmental  impacts  of  the  total  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  are  summarized  in  the  Overview  Volume  in 
Section  3.0V,  pages  135-187  as  well  as  being  given  in  detail  in 
the  geographic  volumes. 

6.  Anticipated  time  of  construction  for  the  entire  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  is  given  in  the  Overview  Volume,  pages  25-29 
in  the  Final  EIS.  The  time  required  for  the  alternative  modes  of 
transportation  to  become  operational  would  probably  be  about  the 
same  as  for  the  entire  proposed  system.  This  factor  could  not  be 
considered  with  any  accuracy  in  the  discussions  of  the  various 
alternative  modes  of  transportation  in  the  Final  EIS  in  the 
Alternatives  Volume,  pages  116-158,  because  many  of  the  components 
required  for  the  transportation  systems  have  not  even  been  developed 
as  yet  and  this  situation  would  add  to  the  time  before  the  actual 
system  could  begin  to  be  constructed. 


Federal  Energy  Administration  Comments 


Federal  Energy  Administration  Comments 


7.  Same  as  2.  above.  Transportation  of  natural  gas  from  reserves 
other  than  those  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Mackenzie  River  delta  is 
outside  the  area  of  consideration  of  this  EIS. 

8.  All  references  to  energy  efficiencies  were  dropped  from  the 
Overview  Volume  in  the  Final  EIS.  The  Alternatives  Volume  of  the 
Final  EIS,  however,  still  points  out  the  90  percent  efficiency 

of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  on  pages  120 
and  149. 

9.  The  Trans-Alaska  pipeline-LNG  tanker  route  was  not  considered 
with  the  other  alternative  modes  of  transportation  in  the 
efficiency  chart  shown  as  figure  8-18  on  page  149  of  the 
Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS  because  it  would  transport  gas 
only  from  Alaska  and  the  figures  used  would  not  correspond  to 
those  in  the  other  alternatives. 

10.  Other  multiple  sources  of  natural  gas  which  might  be  served  by 
the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  has  not  been 
considered  directly  in  the  Final  EIS,  of  which  the  scope  is 
limited  to  transportation  of  gas  from  Prudhoe  Bay  and  the 
Mackenzie  River  delta  areas.  In  the  discussions  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  system  in  the  Overview  Volume  and  the  geographic  volumes, 
notation  has  been  made  of  the  fact  that  carrying  capacity  of  the 
various  pipeline  segments  is  greater  than  the  gas  that  they  will 
carry  from  the  North  Slope  and  thus  implies  that  they  could  carry 
gas  from  other  sources  as  well  if  stipulations  authorized  them 

to  do  so  when  and  if  the  proposed  pipeline  is  approved  for 
construction. 

11.  The  Interior  route  is  analyzed  in  greater  detail  in  the  Final  EIS 
in  the  Alaska  Volume,  pages  502-588,  and  summarized  in  the  Overview 
Volume  on  pages  221-222  and  Table  8.0V. 31  (foldout). 

12.  The  Fairbanks  route  is  analyzed  in  greater  detail  in  the  Final 
EIS  in  the  Alaska  Volume,  pages  665-761,  and  summarized  in  the 
Overview  Volume  on  pages  221-222  and  Table  8.0V. 3-1  (foldout). 

13.  Pipeline  design  and  integrity  are  discussed  in  the  Overview 
Volume  of  the  Final  EIS  on  pages  12,  14-15.  181-187  and  209. 

14.  Criteria  for  route  changes  and  associated  environmental  problems 
are  covered  in  the  migigating  measure  sections  of  the  various 
geographic  volumes  of  the  Final  EIS  and  summarized  in  the 
Overview  Volume  in  its  mitigating  measures  section  on  pages 
189-199. 


Same  as  13.  above,  especially  pages  187  and  209. 

Same  as  14.  above  to  the  extent  possible  in  the  absence  of  final 
route  and  stipulation  decisions,  which  are  outside  the  province 
of  the  Final  EIS. 


BNG-SOD/EES 


Roman  H.  Koeninga 
Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings, 

The  staff  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  (FPC)  has 
reviewed  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
which  was  received  On  July  28,  1975  and  herein  offers  comments. 


-  2  - 

--es  presentedbn  page  11-23.  However,  since  the  dis¬ 
cussion  concerns  potential  natural  gas  resources  for 
Alaska,  shouldn't  this  map  be  replaced  by  ore  which 

presents  the  estimated  speculative  natural  gas  potential^ 

i\  php- 

b)  page  11-27,  (l)  Origin  and  Terminus,  it  should  be 

noted  that  the  compression  and  chilling  facilities  would 
not  be  constructed  or  operated  by  the  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas 
Pipeline  Company,  but  that  these  facilities  would  be  part 
of  the  producer's  operations. 


Part  I  Overviews 

a)  On  page  1-502,  it  is  stated  that  "The  proposed  pipeline 
during  its  construction  phase  would  provide  temporary, 
mostly  unskilled  jobs  to  a  majority  of  employable  males." 

This  statement  is  inaccurate  since  much  of  the  construction 
activity  will  require  the  talent  on  many  different  types  j  _ 

v,~’  *  ' 

of  skilled  technic lans.Suciv  as-  utld/rtj  f  Svr'y*- / 

*  ’v'  .  jfc-  *:  f 

Part  II  Alaska  „  >  .» 

Tt 

Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company  Proposal 

w-  •" 

a)  The  map  on  page  11-23  presents  the  estimated  speculative 
petroleum  potential  for  the  State  of  Alaska  from  numerical 


c) 


;.r: 


ancillary  facilities. 


Seismic  sensors  are  indicated  in  Figure  1.1. 1.5-4,  page 

Ore  ihoV  oqcutf  reWred  \q  * 

11-86,  but  do  not  again  -eppnnr  anywhere  in  the  discussion  .. 

of  the  proposed  action.  A  description  of  the  sensor,  and 

•’  if .  ( ‘  « 

v their  function  should  be  included  with  the  description  of, 

-•  V  ,T 

d)  In  addition  to  the  welding  procedures  stated  on  page  11-99, 

..  it  should  be  indicated  that  all  welding  procedures  and  ,  Vki 

"4*0  * 

inspection  would  conform DOT  49  CFR ,  Part  192,  Subpart  E. 

».  >  •  •  ...  ,,  ..  ..  ,  1  jL 

*  Hi* 

e)  On  page  11-105,  theoorrect  reference  to  the  Federal  Regu- 

..  '  '  "  '■  >  -  *}r  * 

lations  In  paragraph  3  should  be  (DOT,  49  CFR,  Part  192 

.  -  ‘  .  '  ’  -j  ,  S  ?j 
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f)  In  order  to  reduce  the  potential  for  significant  environ¬ 
mental  Impacts  associated  with  testing  the  pipeline 
with  a  methanol-water  solution,  as  cited  on  pages  11-669 
and  699,  such  as  differential  settling  of  the  pipeline  and 
spillages  of  methanol,  it  should  be  recommended  in  the 
mitigation  section  that,  except  at  stream  crossings, 
compressed  air  be  used  to  test  the  pipeline. 


g) 


The  statement  -  "There  appears  to  be  sufficient  data  now 
available  which  indicates  substantial  problems  with  the 

use  of  low  carbon  X-70  steel  at  low  ambient  temperature" 

V>3 

on  page  11-981  should  be  supported  specific  information  and 

A 

with  references  of  where  this  data  is  available;  if  such 
information  is  not  available,  this  statement  should  be 
deleted.  u 


h) 


'  -rtf 


The©  calculations  which  appear  in  pages  11-1194  thru  1197 

would  be  better  understood  and  more  meaningful  if  all  terms 

-  U 

were  identified  and  explained  e.g.,  instead  of  t  ■  0.8  inj¬ 


ure 

n, 


i) 


t  -  wall  thickness  “0.8  in.  A  written  explanation  or 

is  Js 

synopsis  of  what  wee  being  calculated  and  how  this  ww 
being  performed  would  be  also  he/pful. 

.  •'  ••  •  *vv  •*  •  C  *■  >*! 

;*  ' 

In  the  last  sentence  on  page  11-2422,  it  is  stated  that  <£* 


‘rrf 


v 

ultimate  throughput  would  b<2  estimated  3.5  to  ; P Jh  u* 

AbJ/jU  5  u  J 

bcf/ld.  It  should  be  indicated  what  would  account  for  it* +**'- 

this  range,  l.e.  ,  under  what  conditions  woul<  throughput 
be  3.5  bcf/d  and  under  what  conditions  could  throughput 
reach  4.5  bcf/xJ.  Show  how  by  utilizing  the  same  compressor 
horsepower,  maximum  pipeline  pressure  and  temperature  ^  ^ 

a  smaller  (42 -inch  diameter) pipeline  could  achieve  the 
throughput  rate  as  the  larger ^48-inch  diameter)  pipeline. 

£>|n*r..+(0  Jo<5 


■x 


JJComments  of  Fact 

•  It  may  be  appropriate  to  distinguish  between  subpermafrost 
groundwater  and  suprapermafrost  groundwater  for  the  reader 
on  page  11-272-273.  The  water  discussed  in  the  first  paragraph  # 
on  Page  11-273,  could  then  not  be  misconstrued  to  be  of 
subpermafrost  origin.  It  would  also  clarify  the  ground  icing ^ 
description  on  page  11-281. 

i;  Throughout  Part  II  (Alaska),  though  not  with  any  consis¬ 
tency,  measurements  are  given  in  English  units  followed  by 
the  metric  equivalent.  This  method  of  notation  is  confusing  ,  • 
and  inconsistent  with  the  remaining  parts  of  the  DEIS.  ’ 

'  ret  c _ ,i  -ftJ  S-  cc  ^  ,  T 

(***>  **  ■  -i  fie  £-e  -» %r*  rt, 

Part  VI  West  Coast  „  '  .  ,vv  ‘ 


Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  (PGT)  Proposal 

.  .  .  ••  -  i  t4  r 
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a) 


b) 


\ 


c) 


d) 


Provide  the  source  of  information  for  the  estimated  annual 
volumes  of  additional  gas  supplies  to  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company  from  Alberta,  Mackenzie  Del  a,  and  Alaska 
listed  in  Figure  1.1.4. 1-1  on  page  IV-5. 

(>n  page  IV-10,  it  should  be  noted  that  additional  supplies 

of  gas  will  be  available  from  offshore  California  by  1980. 

On  August  16,  1974,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  approved 

Exxon's  plan  of  development  for  producing  oil  and  gas  from 

the  Santa  Ynez  Unit,  Santa  Barbara  Channel.  The  application  " 

for  gas  treatment  and  transmission  facilities  is  currently 

pending  before  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  As  currently 

planned,  Exxon  would  begin  oil  production  in  the  later  part 

of  1976  and  begin  deliveries  of  approximately  26,000  Mcf  -  ^ 

per  day  of  gas  sometime  in  1978.  Substantial  additional 
, .  .  J  #», 
reserves  are  projected  for  OCS  lease  offshore  California. 

*  >A?P. 

It  should  be  noted  on  page  IV-50,  paragraph  (g) ,  that  in 
areas. of  lava  flows,  rock  shields  or  padding  material  would^ 
be  used,  in  addition  to  the  coating,  because  of  the 
sharpness  and  abrasive  nature  of  the  lava  fragments. 

y  (  -  v  ’>V 

Page  IV-61 ,  the  second  complete  paragraph,  line  5  states, 
"However, . it  is  planned  to  construct  the  , new  pipeline  in 


e) 


stages."  This  contradicts  page  IV-43,  paragraph  4,  line 
1  which  states  that  "Construction  is  planned  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  in  one  stage..."  This  contradiction  should  be 
resolved.  Our  understanding  is  that  the  statement  on  page 
IV-43  is  correct. 

V* 

"he  discussion  on  pages  IV-729  and  730  concerning  pipeline 

leaks  and  ruptures  would  be  of  more  benefit  to  the  reader. 

.  f  : 

and  provided  a  more  objectively  analysis  of  the  data  if  r 
the  number  of  incidents  were  put  into  perspective,  e.g.,. 
incidents  per  mile  of  pipeline  or  volume  of  gas  lost  versus 
total  volume  shipped.  In  addition,  the  third  paragraph  on 
page  IV-729  adds  little  to  the  overall  discussion  and  ^ 

V 

contains  only  one  case  which  is  applicable  to  transmission  v< 


-  f) 


pipelines. 

On  pages  IV-733 


'v  •"  4ft; 

thru  737  beginning  with  the  sentence, 

•  .  '  *,  • 

"The  general  and  incorrect  assumption  is  that..."  and 

porW+r  *  4  \ 

following  through  the  subsequent  discussion  on  the  formation 
3 

of  heavier-than-air  clouds  of  methane  gas  that  would  form  u 

A  '  Z 

,  Xf  a  break  were  to  occur  in  the  transmission  line,  f he  • 

reader  is.  lead  to  believe  that  the  information  .presented. 

udke.rJC.'i 

is  a  proven  fact,  when  in  all  actually)  it  is  entirely 

. 
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conjecture  based  on  theoretical  calculations.  There  are 
also  basic  inaccuracies  which  make  these  theoretical 
assertions  suspec:  in  their  conclusions.  Methane  gas 
cannot  achieve  a  :emperature  of  -300°F  under  the  described 
situation  or  "be  over  three  times  heavier  than  air",  as 
is  stated.  In  reality,  the  gas  would  liquify  at  -259°F 
at  which  point  maximum  gas  density  is  reached  at  a  value 
Jjjjgj'  only  one  and  one-half  times  heavier  than^air. 

Additionally,  the  theorized  conclusions  have  never  been 

documented  or  observed  under  actual  field  conditions. 

'  '&• 

Therefore,  Section  C  should  be  rewritten  and  the  prediction 
of  methane  cloud  formation  put  in  proper  perspective. 

The  analysis  which  resulted  in  these  theoretical  conclu- 
s ions  should  be  reevaluated  in  terms  of  factual  accuracy 
and  significance  of  results.  If  such  a  reevaluation  support! 
the  probability  of  the  formation  of  a  low  lying  methane 
cloud,  the  damage  which  could  result  from  such  an  occurrence 
should  be  presented  in  a  proper  speculative  manner.  ,, 

g)  On  page  IV-767  a  mention  is  made  that  relocation  around 

the  Moyie  River  Valley  would  greatly  reduce  impact  on  this 
river  but  no  details  are  given  for  a  proposed  route  relocation. 


-  8  - 


h)Comments  of  Fact 

it  // 

The  term  in  the  vicinity  of  *:he  pipeline  right-of-way, 

as  stated  on  page  IV- .'4,  is  too  nebulous  and  should  be  substi¬ 
tuted  with  a  range  ir  miles  to  which  the  data  applies. 

‘it  The  figure  located  on  page  IV-363  should  include  the 
grizzly  bear  (Ursua  horribllls)  **  "  list  of  Federal 

...  lj\, 

Endangered  Species  Occurring  along  the  Pipeline  Route. 

Vu  The  number  and  locations  of  all  proposed  hydrostatic  test 
water  discharge  areas  should  be  identified.  The  statement  or 
page  IV- 547  leaves  one  with  the  impression  that  there  is  only 

*  •  i> 

one  discharge  point,  that  located  at  Lake  Briton. 

\ 

*iv.  The  land  to  be  cleared  alongside  the  existing  right-of-way 

is  estimated  to  be  50  feet  wide  on  page  IV-561.  However,  the 

*• 

■**  O  4 

*  applicant  states  on  page  1-8  of  the  original  PGT-PGE  appli*  p--'s 
cation,  "that  an  additional  strip  from  20  to  30  feet  wide 
would  be  required  in  private  lands  and  strips  from  25  to  40  ■ 
feet  wide  would  be  required  in  public  lands." 


*  v.  The  alternative  discussion  of  the  pipeline  route  from  « 
Antioch  (San  Francisco  area)  to  Cajon  (Los  Angeles  area)  u 
California  through  ,the  San  Joaquin  Valley  as  found  on  page 


9  - 
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IV-841  should  be  expanded  to  include  a  more  detailed  dis- 

^  makp.q  mnvlmum  non  rtf 


cusslon  of  the  route 'wkich  makes  maximum  use  of  existing 
rights-of-way.  It  is  the  FPC*s  staff  view  that  ;his  alternative, 
route  would  extend  due  south  from  Antioch  Termiml  to  Brent- 

wood  Terminal  where  it  would  meet  an  existing  26  Standard 

Pae.  A 

Pacific  Gas  Line,  Ini:.  (Standard  pipeline  right-of-way.  The 

X 

proposed  route  would  follow  along  this  StanPac  right-of-way 

i  , 

to  Panoche  Junction  where  it  would  pick  up  two  34^  Pacific  i 
Ga9  and  Electric  (PG&E)  pipeline  rights-of-way.  The  proposed 

“"r  .  4>(, 

»'  r  ,  '  >  ■  '  "W?'  • 

route  would  follow  the  PC*E  rights-of-way  to  Bakersf ieldi^t" 


where  it  would  pick  up  a  34^  Pacific  Light^ervice  Company 

S)  pipeline  right-of-way  which  extends  south-southeast  tos 


H 


a 


Quigley  Canyon  Station.  Subsequent  gas  delivery  to  the  Los 
Angeles  area  could  then  be  made  from  Quigley  Station.  If  it 
would  be  necessary  to  hook  up  the  proposed  pipeline  to  Ca^on ,7 

■  i  ! ,  ;t.'  , 

the  route  could  continue  on  from  Quigley  Station  and  follow  an  ^ 


existing 


■PLS 


U  It  ,rVi 


30^ pipeline  right-of-way  to  the  Cajon  area 

1 


vi  Lake  Britton  in  Shasta  County,  California,  is  presently  ^ 
part  of  a^hydroelectric  project  of  PG&E.  Therefore,  PG&E  must 
apply  to  the  FPC  for  a  change  of  land  rights  permit  for  .the  '  v*1’; 
land  to  be  used  as  a  right-of-way  for  the  proposed  Lake  Hi-ittori 
crossing.  .  ^  ***  ‘ . 


Part  IV  West  Coast 

Interstate  Transmission  Associates  Arctic  (ITAA)  Proposal 

a)  Pago  IV-953  -  see  comment  b)  for  PGT. 

b)  On  page  IV-958,  it  is  unclear  what  is  meant  by  "until  the  "*•' 

design  capacity  of  1,200  is  reached."  ■D1*’*  ft"'  4r>  ^  A/, 

c)  Page  IV-1824  -  see  comment  e)  for  PGT. 

d)  if  Page  IV-1827  -  see  comment  f)  for  PGT. 


sVdu.\c~ 

it  should  be  indicated  that  all  valves^be  operated, and  ^ 

...  .  iT*V- 

lubricated  if  necessary,  at  least  twice  a  year. 


f)  Northwest  Alaska  Company  appdJad  to  the  Federal  Power 
^  k  f 

Commission  f— wrt  an  interconnection  , ,  ■> 


between  its  pipeline  and  the  proposed  ITAA  pipeline  in  ^  ^ ufifrucfa 

the  vicinity  of  Meachem,  Umatilla  County,  Oregoni^This.'r- 

interconnection  should  be  included  in  the  Final  Envir** 

/\ 

mental  Impact  Statement. 


^'Comments  of  Fact 

■ '  ,,  •  .  .  •  -  -  ■ 

•  '  "  .  .  *  -  •■:!  TV 

i  The  length  of  the  river  crossings  required  for  construction 

of  the  proposed  pipeline  should  be  included  in  Figure,  1. 1^.5. 4"? 

'  ■  ,  ,,  • 
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on  page  1V-967 . 


On  page  IV-980,  It  should  be  noted  that  extensive  bleating 


would  be  required  through  areas^h  volcanic  rock,  and  that 

In  these  areas  blasting  does  present  difficulties  due 

ftu^y  . 

unknown  manner  In  which  volcanic  rock  jcafa!  fracture. 


Part  V  Northern  Border 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  Proposal 

a)  V-1246  -  see  comment  e)  for  PGT. 

-m  ’  a 

b)  V-1250  -  see  comment  f)  for  PCT. 

c)  SI*  companies  have  applied  to  the  Federal  Power  Coemission 
(FPC)  for  permission  to  construct  interconnections  between 

-.  their  existing  pipelines  and  the  proposed  Northern  Border 
Pipeline;  these  interconnections  should  be  Incorporated 

li^the^Fina  l  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  . 

Columbia  Gas  Transmission  Corporation^  petitioned  the 
FPC  to  construct  and  operate  three  Interconnections. 

1.  Northeast  of  Homer.  Burlington  township,  Licking 

s’.-'  ,  • 

County ,  Ohio 


2.  South  of  Strabane,  North  Strabane  Township, 
Washington  County,  Pennsylvania 

3.  South  of  Delmont,  Salem  Township,  Wes  imoreland 
County,  Pennsylvania 

v*.  cnL-u>, 

Mlchlgan-Wlscons in  Pipe  Line  Company^  has  petitioned  the 
FPC  to  construct  and  operate  one  interconnection. 

1.  Berlin  Township,  Bureau  County,  Illinois 

Natural  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company  of  America  .  has  peti¬ 

tioned  the  FPC  to  construct  and  operate  one  Interconnection 
and  one  alternate  interconnection. 

1.  Section  14,  T30N,  R10E,  Kankakee  County,  Illinois. 

2.  Alternate  -  Northeast  of  LaSalle,  Section  25, 

T34N ,  R1E,  LaSalle  County,  Illinois. 

,in  tru .-vs. 

Northern  Natural  Gas  Company^  has  petitioned  the  FPC  to 
construct  and  operate  three  interconnections  and  one 
emergency  interconnection. 

1.  Section  6,  T121N,  R62W,  Brown  County,  Aberdeen, 
South  Dakota. 

2.  Section  5,  T102N,  R31W,  Martin  County,  Welcome, 
Minnesota. 
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3.  Section  23,  T96N,  R23W,  Hancock  County,  Ventura, 
Iowa. 

4.  Section  28,  T89N,  R10W,  Buchanan  County,  Waterloo, 
Iowa  (Emergenc^. 


p„u-l  cr?t  ■ 

Panhandle  Eastern  Pipe  Line  Company. has  petitioned  the 
FPC  to  construct  and  operate  one  interconnection. 

1.  Section  17,  T26N,  R12E,  Wells  County,  Indiana. 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corpora t ion ^has  petitioned  the 
FPC  to  construct  and  operate  one  interconnection. 

1.  South  of  Delmont,  Salem  Township,  Westmoreland 
County,  Pennsylvania. 


^Comments  of  Fact 

i.  The  Wapsipinicon  River  is  not  classified  as  a  Recreation 
River  under  the  Federal  Wild  an4Scenlc  River  Act,  nor  was  it 
selected  as  one  of  the  rivers  to  be  studied  by  the  act,  as 
stated  on  pages  V-662  and  1106.  This  river  area  was  selected 
by  the  Secretaries  of  Interior  and  Agriculture  in  accordance 
with  the  requirements  in  Section  5(d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic 
Rivers  Act  because  it  has  natural  values  worthy  of  preservation. 

'<e  '  ,  ..  '  •  wr..  • 


Where  the  proposed  route  passes  near  Blackball  Mine  in 

Indiana,  as  discussed  on  page  V-1090,  no  mention  is  made  of 

the  fact  that  the  mine,  which  contains  5  species  of  bats, 

including  the;  endangered  Indiana  bat  (Myotis  sodalls).  is 
disrepair  , 

old,  in  p»rTf  -rcpntCf,  and  only  1,000  feet  from  the  proposed 
pipeline  route.  In  addition,  bedrock  in  this  area,  which  is 
at  or  near  the  surface,  will  require  blasting  in  order  to 
achieve  the  desired  burial  depth.  This  blasting  could  not 
only  cause  cave-ins  within  the  mine,  but  if  occurring  between 
mid-October  to  March,  would  disturb  the  hibernating  bats  so 
that  their  fat  reserves  would  be  depleted.  Repeated  distur-  *y 

►- 

bances  may  cause  death  totoany  individuals.  * 

In 

a  )  /K,  rlattneni  Jnlenvtaf*  sells  <>•'“ 

V  i„  eicrSi  tl  .o/flcV  11  in  error. 

Part  VI  Alternatives  n,t,k  oJS 

b)  Pages  VI-522  and  526,  the  figure  4,000  billion  cubic  feet 


of  gas  should  be  either  4,000  million  or  4  billion  cubic 
feet  of  gas. 


BNG 

Sotak,  M.  :bg 
9/9/75 
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FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION 
Washington.  D.C.  20426 


SEP  2  9  1975 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Federal  Power  Commission 
dated  September  9,  1975 


See  response  to  comments  from  the  Federal  Power  Commission  dated 
September  29,  1975.  All  these  comments  plus  others  are  included 
in  the  letter  submitted  September  29. 


Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings, 

The  staff  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  (FPC)  has 
reviewed  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
which  was  received  on  July  28,  1975  and  herein  offers  comments. 


Part  I  Overview 

a)  On  page  1-6,  it  is  stated  that  "the  Prudhoe  Bay  Field  has 
proven  reserves  of  26  trillion  cubic  feet  but  with  no 
source  for  these  estimates.  However,  on  page  V-003  it  is 
stated  that  this  estimate  was  made  by  the  American 
Petroleum  Institute.  Such  reserve  figures,  when  used, 
should  always  reference  the  source.  It  should  also  be 
noted  that  the  applicant,  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline 
Company  (Alaskan  Arctic),  hired  the  consulting  firm  of 
DeGolyer  and  McNaughton  to  determine  an  estimate  of  the 
proven  reserves  in  Prudhoe  Bay.  Their  report  listed 
proven  reserves  at  about  22.5  trillion  cubic  feet. 


b) 


On  page  1-6,  the  Richards  Island  and  Parsons  Lake  areas  are 
said  to  contain  estimated  reserves  in  the  range  of  13  tril¬ 
lion  cubic  feet.  Based  on  the  presentation  of  Alaskan 
Arctic  by  the  consulting  firm  of  DeGolyer  and  McNaughton, 
the  McKenzie  Delta  region  presently  only  contains  proven 
reserves  of  3,557,166  million  cubic  feet  with  an  additional 
556,257  and  2,239,645  million  cubic  feet  of  probable  and 


z 
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c) 


d) 


possible  reserves.  Most  of  the  data  behind  these  estimates 
is  confidential,  which  prevents  public  evaluation. 

On  page  1-33,  it  is  stated  that  the  Northern  Border 
Plpel ine  Company  (Northern  Border)  line  would  cross  oil 
lid  gas  areas  in  several  states.  These  areas  ««  traversed 
by  existing  pipeline  systems,  and  it  is  not  expected  that 
Northern  Border  would  connect  any  of  these  reserves  to  1 
system  because  of  its  large  diameter  high-pressure  line. 

On  page  1-502,  it  is  stated  that  "The  proposed  pipeline 
during  its  construction  phase  would  provide  temporary,  ^ 
mostly  unskilled  jobs  to  a  majority  of  employable  males 
This  statement  is  inaccurate  since  much  of  the  construction 
activity  will  require  the  talent  of  many  different  types 
of  skilled  technicians  such  as  welders,  mechanics,  survey¬ 
ors  ,  heavy  equipment  operators,  pipefitters  and  others. 


Part  II  Alaska 

Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company  Proposal 

a)  The  map  on  page  11-23  presents  the  estimated  speculative 

'  petroleum  potential  for  the  State  of  Alaska  from  numerical 
values  presented  on  page  11-22.  However,  since  the  dis¬ 
cussion  concerns  potential  natural  gas  resources  for 
Alaska,  shouldn't  this  map  be  replaced  by  one  which 
presents  the  estimated  speculative  natural  gas  potential, 
which  is  shown  on  page  11-22? 

b)  On  page  11-27,  (1)  Origin  and  Terminus,  it  should  be 
noted  that  the  compression  and  chilling  facilities  would 
not  be  constructed  or  operated  by  Alaskan  Arctic,  but 
that  these  facilities  would  be  part  of  the  producer  s 
operations . 

c)  Beginning  on  page  11-81,  there  is  a  discussion  of  the 
prolected  construction  schedule  of  Alaskan  Arctic.  At  the 
present  time  construction  involving  the  ditching  and 
laying  of  the  pipeline  in  Alaska  has  been  projected  for 
the  winter  period  1979-80.  Alaska  Arctic  has  said  that 
this  was  based  upon  an  assumption  that  regulatory  approvals 
from  both  the  Canadian  and  American  governments  would  be 
forthcoming  by  December  1975.  This  now  seems  unattainable 


d) 


e) 


f) 


g) 

h) 


and  because  of  this  Alaskan  Arctic  is  now  making  an 
additional  study  to  see  if  its  construction  schedule  could 
be  modified  to  maintain  the  1979-80  date.  If  the  schedule 
cannot  be  so  modified,  it  would  result  in  a  one  year 
schedule  slippage. 


I 
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Seismic  sensors  are  indicated  in  Figure  1.1. 1.5-4,  page 
11-86,  but  are  not  again  referred  to  anywhere  in  the  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  proposed  action.  A  description  of  the 
sensors  and  their  function  should  be  included  with  the 
description  of  ancillary  facilities. 


I 


2 


In  addition  to  the  welding  procedures  stated  on  page  11-99 
it  should  be  indicated  that  all  welding  procedures  and 
inspections  would  conform  to  DOT  49  CFR,  Part  192,  Subpart 


On  page  11-105,  the  correct  reference  to  the  Federal 
regulations  in  paragraph  3  should  be  (DOT,  49  CFR,  Part 
192). 

Page  11-201  -  see  comment  a)  for  Part  I  Overview. 

In  order  to  reduce  the  potential  for  significant  environ¬ 
mental  impacts  associated  with  testing  the  pipeline  with 
a  methanol -water  solution,  as  cited  on  pages  11-669  and 
699,  such  as  differential  settling  of  the  pipeline  and 
spillages  of  methanol,  it  should  be  recommended  in  the 
mitigation  section  that,  except  at  stream  crossings, 
compressed  air  be  used  to  test  the  pipeline. 


\,o 

\" 


i)  The  statement,  "There  appears  to  be  sufficient  data  now 
available  which  indicates  substantial  problems  with  the 
use  of  low  carbon  X-70  steel  at  low  ambient  temperature "» 
on  page  11-981 , should  be  supported  by  specific  information 
and  with  references  of  where  this  data  is  available;  if 
such  information  is  not  available,  this  statement  should 
be  deleted. 


I 


/3 


j)  The  calculations  which  appear  in  pages  11-1194  thru  1197 
would  be  better  understood  and  more  meaningful  if  all 
terms  were  identified  and  explained, e . g. ,  instead  of 
t  -  0.8  irL,  use  t  «  wall  thickness  -  0.8  in.  A  written 
explanation  or  synopsis  of  what  is  being  calculated  and 
how  this  is  being  performed  would  be  also  helpful. 


/V 
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k)  In  the  last  sentence  on  page  11-2422,  it  is  stated  that 
"the  ultimate  throughput  would  be  an  estimated  3.5  to  4.5 
bcf/ld"  (bcf/ld  is  not  a  term  normally  used  by  the 
industry  or  the  Commission;  if  its  use  is  necessary, 
define  the  term  when  first  used).  It  should  be  Indicated 
what  would  account  for  this  range,  i.e. ,  under  what 
conditions  would  throughput  be  3.5  bcf/ld  and  under  what 
conditions  could  throughput  reach  4.5  bcf/ld.  Show  how 
by  utilizing  the  same  compressor  horsepower,  maximum 
pipeline  pressure  and  temperature  with  a  smaller  (42-inch 
diameter)  pipeline  could  achieve  the  same  throughput  rate 
as  the  larger  (48-inch  diameter)  pipeline.  What  element(s) 
does  change? 

l)  Comments  of  Fact 


r S' 


It  may  be  appropriate  to  distinguish  between  subpermafrost 
groundwater  and  suprapermafrost  groundwater  for  the  reader 
on  page  11-272-273.  The  water  discussed  in  the  first 
paragraph  on  page  11-273  could  then  not  be  misconstrued 
to  be  of  subpermafrost  origin.  It  would  also  clarify 
the  ground  icing  description  on  page  11-281. 

Throughout  Part  II  (Alaska),  though  not  with  any  consis¬ 
tency,  measurements  are  given  in  English  units  followed  by 
the  metric  equivalent.  This  method  of  notation  is  confusing 
and  inconsistent  with  the  remaining  parts  of  the  DEIS. 

Our  recommendation  is  that  since  most  of  the  tables, 
figures  and  charts  are  in  English  units,  you  discontinue 
the  use  of  metric  equivalents  and  provide  an  equivalency 
table  In  the  Appendix  for  such  conversions. 


b)  Provide  the  source  of  information  for  the  estimated  annual 
volumes  of  additional  gas  supplies  to  PG&E  from  Alberta, 
and  Mackenzie  Delta,  Canada,  and  Alaska  listed  in  Figure 
1.1. 4. 1-1  on  page  IV-5. 

c)  Page  IV-5  -  see  comment  a)  for  Part  I  Overview. 


d) 


On  page  IV-10,  it  should  be  noted  that  additional  supplies 
of  gas  will  be  available  from  offshore  California  by  1980. 

On  August  16,  1974,  the  Department  of  the  Interior  approved 
Exxon’s  plan  of  development  for  producing  oil  and  gas  from 
the  Santa  Ynez  Unit,  Santa  Barbara  Channel.  The  application 
for  gas  treatment  and  transmission  facilities  is  currently 
pending  before  the  Federal  Power  Commission  (FPC).  As  currei 
planned,  Exxon  would  begin  oil  production  in  the  later  part 
of  1976  and  begin  deliveries  of  approximately  26,000  Mcf 
per  day  of  gas  sometime  in  1978.  Substantial  additional 
reserves  are  projected  for  OCS  lease  offshore  California.  I 


ly 


e) 


It  should  be  noted  on  page  IV-50,  paragraph  (g),  that  in 
areas  of  lava  flows,  rock  shields  or  padding  material  would 
be  used,  in  addition  to  the  coating,  because  of  the 
sharpness  and  abrasive  nature  of  the  lava  fragments. 


I 


tf 


f) 


Page  IV-61,  the  second  complete  paragraph,  line  5  states, 
"However,  it  is  planned  to  construct  the  new  pipeline  in 
stages."  This  contradicts  page  IV-43,  paragraph  4,  line 
1  which  states  that  "Construction  is  planned  to  be  com¬ 
pleted  in  one  stage..."  This  contradiction  should  be 
resolved.  Our  understanding  is  that  the  statement  on  page 
IV-43  is  correct. 


I 
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Part  IV  West  Coast 


Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  (PGT)  Proposal 

a)  On  page  IV-4,  there  is  a  discussion  of  the  gas  which  could 
be  available  for  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Company  (PG&E). 
Exxon  Company,  USA  (Exxon)  has  entered  into  a  letter  of 
intent  with  PG&E,  which  would  give  PGT  the  right  to  nego¬ 
tiate  a  gas  purchase  contract  for  30  percent  of  Exxon's 
interests  in  Prudhoe  Bay. 


g)  The  discussion  on  pages  IV-729  and  730  concerning  pipeline 
leaks  and  ruptures  would  be  of  more  benefit  to  the  reader 
and  provided  a  more  objectively  analysis  of  the  data  if 
the  number  of  incidents  were  put  into  perspective,  e.g., 
incidents  per  mile  of  pipeline  or  volume  of  gas  lost  versus 
total  volume  shipped.  In  addition,  the  third  paragraph  on 
page  IV-729  adds  little  to  the  overall  discussion  and 
contains  only  one  case  which  is  applicable  to  transmission 
pipelines . 


2/ 
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h) 


On  pages  IV-733  thru  737  beginning  with  the  sentence, 

"The  general  and  incorrect  assumption  is  that..."  and 
following  through  the  subsequent  discussion  pertaining 
to  the  formation  of  a  heavier-than-air  cloud  of  methane 
gas  that  would  form  if  a  break  were  to  occur  in  the  trans¬ 
mission  line,  the  reader  is  lead  to  believe  that  the 
information  presented  is  a  proven  fact,  whereas  it  is 
entirely  conjecture  based  on  theoretical  calculations. 

There  are  also  basic  inaccuracies  which  make  these 
theoretical  assertions  suspect  in  their  conclusions. 

Methane  gas  cannot  achieve  a  temperature  of  -300°F  under 
the  described  situation  or  "be  over  three  times  heavier 
than  air",  as  is  stated.  In  reality,  the  gas  would  liquify 
at  -259°F  at  which  point  maximum  gas  density  is  reached 
at  a  value  only  one  and  one-half  times  heavier  than  that 
of  air.  Additionally,  the  theorized  conclusions  have 
never  been  documented  or  observed  under  actual  field  con¬ 
ditions.  Therefore,  Section  C  should  be  rewritten  and  the 
prediction  of  methane  cloud  formation  put  in  proper  per¬ 
spective.  The  analysis  which  resulted  in  these  theoretical 
conclusions  should  be  reevaluated  in  terms  of  factual 
accuracy  and  significance  of  results.  If  such  a  reevaluation 
supports  the  probability  of  the  formation  of  a  low-lying 
methane  cloud,  the  damage  which  could  result  from  such  an 
occurrence  should  be  presented  in  a  proper  speculative 
manner. 


22. 


i)  On  page  IV-767  a  mention  is  made  that  relocation  around 

the  Moyie  River  Valley  would  greatly  reduce  impact  on  this 
river  but  no  details  are  given  for  a  proposed  route  relo¬ 
cation.  The  alternative  route  should  be  identified  and 
the  benefits  of  relocation  should  be  discussed. 


j)  Comments  of  Fact 

The  term  "in  the  vicinity  of  the  pipeline  right-of-way," 
as  stated  on  page  IV-24,  is  too  nebulous  and  should  be  sub¬ 
stituted  with  a  range  in  miles  to  which  the  data  applies. 


The  figure  located  on  page  IV-363  should  include  the  ft 

grizzly  bear  (Ursus  horribilis) .  since  it  has  recently  I 

been  added  to  the  list  of  Federal  Endangered  Species 
occurring  along  the  pipeline  route.  ® 


The  number  and  locations  of  all  proposed  hydrostatic  test 
water  discharge  areas  should  be  identified.  The  statement  I 
on  page  IV-547  leaves  one  with  the  impression  that  there 
is  only  one  discharge  point,  the  one  located  at  Lake  Britton. £ 


The  land  to  be  cleared  alongside  the  existing  right-of-way 
Is  estimated  to  be  50  feet  wide  on  page  IV-561.  However, 
the  applicant  states  on  page  1-8  of  the  original  PGT-PG&E 
application,  "that  an  additional  strip  from  20  to  30  feet 
wide  would  be  required  in  private  lands  and  strips  from 
25  to  40  feet  wide  v;ould  be  required  in  public  lands." 


I 
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The  alternative  discussion  of  the  pipeline  route  from 
Antioch  (San  Francisco  area)  to  Cajon  (Los  Angeles  area), 
California  through  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  as  found  on  page 
IV-841,  should  be  expanded  to  include  a  more  detailed  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  route,  particularly  the  fact  that  it  makes 
maximum  use  of  existing  rights-of-way.  It  is  the  FPC's 
staff  view  that  this  alternative  route  would  extend  due 
south  from  Antioch  Terminal  to  Brentwood  Terminal  where 
it  would  meet  an  existing  26- inch  Standard  Pacific  Gas 
Line,  Inc.  (StanPac)  pipeline  right-of-way.  The  proposed 
rouce  would  follow  along  this  StanPac  right-of-way  to 
Panoche  Junction  where  it  would  pick  up  two  34- inch  PG&E 
pipeline  rights-of-way.  The  proposed  route  would  follow 
the  PG&E  rights-of-way  to  Bakersfield  where  it  would  pick 
up  a  34-inch  Pacific  Lighting  Service  Company  (PLS) 
pipeline  right-of-way  which  extends  south-southeast  to 
Quigley  Canyon  Station.  Subsequent  gas  delivery  to  the 
Los  Angeles  area  could  then  be  made  from  Quigley  Station. 
If  it  would  be  necessary  to  hook  up  the  proposed  pipeline 
to  Cajon,  the  route  could  continue  on  from  Quigley 
Station  and  follow  an  existing  PLS  30-inch  pipeline 
right-of-way  to  the  Cajon  area. 

Lake  Britton  in  Shasta  County,  California,  is  presently 
part  of  a  licensed  hydroelectric  project  of  PG&E. 

Therefore,  PG&E  must  apply  to  the  FPC  for  a  change  of 
land  rights  permit  for  the  land  to  be  used  as  a  right- 
of-way  for  the  proposed  Lake  Britton  crossing. 
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Fart  IV  West  Coast 


Interstate  Transmission  Associates  Arctic  (ITAA)  Proposal 


b) 

c) 


On  pages  927-28,  there  is  a  discussion  of  the  gas  which 
could  be  available  for  the  ITAA  system.  Atlantic  Richfield 
Company  (Atlantic  Richfield)  and  Pacific  Lighting  Gas 
Development  Company  (Pacific  Lighting),  an  affiliate  of  ?  £ 

ITAA,  have  entered  into  an  agreement  which  gives  Pacific  ^ 

Lighting  the  right  to  negotiate  a  gas  purchase  contract 
for  60  percent  of  Atlantic  Richfield's  Prudhoe  Bay 
interests.  Pacific  Lighting  is  also  engaged  in  a  gas 
exploration  program  in  the  Kavik  basin  area. 

Page  IV-953  -  see  comment  d)  for  PGT.  £  3/ 


On  page  IV-958,  it  is  unclear  what  is  meant  by  "until  the 
design  capacity  of  1,200  is  reached."  Does  this  refer  to 
1,200  MMcf/d  or  1,200  psig? 


d)  On  page  IV-980,  it  is  indicated  that  in  some  areas 
blasting  will  be  necessary  on  the  ITAA  route.  ITAA  has 
indicated  to  the  FPC  staff  that  approximately  15  miles  of 
its  route  from  Kingsgate  to  Meacham,  Oregon,  would  require 
blasting  and  an  additional  6  miles  would  require  blasting 
from  Meacham,  Oregon,  to  the  California-Nevada  border. 

e)  Page  IV-1824  -  see  comment  g)  for  PGT. 

f)  Page  IV-1827  -  see  comment  h)  for  PGT. 


1 3V 
l3r 


g)  Along  with  other  recommendations  listed  on  page  IV-1915, 
it  should  be  indicated  that  all  valves  should  be  operated, 
and  lubricated  if  necessary,  at  least  twice  a  year. 


h)  Northwest  Alaska  Company,  in  a  supplement  to  its  filing  in 
Docket  No.  CP75-250,  indicated  to  the  FPC  that  an  inter¬ 
connection  between  its  pipeline  and  the  proposed  ITAA 
pipeline  in  the  vicinity  of  Meacham,  Umatilla  County, 
Oregon  would  need  to  be  constructed.  This  interconnection 
should  be  included  in  the  discussion  of  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
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i)  Comments  of  Fact 

The  length  of  the  river  crossings  required  for  cons  true  t  ionB  3# 
of  the  proposed  pipeline  should  be  included  in  Figure  9 

1.1. 5. 4-2  on  page  IV-967. 

On  page  IV-980,  it  should  be  noted  that  extensive  blasting  I 
would  be  required  through  areas  of  volcanic  rock,  and  that  I  3*7 
in  these  areas  blasting  does  present  difficulties  due  to 
the  unknown  manner  in  which  volcanic  rock  might  fracture.  0 


Part  V  Northern  Border 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  Proposal 

a)  It  is  indicated  on  page  IV-003  that  only  two  Northern 
Border  associated  companies  have  letters  of  intent  to 
purchase  Alaskan  gas.  At  the  present  time  all  the  natural 
gas  transmission  companies  associated  with  Northern 
Border  have  entered  into  some  sort  of  agreement  with  one 
or  more  of  the  major  producers  of  gas  of  the  North  Slope 
for  the  right  to  negotiate  a  gas  purchase  contract  as 
indicated  below: 


VO 


PURCHASER 


SELLER 


Columbia  Gas 

Transmission  Company 


Sohio  (1007  of  reserves) 


Northern  Natural  Gas 
Company 


Exxon  Company,  USA  (257 
of  reserves);  BP  Alaska 

Company  (1007  of  reserves) 


Panhandle  Eastern  Pipe 
Line  Company 


Atlantic  Richfield  Company 
(207  of  reserves) 


Michigan  Wisconsin 
Pipe  Line  Company 

Texas  Eastern  Pipeline 
Company 

Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
Company  of  America 


Exxon  Company,  USA 
(257  of  reserves) 

Atlantic  Richfield  Company 
(207.  of  reserves) 

Exxon  Company ,  USA 
(207.  of  reserves) 


-  10  - 


b) 


c) 


d) 

e) 

f) 


Texas  Eastern  has  assigned  25  percent  of  its  interest  in 
its  contract  with  Atlantic  Richfield  to  its  affiliate, 
Transwestem  Pipeline  Company. 

Between  pages  IV-003  through  IV-007  an  analysis  is  made 
of  the  amount  of  gas  which  could  become  available  to  the 
Northern  Border  system.  Because  of  the  many  factors 
involved, from  the  Canadian  regulatory  situation  to  the 
fact  that  at  present  no  unitization  agreement  for  the 
Prudhoe  Bay  field  has  been  approved  by  the  State  of  Alaska, 
any  estimate  should  be  accepted  with  the  greatest  amount 
of  caution.  As  far  as  speculative  reserves  are  concerned 
therein,  it  has  generally  been  the  Commission's  policy 
that  the  size  of  a  pipeline  should  not  be  influenced  by 
speculative  reserves  although  they  could  be  a  factor  in 
the  selection  of  pipeline  routing. 

On  page  V-010  it  is  stated  that  Michigan-Wisconsin  Pipeline 
Company  (Michigan-Wisconsin)  has  filed  an  application 
with  the  FPC  to  construct  and  operate  four  coal  gasifi¬ 
cation  plants  in  North  Dakota.  This  is  not  correct. 
Michigan-Wisconsin  and  ANG  Coal  Gasification  Company 
(ANG  Coal)  in  Docket  No.  CP75-278  have  requested  a  cer¬ 
tificate  authorizing  (a)  the  sale  In  interstate  commerce 
by  ANG  Coal  to  Michigan-Wisconsin  of  commingled  natural 
gas  and  synthetic  natural  gas  produced  from  coal,  and 
(b)  the  construction  and  operation  of  facilities  to  enable 
Michigan-Wisconsin  to  receive  and  transport  synthetic  gas 
commingled  with  natural  gas.  The  coal  gasification 
project  associated  with  this  application  is  that  proposed 
to  be  constructed  in  the  general  area  of  Garrison  Reservoir, 
North  Dakota,  about  15  miles  from  the  proposed  Northern 
Border  route. 

Page  V-1246  -  see  comment  g)  for  PGT. 

Page  V-1250  -  see  comment  h)  for  PGT. 

Six  companies  have  applied  to  the  FPC  for  permission  to 
construct  interconnections  between  their  existing  pipe¬ 
lines  and  the  proposed  Northern  Border  pipeline;  these 
interconnections  should  be  incorporated  into  the  discussion 
of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


V! 


VI 


Columbia  Gas  Transmission  Corporation,  in  Docket  No. 
CP76-42,  has  petitioned  the  FPC  to  construct  and  operate 
three  Interconnections. 

1.  Northeast  of  Homer,  Burlington  Township, 

Licking  County,  Ohio 

2.  South  of  Strabane,  North  Strabane  Township, 
Washington  County,  Pennsylvania 

3.  South  of  Delmont,  Salem  Township,  Westmoreland 
County,  Pennsylvania 

Michigan  Wisconsin  Pipe  Line  Company,  in  Docket  No. 
CP76-43,  has  petitioned  the  FPC  to  construct  and  operate 
one  interconnection. 

1.  Berlin  Township,  Bureau  County,  Illinois 

Natural  Gas  Pipe  Line  Company  of  America,  in  Docket  No. 
CP76-44,  has  petitioned  the  FPC  to  construct  and  operate 
one  interconnection  and  one  alternate  interconnection. 


1.  Section  14,  T30N,  R10E,  Kankakee  County,  Illinois. 

2.  Alternate  -  Northeast  of  LaSalle,  Section  25, 

T34N,  R1E,  LaSalle  County,  Illinois. 


Northern  Natural  Gas  Company,  in  Docket  No.  CP76-45,  has 
petitioned  the  FPC  to  construct  and  operate  three  inter¬ 
connections  and  one  emergency  interconnection. 


I*3 

1. 

Section  6,  T121N, 
South  Dakota. 

R62W, 

Brown  County,  Aberdeen, 

|  -7/ 

2. 

Section  5,  T102N, 
Minnesota. 

R31W, 

Martin  County,  Welcome, 

I 

3. 

Section  23,  T96N, 

R23W, 

Hancock  County,  Ventura, 

1  ^ 

Iowa. 

1 

4. 

Section  28,  T88N, 
Iowa  (Emergency) 

R10W , 

Buchanan  County,  Waterloo 
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Panhandle  Eastern  Pipe  Line  Company,  In  Docket  No.  CP76-54, 
has  petitioned  the  FPC  to  construct  and  operate  one 
Interconnec  t Ion . 

1.  Section  17,  T26N,  R12E,  Wells  County,  Indiana. 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation,  in  Docket  No. 
CP76-48,  has  petitioned  the  FPC  to  construct  and  operate 
one  Interconnection. 

1.  South  of  Delmont,  Salem  Township,  Westmoreland 
County,  Pennsylvania. 


g)  Comments  of  Fact 

The  Wapslpinicon  River  Is  not  classified  as  a  Recreation 
River  under  the  Federal  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act,  nor  was 
It  selected  as  one  of  the  rivers  to  be  studied  by  the  act, 
as  stated  on  page  V-662  and  In  other  locations  In  Part  V. 
This  river  area  was  selected  by  the  Secretaries  of  Interior 
and  Agriculture  In  accordance  with  the  requirements  in 
Section  5(d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  because  It 
has  natural  values  worthy  of  preservation. 


Where  the  proposed  route  passes  near  Blackball  Mine  In 
Indiana,  as  discussed  on  page  V-1090,  no  mention  Is  made 
of  the  fact  that  the  mine,  which  contains  five  species  of 
bats,  including  the  endangered  Indiana  bat  (Myotls  sodalls), 
is  old.  In  disrepair,  and  only  1,000  feet  from  the  proposed 
pipeline  route.  In  addition,  bedrock  In  this  area,  which 
Is  at  or  near  the  surface,  will  require  blasting  In  order 
to  achieve  the  desired  burial  depth.  This  blasting  could 
not  only  cause  cave- Ins  within  the  mine,  but  If  occurring 
between  mid-October  to  March,  would  disturb  the  hibernating 
bats  so  that  their  fat  reserves  would  be  depleted.  Repeated 
disturbances  may  cause  death  to  many  Individuals. 


V7 


Part  VI  Alternatives 

a)  On  page  VI-64,  the  statement, "Inters tate  gas  sells  consid¬ 
erably  in  excess  of  $1.00/Mcf."  Is  In  error.  Intrastate  I  4/g 
gas  does  In  most  instances  sell  In  excess  of  $1.00/Mcf. 
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b)  Pages  VI-522  and  526,  the  figure  4,000  billion  table  feet 
of  gas  should  be  either  4,000  rlllion  or  4  billion  coble 
feet  of  gas. 

c)  An  alternative  to  the  fully  developed  Arctic  Gas  project 

exists  which  the  staff  believes  should  ave  seen  considered 
by  Department  of  the  Interior.  Preliminary  FPC  staff 
investigations  indicate  that  It  is  entirely  possible  that 
the  new  facilities  required  by  the  Arctic  Gas  all-lar.d 
proposal  need  net  extend  beyond  the  Chicago  area  in  tr.e 
east,  and  chat  the  two  major  laterals  to  the  Caliromia 
market  areas  are  not  needed  in  the  west.  appears  mat 

various  combinations  of  displacement ,  reverse  flew  ar.c 
-modest  additions  of  new  facilities  cculd  be  utilized  tc 
deliver  North  Slope  Alaskan  Gas  to  all  rajor  lower  market 
areas  through  existing  natural  gas  transmission  facilities. 
The  environmental  consequences  of  this  sues tantta— ^7  reduced 
Arctic- Gas  project  snould  be  considered  in  th*  ’Voarm-n t 

of  the  Interior's  Final  EIS. 


General  Comment 

Within  Fart  VI  of  the  DEIS  is  a  description  of  a  proposed^ 
pipeline-LNG  tanker  alternative  to  the  Alaskan  Arctic  proposal 
similar  to  that  currently  proposed  before  the  Zzrrr  iss  ior  hr 
the  El  Paso  Alaska  Company  (El  Past  Alaska;  in  Docket  So. 

CP75-33-1.  The  FPC  staff  is  preparing  an  envirnrrrer.tal  and 
socioeconomic  analysis  of  the  El  raso  Alaska  ar.c  - e s t e m  pre- 
posal  with  alternatives  which  will  appear  in  its  DEIS  for  me 
Docket  So.  CP75-96  e_t  al.  proceeding.  Copies  of  this  DEIS 
will  be  provided  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  As  a 
general  ratter,  it  will  be  much  more  specific  than  the  analysis 
continued  in  Part  VI  for  a  somewhat  similar jrewte  since  ar 
actual  proposal  is  before  the  Concisrion.  The  FPC  statf  - -u 
will  also  contain  supplemental  socioeconomic  analysis  to  .ntericr  s 
presentation. 


Sincerely, 


hack  M.  Heinesa — 

Acting  Assistant  Director 
for  Er. viror-e - tal  Quality 


Response  to  Coaents  received 
f  rou  Federal  Power  Cowcission 
dated  September  29,  1975 


1.  This  figure  has  been  changed  and  the  reference  added  on 
page  3  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

2.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  text,  and  corrected  in  Table 
1.0V.1.-1  on  page  4  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

3.  This  has  been  deleted  fro*  the  Overview  Volume. 

4.  This  has  been  corrected.  See  page  160  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

5.  The  map  and  chart  have  been  eliminated  from  the  Final  EIS. 

6.  This  item  is  answered  In  the  Overview  Vol-^e,  page  6. 

7.  This  has  been  changed.  A  one  year  delay  In  schedule  Is 
noted  on  page  23  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

8.  Seismic  Sensors  have  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

9.  The  coaent  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS.  This  will  be  part  of  stipulations. 

10.  Same  as  #9. 

11.  The  Reference  and  Volume  was  changed. 

12.  The  coaent  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  In  the 
Final  EIS  since  compressed  air  is  not  a  feasible  test 
medium  in  the  Arctic. 

13.  This  has  been  changed  on  -pages  345  and  346  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

14.  The  calculations  have  been  deleted  in  the  Final  Alaska  Voliae. 

15.  So  change  resulted  since  it  takes  2  more  compressors  than  for  the 
48*  line  to  achieve  the  gTeator  throughput. 

16.  The  permafrost  description  has  been  clarified  on  page  74  of  the  Alaska 
Volume.  So  change  was  made  in  unit  notation. 

17.  The  description  of  the  proposed  action  concerning  availability  of 
natural  gas  was  substantially  revised.  See  pages  1-36  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume  for  detailed  discussion. 


18.  The  estimated  annual  volume  of  additional  gas  supplies  as 
shown  in  Figure  1.1.4. 1-1,  page  IY-5,  of  the  Draft  EIS  was 
deleted  from  the  Final  EIS.  The  reader  is  referred  to  pages 
3  and  4  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

20.  The  contradiction  in  reference  to  construction  schedule  was 
changed  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  pages  22  and  23  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

21.  The  section  on  "hazards*’,  in  the  San  Francisco  Voli*e  was  deleted 
fro*  the  Final  EI5.  See  pages  181-187  of  the  'Overview  Volume 
for  a  more  detailed  analysis  of  pipeline  leaks  and  ruptures. 

22.  The  sec t ion  on  "Hazards,"  ia  the  San  Francisco  Vol-.se,  was  deleted 
from  the  Final  EIS.  See  pages  182-187  of  the  Overview  Vol-ms- 

for  a  mere  detailed  analysis  of  carnages  caused  by  transmission 
pipeline  ruptures. 

23.  The  comment  was  considered  and  resulted  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  See  pages  361-363  of  the  Sas  Francisco  Volume  for  a  more 
detailed  analysis  of  the  Hovie  River  Valley  alternative  route. 

24.  The  ter*  "in  the  vicinity  of  the  pipeline  right-of-way"  was 
deleted  from  the  Final  EIS.  See  paga  2  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

25.  The  grizzly  bear  (Crsus  horribilis>  has  been  added  to  the  endan¬ 
gered  species  list.  See  page  164  of  the  Sas  Francisco  Voliae. 

26.  Hydrostatic  test  water  discharge  areas  have  seen  identified  in  the 
Final  EIS.  See  pages  27,  264-269,  and  316-317  of  the  Sas  Francisco 
Volrne. 

27.  The  consent  was  considered  and  resulted  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  See  pages  16-20,  216-217  of  the  Sas  Francisco  Volinwe  for 

a  more  detailed  discussion  and  analysis  of  the  perma&enc  arid  tempo¬ 
rary  right-of-way  land  requirements. 

28.  The  Antioch  to  Cajon  Alternative  was  deleted  from  the  Francisco 
Volume.  See  pages  410-414  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  for  a  detailed 
discussion  or  the  tings gate  to  (^igley  Station.  California,  via 
Antioch,  California. 

29.  Land  right  permits  are  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS.  The  reader 
is  referred  to  page  35  o?  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

30.  Potential  gas  volumes  available  are  described  ia  the  Overview 
Volume,  using  the  most  current  data  available  at  the  time  of  the 
final  writing  of  the  EIS. 
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31.  This  consent  was  not  included  in  the  Los  Angeles  portion  of  the 
E1S.  Declining  offshore  reserves  are  discussed  on  page  6  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Volume.  Offshore  supplies  are  discussed  in  section 
8.C.2  in  the  Alternative  Volume.  Table  8-5,  figures  8-4  and  8-5 
also  dipict  offshore  reserves. 

32.  This  statement  was  deleted  in  the  Final  EIS. 

33.  Comment  was  considered,  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

34.  The  Overview  Volume  discusses  real  "worst  case"  conditions  and  possible 
incidents  on  pages  181,  182,  185  and  187. 

35.  This  section  was  redone  in  the  Final  EIS. 


JULY  t»7J  tOITION 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 


Memorandum 


TO  '•  Regional  Director,  Region  1 
Portland,  Oregon  (ES) 

from  :  Area  Manager 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota 


date: 


SEP  18  1975 


subject:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  -  Draft  EIS 


We  have  briefly  reviewed  the  sections  of  Part  V  pertaining  to  the  North 
Dakota  segment.  Our  comments  follow: 


36.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  changes  were  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 


General  Comment 


37.  This  comment  was  Inadvertently  overlooked  in  the  Final  EIS. 

38.  Exact  locations  of  crossings  are  unknown,  hence  the  length  of  river 
crossings  are  not  specific. 

39.  See  #  4 

40.  The  suggested  change  was  made  on  page  1,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

41.  This  information  has  been  revised  and  is  now  covered  on  page  5  in  the 
Overview  Volume. 

42.  This  correction  was  made  on  page  10,  in  the  North  Border  Volume. 

43.  The  suggested  change  was  made  on  pages  182-187  of  the  Overview  Volume. 


Organization  of  the  material  on  wildlife  by  state,  both  in  the  table 
of  contents  and  the  text,  would  facilitate  review. 


Specific  Comments  -  Part  V 


Page  571  "No  areas  of  thermal  pollution  are  known  in  waters  along  the 
route."  In  North  Dakota  four  existing  electric  generating 
plants  contribute  thermal  pollution  to  the  Missouri  River 
between  the  two  proposed  crossings. 

Page  612-613  Subirrigated  Range  Site  Description 


a 


The  two  sentences  describing  the  occurrence  of  Switchgrass, 
Indiangrass,  Canada  Wildrye  and  Prairie  Cordgrass  appear  to 
be  in  conflict  with  each  other. 


44.  Documented  failures  have  been  substituted  for  the  theoretical  dis¬ 
cussion  on  page  186  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

45.  This  information  has  been  included  on  pages  13-16,  North  Border 
Volume,  page  2  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

46.  This  correction  has  been  made  on  page  363,  North  Border  Volume. 

47.  The  suggested  change  has  been  made  on  page  543,  North  Border  Volume. 

48.  "Intrastate"  has  been  substituted  for  "interstate"  in  the  FEIS  on 
page  36  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

49.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 


Page  635  Unigue,  Sensitive  and/or  Threatened  Ecosystems 

We  suggest  the  inclusion  of  the  Killdeer  Mountains,  the  upland 
breaks  and  river  breaks  badlands  ecosystems  and  the  native 
prairie-upland  grassland  and  rolling  grassland  ecosystems  in 
this  section.  We  agree  with  the  inclusion  of  the  flood 
plain  forests. 

Page  655  Line  18  states  "with  parts  (of  the  prairie  pothole  region) 
producing  over  20  ducks  per  square  mile  as  shown  in 
Figure  2. 1.3. 7-2."  This  figure  refers  to  breeding  densities 
and  not  production.  Production  in  the  range  quoted  is  very 
low.  The  potential  of  this  region  has  been  illustrated  more 
accurately  as  in  the  neighborhood  of  500  ducks  per  square 
mile. 


% 
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Page  812-813  Federal  and  State  Reserves 

The  fourth  paragraph,  on  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  lands,  is 
very  poorly  written.  It  makes  little  distinction  between  the 
four  principal  kinds  of  areas  (fee  owned  NWR's,  easement  NWR's, 
fee  owned  WPA's  and  easement  WPA's)  present  or  encroached  upon 
by  the  proposed  route.  Figure  2.1.3.11-4  (Public  Lands  within 
the  Western  Study  Area)  fails  to  list  any  FWS  lands. 

North  Dakota  lands  in  which  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has 
an  interest  as  of  June  30,  1975,  are  as  follows: 

National  Wildlife  Refuges  -  Fee  Title  Ownership  -  188,790  acres 
National  Wildlife  Refuges  -  owned  by  CE  and  managed  by  FWS  - 
14,775  acres 

National  Wildlife  Refuges  -  Easement  Interest  -  72,625  acres 
Waterfowl  Production  Areas  -  Fee  Title  -  188,616  acres 
Waterfowl  Production  Areas  -  Easement  Interest  -  730,000 
wetland  acres 

In  North  Dakota  only  easement  production  areas  (privately 
owned  land)  are  encroached  upon  by  the  proposed  route. 

Page  1074  The  last  paragraph  refers  to  a  black-footed  ferret  sighting 
in  Newton  County  in  1971.  This  should  be  Morton  Countv. 

This  same  section  omits  potential  impacts  on  golden  eagles. 

Two  known  nest  sites  are  close  to  the  proposed  right-of-way 
in  McKenzie  County  and  could  be  disturbed  by  construction 
activity. 


Pa9e  1 327  3,  Acquisition  of  Rights  in  Lands  and  Waters 

The  first  paragraph  calls  for  wetland  easements  which  are 
unavoidably  drained  to  be  replaced  with  easements  on  comparable 
wetland  areas.  This  approach  is  not  desirable  since  it  results 
in  a  net  loss  of  the  wetland  resource.  Wetland  development  or 
restoration  is  a  preferred  method  of  compensation  in  such 
cases. 


Page  1613  Consultation  and  Coordination 

Contacts  made  in  the  States  of  North  and  South  Dakota  and 
Montana  are  not  included  in  this  section.  These  contacts  were 
submitted  to  the  team. 

Alternate  Routes 

Lines  4,  5  and  6  are  all  greatly  superior  to  the  applicant's  proposed 
route  from  the  standpoint  of  impacts  on  wildlife  resources  in  North 


Dakota.  North  Dakota  has  the  greatest  impacts  of  any  state  on  the 
proposed  route.  Our  recommendations  among  these  three  routes,  based  on 
the  least  impacts  to  wildlife,  are  in  descending  order:  Line  5,  Line  4, 
Line  6. 


cc:  Regional  Office,  Denver,  CO  (ES). 
Billings,  Pierre,  Kansas  City  A0 'is 
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UXJTDD  STATES  CCATtaQOXI 

Memorandum 


Be«pcm*e  tc  Comment!  received 
from  J i»b  and  Wildlife  Service.  Bismarck,  Berth  laixu 
dated  Se^t enter  18.  1875 


TO  y  •TCOO',  ie?-x  ' .  V/K,  '55)  MU  5/15/75 

r*4*<  «ev<-.j  Am  Hi-Aje-.  u*ms  CU/,  < 


1.  Comment  was  acted  but  ao  change  vit  made  is  the  Final  E2S. 

Wildlife  impacts  are  described  on  a  state  b y  atate  basis  o® 
pages  533-552  of  the  Borth  Border  Volume,  Final  £1S. 

2.  The  suggested  change  has  been  Incorporated  os  page  32b,  Borth 
Border  Volume.  Final  £15. 

3.  This  correction  has  been  made  on  page  3*5,  Borth  Border  Volume . 
Final  £15. 

*.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Pinal  £15. 

Ve  do  not  agree  that  these  ecosystems  should  be  included  is 
this  section. 

5.  The  suggested  change  has  been  made  on  page  358,  Borth  Border 
Volume.  Final  EIS. 

6.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  lands  not  encountered  by  the  pro-pos ed 
pipeline  are  beyond  the  scope  of  the  Final  EIS. 

7.  The  suggested  change  has  been  made  on  page  538  of  the  Berth 
Border  Volume,  Final  £15. 

8.  Comnent  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  key  word  in  this  comment  is  unavoidably."  *iaor  route 
adjustments  dlxcussed  on  page  V>5  of  the  Sorth  Border  7©luae . 

Final  EIS  is  the  primary  method  of  mitigating  this  inpact.  *. be 
subject  of  this  comment  is  a  secondary  choice.  See  pages  b*b-b51 
of  the  final  Berth  Border  Volume. 

9.  Comments  noted  and  information  provided  is  incorporated  into  the 
Consultation  and  Coordination  Volume. 

10  Consents  were  noted  bat  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Besponse  to  Consents  received 
from  Fish  »  Wildlife  Service,  Fan&as  City,  - 
dated  September  19,  1975 


Corniest  was  noted,  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


U3WTTED  STATES  G0r.ULV3O>T 

Memorandum 

Sie-giin&l  lirecccr,  Segue  I,  SiTilerd 
(ES) 

Actjjag 

Area  feaer,  Sillies,  Harrs-a  (25} 


buject:  Alaska  fetaral  Gas  Tracspc r^'ix  5vree«  -  Itaf*.  t- 


er  It,  li  - 


-Tan  -_r  appears  n  tavr  adeqtztg.r  jtr 

to  irildlife  cf  ic  Tryc^c  hwtp  pi  pipel 
cf  prssc^2tii  of  ciese  jc 

be  desirable. 


pcrsier  ere  gerera.  ucaccs 
ie  across  te:.ga.  Seder 
res,  scare  r.  scare.  «o_li 


i^er  -  v 

rage  3X5  -  -izrre  2. 1.3.5- 24 -Average  mal  iisrarp  of  ere  prmripel 
risers  if  RiMSjlfada.  IkLs  figrre  is  ioM  at  ere  cop  as.  "Sou roe 
)fcdifiat  iron  lfiaser  Sescxrces  testi^tiaE  ir  *fcccara. "  is  griderely 
a  typographical  error  as  rivers  ir  psr  refer  to  re-rjr-lrsria. 


Page  ded  -  C.  jnrzje,  Secsitive  sa±  rr  Threatened  rocclams.  W~ : . e 
ere  presence  if  teoopieg  crane  is  tKctiirec  or  page  c*r>  -rder  cerrermal 
species,  it  sdoild  :e  reiterated  .ruder  ere  score  'faio g  becacse  if  its 
seasocal  iccorreace  aluog  the  P5L  ir  'fcceara.  I 

?ags  II II  -  Tie  Prased  jors  will  cross  aco_c  =€  soles  if  satire 
rarge.-srii  ad  iisrre  score  I, ICC  seres.  la  sccoaliry,  iismarce 
will  xrr  tc  spcrixiaacelT  1 ,  i-X  acres  of  caci-rs  rsiplrd  «rer.  ti 
tower  sites  rd  feeder  statue.  sites  are  taxer  irer 
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I 


^  -  Ircer  ere  leaiirg  of  lorrer-jccim  lasers  ~*t.k  .  erere 

sio — i  ce  ner.tiie  if  rie  difficulty  of  revegecarirg  3  ailes  if  fragile 
-pssslaai  Tegeranve  roe  crossed  by  the  ??. 


Cfe  rr*  . 
sagecrisi 


page  reiererce  is  ret  n&fe  er  ere  lag  rargs  less  of  arid 
p  cf  ere  '•rrrrerr  Ireat  Flairs  ■-  —  will  be  Tim*I_ 


u^cssirle  tc  rescaclia:  rc  its  crigiral  eraraeccr. 

1-^^  ■  -  -  -  erral  loss  if  wildlife  racitae  irri  ere  rrsrrx 

~xrr^x.  -a-li  be  apcnxufetel •'  IC5  acres  .  .  .  Trial  wildlife  lacieae 
lis;  ir  tins  seen  in  wcclr  oe  far  greater  irer  irdicae-fd  by  ecis  fizcre; 
rie  n  tris  paragracc,  ~loss^  relates  ei  ^.terfim:  lariear  ^cnir 
read  appndittely  14"  acres. 
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Page  1054  -  "  .  .  .  revegetation  can  be  successfully  accoraplished  in 
2  years  .  .  .  "  It  should  be  stressed  that  due  to  soil  characteristics, 
extremes  of  climate,  and  lcm1  precipitation,  effective  re  vegetation  would 
be  questionable  through  much  of  the  HI  in  Vbntana.  This  paragraph  does 
not  differentiate  between  revegetation  possibilities  in  Montana  and 
North  Dakota. 

Page  1056  -  "Once  the  pipeline  is  buried,  it  is  intended  that  aost  of 
the  land  through  which  the  pipeline  passes  will  revert  to  its  previous 
use  and  condition."  In  reality  40  feet  of  the  original  100-foot  RCfc 
will  remain  as  a  permanent  access  route  for  maintenance  and  will  not 
revert  back  to  its  previous  use. 


I 

I 
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Page  1066  -  "Canada  geese  and  white -fron ted  geese  nesting  close  to  the 
route  on  Manning  Lake  ..."  This  line  should  read  Canada  geese  as 
the  only  nesting  species  of  goose  in  the  area. 

Page  1067  -  "Some  270  acres  of  critical  cover  for  pheasants  would  be 
destroyed  ..."  should  read  approximately  165  acres. 


I’ 

\/o 


Page  1381  -  In  the  chart  "Wetlands  Crossed  by  Proposed  Route"  under 
State  -  Man  tana:  Nui>er  of  Wetlands  should  read  65  instead  of  48  and 
Acreage  in  ROW  should  read  121  instead  of  106  acres. 


Alternate  Routes 


Lines  4  and  5  do  not  cross  Man tana  and, 
over  the  PR. 


therefore,  are  preferred  by  us 


Lines  1,  2,  3,  and  6  all  would  miss  the  Manning  Lake  Marsh,  but  lines 
1,  2,  and  5  would  cross  the  Missouri  River  as  well  as  the  fragile  Missour: 
River  Breaks  Habitat.  Therefore,  lines  4,  5,  and  6  are  preferred  over  tl 
proposed  route. 


J 
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Response  to  Consents  received 
fron  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Billings,  Monatana 
dated  Septenber  26,  1975 


1.  Cocssent  was  noted  but  it  was  not  considered  practical  to 
restructure  the  Final  EIS.  Wildlife  impacts  are  described 
on  a  State  by  State  basis  under  the  headings  of  terrestrial 
and  aquatic  habitats  and  species  on  pages  533-552,  North 
Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

2.  This  correction  has  been  made  on  page  279,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 

3.  The  suggested  change  has  been  incorporated  on  page  375, 

North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

4.  Coianent  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Acreages  for  additional  facilities  are  included  on  page 
511,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

5.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Vegetation  impacts  are  described  on  pages  512  and  678-681, 

North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

6.  This  change  has  been  made  on  page  526,  North  Border  Volume, 

Final  EIS. 

7.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  See  pages  528-529,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

8.  The  statement  on  page  530,  North  Border  Volume  is  correct.  Most 
of  the  land  included  in  the  permanent  right-of-way  will  be 
allowed  to  revert  to  its  previous  land  use  following  construction 
activities.  One  exception  to  this  is  that  shrubs  and  trees 

will  not  be  allowed  to  grow  back  on  the  permanent  right-of-way. 
The  reader  is  referred  to  page  22,  24,  27,  671,  678-681,  North 
Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

9.  The  suggested  change  has  been  made  on  page  535,  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 

10.  This  correction  has  been  made  on  page  535,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 


11.  The  suggested  change  was  made  on  page  679,  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 

12.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


TO  :  Regional  Director,  Region  1 
Portland,  Oregon  (ES) 


date:  September  29,  1975 


FROM  :  Area  Manager,  South  Dakota  -  Nebraska, 

Pierre,  SD 

SUBJECT:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  -  Draft  EIS  1  1975 


After  having  briefly  reviewed  those  sections  of  Part  V  of  the  subject 
EIS  dealing  with  South  Dakota,  we  offer  the  following  comments. 


Section  1.1. 3. 2-1,  Projects  Location  Map,  Page  V-022 

The  city  of  Aberdeen  is  plotted  in  the  wrong  location.  It 
should  lie  north  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  The  same  error 
was  also  noted  on  other  maps. 

Section  1.1. 3. 6,  Construction  Procedure,  Page  V-C7S 

The  statement ,  "measures  will  be  taken  to  minimize  disturbanc 
to  the  existing  environment.",  conflicts  with  the  statement 
on  page  V-080,  "fire  breaks  will  be  graded  along  the  edge 
of  right-of-way  to  prevent  the  spread  of  fires." 


It  is  suggested  that  either  close  mowing  or  controlled  burning 
be  used  to  prepare  fire  breaks  as  this  would  minimize  destruction 
of  native  habitat  and  reduce  erosion. 


Section  2.1.3.7C,  Unique,  Sensitive,  and/or  Threatened  Populations,  Page 

V-686 

Whooping  cranes  are  not  mentioned  in  this  section.  This  endangered 
species  occasionally  frequents  the  area  during  migration, 
and  since  microwave  towers  may  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
cranes,  they  rate  some  discussion  in  this  section. 


This  section  also  states  "Other  species  whose  status  is  as 
yet  undetermined,  but  about  which  there  is  concern  and  which 
could  be  in  the  pipeline  area  include:  the  ferruginous  hawk." 
There  is  no  question  that  the  ferruginous  hawk  is  present 
in  the  area  and  that  a  number  of  nesting  sites  will  be  disturbed. 


Section  2. 1.3. 9,  Page  V-709 

The  last  line  states  "a  large  section  of  the  Oahe  Irrigation 
Unit  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  crossed  in  Brown  County, 
South  Dakota." 

Actually,  at  this  time  the  project  is  only  authorized  with 
no  construction  as  yet  in  Brown  County. 
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Page  2 


Section  2.1.3.13, 


I 


- Figure  1,  Parks  and  Recreation  Areas,  Pa**  V-878 

Tne  newly  established  Ordway  Memorial  Prairie1  2  South  Dakota 
is  excluded.  Data  neeced  to  complete  the  table  is  as  follow  : 
McPherson  County,  South  Dakota;  Mature  Conservancy;  7 ,$00 
acres;  Kative  Prairie;  Mew  Area;  Potential  for  Expansion: 
excellent . 

Section  3.1. 3.7  -  Construction  a sd  Operations  Igpacts 

This  section  contains  no  reference  to  the  recently  established 
Ordway  Memorial  Prairie  west  of  Leola,  South  Dakota.  This 
is  understandable  as  the  preserve  cane  into  existence  after 
the  draft  EIS  was  prepared. 

Since  several  ailes  of  the  proposed  pipeline  cross  this  imicne 
area,  recommendations  are  needed  to  maintain  its  natural  conditi 
Of  particular  concern  is  the  preservation  of  Ferruginous  hawk 
nestmg  sites.  All  things  considered,  it  would  sees  advisable 
to  route  the  pipeline  around  this  area. 

A  map  of  the  area  is  attached  for  your  reference. 

Section  3.1. 3. 7C  (South  Dakota),  Paragraph  1,  Page  V-1075 

"There  are  43  potholes  on  c7s .  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Waterfowl 
Production  Area  Easements."  The  figure  M3  is  in  error.  It 
should  be  57. 

Section  3.1.3.13,  Page  V-IISc,  recreation  and  Esthetic 

The  newly  estailisr.ee  Ordway  Memorial  Prairie  should  be  included 
in  this  section. 

Section  4.1.3.U,  Pages  Y-1323  and  1332,  Additional  Measures 
A  discussion  cf  the  Ordway  Keaorial  Prairie  should 

on  the  above  designated  pages. 


I 


I 


rage  8 

Or.  page  7-1282,  perhaps  sere  discuss  fee  or  emphasis  could 
have  been  given  to  the  loss  of  native  prairie  and  the  varying 
degree  in  which  it  will  impact  the  western  range  area. 

Section  8.1.3.T,  Page  7-1568 

There  la  a  typographical  error  ir.  the  last  paragraph.  Additional 
benefits  should  total  25*  sillier,  instead  of  25*  billion. 

Section  5.1. 3.8-5,  Page  7-1523 

The  upper  Mississippi  River  Wild  Life  and  Fish  refuge  has 
been  omitted  under  alternate  Line  3. 

Alternate  Routes 

Lines  4,  5,  and  $  would  preclude  any  impact  or.  the  valuable 
wetland  resource  of  South  Dakota.  Since  wetlands  are  a  declining 
resource,  and  any  adverse  impact  could  be  significant,  any 
one  of  these  three  routes  would  be  preferred. 

If  any  question  should  arise  or  if  clarification  is  needed,  please 
contact  Sob  ftcCue,  FTS  515/22*-8225. 


I" 

I 


I 
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Attachment 


be  included 


regional  Director ,  Server  , 
Billings  Area  Office 
Bismarck  Area  Office 
Kansas  City  Area  Office 
Waubay  SV? 
file 


CO  (ES) 


Section  5.1. 3.1,  S3 

This  sect 


,  Page  7-1370 ,  Adverse  Effects  Which  Cannot  Be  Avoided 
ion  states  "the  disposition  of  surplus  materials 
displaced  by  the  pipeline  will  depend  on  gcverra»ent  stipulations 
and  landcwners’  wishes.” 

If  the  disposition  of  surplus  materials  is  left  to  the  discretion  | 
cf  private  landowners ,  especially  in  the  prairie  pothole  region, 
chances  are  great  that  many  wetlands  will* be  filled.  Provisions 
should  be  aade  to  prevent  the  filling  of  wetlands  with  project 
surplus  materials . 


1  Dedicated  as  the  Samuel  H.  Ordway,  Jr.,  Keaorial  Prairie. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Pierre,  South  Dakota 
dated  September  29,  1975 


1.  This  correction  has  been  made  on  page  3  and  all  other  applicable 
maps.  North  Border  Volume  Final  EIS, 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Readers  are  referred  to  mitigation  measures  on  pages  605-668 

of  the  North  Border  Volume  Final  EIS. 

3.  The  suggested  change  has  been  made  on  page  375.  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS, 

4.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
See  page  387  of  the  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

5.  A  discussion  concerning  the  Ordway  Memorial  Prairie  has  been 
added  to  pages  354,  526.  539,  646,  and  647,  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 

6.  See  response  #5. 

7.  This  correction  has  been  made  on  page  538,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS 

8.  See  response  #5. 

9.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  Readers 
are  referred  to  pages  608—609,  615,  618—619,  644  and  674  of  the 
North  Border  Volume  Final  EIS. 

10.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

This  topic  is  discussed  on  pages  513-514  and  552  554  of  the 
North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

11.  This  error  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

12.  This  table  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

13.  Connent  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


1S00  N.  E.  IRVING  STREET 
f.  0.  BOX  3737 
P0RTLAN0.  OREGON  97206 

October  14,  1975 


Memorandum 


To: 


EIS  Task  Force,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302),  Department  of  the  Interior, 


gashing  ton,  D.C. 


From:  Regional  Director, 

Portland,  Oregon 


U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 


Subject:  (DES  75/44)  Draft  Environmental  Statement,  Parts  1  thru  7, 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (Barbara  Brown's  (ES)  7/31/75  memo) 


Attached  are  comments  on  subject  as  submitted  from  areas  administered 
by  our  Boston,  Minneapolis,  and  Denver  regional  offices,  together  with 
ours  and  those  received  from  the  Alaska  Area  Office. 


Since  some  of  the  attachments  only  recently  arrived,  and  because  of 
the  short  time  remaining  for  you  to  consider  such  contnents,  we  were 
requested  by  our  Washington  office  to  submit  the  material  as  received. 
However,  we  believe  that  the  comments  satisfactorily  reference  the 
location  in  the  draft  of  items  referred  to,  and  may  be  helpful  to  you 
in  revising  the  narrative. 


Enclosures 


Save  Energy  and  You  Serve  America! 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

TO  :  Regional  Director,  FWS,  Portland  (ES)  date:  October  1,  1975 

from  Field  Supervisor,  ES,  Portland 

subject:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Parts  1  through  7,  Alaska 

Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  Prepared  by  the  EIS  Task  Force, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (DES-75/44) 

The  subject  EIS  is  comprehensive  in  the  discussion  of  fish  and  wildlife 
conditions  and  impacts.  No  major  controversies  are  included  in  our 
comments.  We  have  pointed  out  species  information  and  mitigation 
possibilities  not  mentioned  in  the  document. 


Attachment 


OCT  2  1975 


Buy  U.S.  Savings  Bonds  Ktgularly  on  tbt  Payroll  Savings  Plan 


MEMORANDUM 


To  :  EIS  Task  Force,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System, 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Washington,  D.C. 

From  :  Regional  Director,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Portland,  Oregon 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statements,  Parts  1  through  1 , 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  Prepared  by 
EIS  Task  Force,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (DES75/44) 

As  requested  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  our  comments  on  the 

above  environmental  impact  statement  are  as  follows: 


Generally,  the  enviro mental  impact  statement  provides  an  accurate 
assessnent  of  the  present  conditions  and  impacts  of  the  project  on 
fish  and  wildlife.  The  statement  highlights  the  major  alternatives 
of  the  project.  Oar  comnents  in  most  cases  involve  ommission  of 
information  for  a  particular  species  of  wildlife  rather  than  a  major 
criticism  of  the  document.  Though  not  of  major  consequence  in  the 
building  of  the  pipeline,  the  lack  of  information  for  a  particular 
species  during  the  planning  stages  could  lead  to  an  adverse  impact 
for  that  species  during  the  construction  and  operation  phases.  We 
hope,  therefore,  that  our  comments  will  be  useful  in  developing 
the  final  impact  statement  for  the  proposed  project. 


Page  IV-317,  b)  Grassland  biome-Palouse  Prairie,  line  7-  Change 
M.P.  185  to  M.P.  180. 

Same,  line  12:  Add  (M.P.  218  to  260)  after  "border". 

Page  IV-317,  c)  Cold  desert  bicme:  Some  mule  deer  winter  range  is 
present  near  M.P.  420. 


I 

h 

b 
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Page  IV- 320,  3)  Fur-bearing  mammals,  first  paragraph,  line  5:  The 
number  of  furbearers  (21 )  does  not  coincide  with  the  number  (l4 )  of 
fur bearers  you  listed  on  page  IV-321,  line  1  of  the  first  paragraph. 

Page  IV- 326,  Between  paragraph  2  and  3:  Canada  geese  and  mallards 
occur  in  the  Deschutes  area  south  of  Bend,  Oregon. 

Pagp  IV- 329 >  9)  Reptiles  and  Anphibians:  Che  additional  species  of 
snake,  the  giant  garter  snake,  Thannophl s  couchi  gigas,  occurs 
along  the  pipeline  route  in  California.  Figure  2. 1.4. 7-1,  Page 
TV“349,  should  be  changed  accordingly  and  an  asterisk  placed  before 
it  indicating  the  snake's  rare  status. 


y 


Page  IV-351,  Figure  2. 1.4. 7-1:  The  red-eared  sunfish,  hltholophus, 
also  occurs  along  the  pipeline  route. 


Page  IV-356,  2)  Aquatic  animals,  list  of  significant  changes:  Addition 
of  toxic  materials  to  the  water  resources  have  also  had  an  impact  on 
aquatic  systems. 


I 


* 


Page  IV-358,  after  last  paragraph:  A  discussion  of  sculpin  should  be 
added.  Sculpin  species  are  also  plentiful  in  cold  water  streams, 
where  they  deposit  their  eggs  under  stones  in  flowing  waters.  The 
local  success  of  these  species  depends  upon  the  maintenance  of 
suitable  streambed  and  water  quality  conditions. 


Page  IV- 36O,  C.  Unique,  Sensitive,  and,  or  Threatened  Populations:  A 
discussion  of  moose  should  be  added.  Moose  ( Alces  alces)  along  the 
proposed  route  are  found  only  in  the  Moyle  River  Valley,  Idaho.  These 
animals  winter  in  the  valley  at  low  elevations  (Ray  Rogers,  1974: 
personal  conmunic ation ) .  Moose  require  specialized  habitats— dense 
forests  with  numerous  wet  swamp  areas  and  shallow  lakes.  Few  undisturbed 
areas  of  this  type  remain  in  the  region  (Larrison,  1967)*  There  is  no 
mention  of  bighorn  sheep,  shasta  salamander,  and  white  sturgeon  in 
this  section. 


Page  IV- 362,  D.  chdangprea  Species:  You  omitted  discussion  of  the  kit 
fox  in  this  section.  The  kit  fox  is  a  anal  1  desert-dwelling  fox  that 
reaches  the  northern  limit  of  distribution  in  southeast  Oregon,  where 
it  is  believed  to  be  on  the  verge  of  extinction  (Olterman  and  Verts, 
1972).  It  is  listed  as  threatened  in  Oregon. 


// 


rage  IV- 36 5,  Figure  2. 1.4. 7-3:  Fisher,  pine  marten,  and  Canada  lynx 
have  been  omitted  from  this  list. 


I 
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Page  IV- 365  •  paragraph  4:  You  should  point  out  that  in  some  areas 

along  the  present  pipeline, in  the  cold  desert  and  in  other  similarly  B  /3 

disturbed  areas,  vegetation  has  taker,  longer  than  10  years  to  recover.  I 


Page  IV- 366,  Figure  2. 1.4. 7-3:  The  scientific  name  for  giant  garter 
snake  is  Thamnophls  couchi  gigas. 


I 


H 


2 
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Page  IV-576,  Construction  actions  which  could  create  impacts  on 
wildlife:  The  use  of  herbicides  will  also  impact  wildlife. 

Page  IV-576,  third  paragraph:  Sedimentation  and  streamf low  restriction 
will  also  have  significant  potential  adverse  impacts. 

Page  IV- 5 79,  line  6:  Deer- carrying  capacity  will  be  reduced  by 
2,120  animals. 


I" 

I 
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Page  IV- 58O,  Figure  3. 1.4. 7-2:  Significant  shorebird  and  pheasant 
habitat  exist  along  the  pipeline  route  and  should  be  displayed.  The 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  submitted  maps  of  si^ificant  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  for  inclusion  in  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
environmental  impact  statement  on  January  6,  1975,  as  requested  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  These  habitats  are  displayed  in  greater 
detail  on  topographic  maps.  We  suggest  you  include  them  in  addition 
to  the  map  on  this  page. 


IS 


Page  IV- 589,.  7)  Other  Birds,  line  8:  This  sentence  should  be  qualified. 
Cavity  nesting  species  like  woodpeckers  would  decrease  throughout  the 
life  of  the  project  if  the  right-of-way  is  kept  clear  of  trees. 


n 


Page  IV- 589,  last  paragraph:  Impacts  on  the  tailed  frog  should  be 
mentioned.  Any  alteration  of  water  temperature  or  flow  reduction  of 
the  home  streams  could  adversely  affect  the  tailed  frog  (Storm,  1966). 
If  there  is  a  long-term  alteration,  the  tailed  frog  would  be  adversely 
affected  as  long  as  the  alteration  is  in  effect. 


4 


Page  IV- 59O,  10)  aquatic  Animals:  This  section  should  include  a 
discussion  of  leachates.  Local  degradation  of  water  quality  due  to 
the  leaching  of  soluble  materials  from  the  organic  material  should 
not  be  a  serious  problem  except  in  small  streams  of  the  more  densely 
forested  areas. 


2 1 


Page  IV- 598,  last  paragraph,  last  line:  We  assume  you  mean  the  giant 
garter  snake  instead  of  the  giant  water  snake . 


I 
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Page  IV- 599,  Figure  3»  1-4.7-5:  Critical  habitat  maps  for  kit  fox, 
longbilled  curlew,  and  mountain  caribou  have  been  submitted  to  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  previously  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service, 
and  should  be  located  on  the  map.  The  more  detailed  maps  of  critical 
unique,  sensitive,  threatened,  and,  or  endangered  species  habitats 
should  be  added  to  the  impact  statement. 


23 


Pages  IV- 598  and  6 00,  11 )  Unique,  Sensitive,  and/or  Threatened 
Populations,  and  12)  riidangered  Species:  Ten  species  listed  in 
figure  2. 1.4. 7-3  are  not  mentioned  in  these  two  sections.  The 
impacts  of  the  pipeline  on  these  species  should  be  discussed. 


z</ 


Page  IV-730,  4.1.4  Mitigation  Measures:  The  Authorized  Officer  of 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  should  have  strong  regulatory  authority 
in  dealing  with  the  permittee.  The  permittee  should  not  be  allowed 
to  proceed  with  construction  of  a  particular  segment  until  approved 
by  the  Authorized  Officer.  The  Authorized  Officer  should  have  the 
authority  to  suspend  any  activity  of  the  permittee  if  that  activity 
poses  a  serious  threat  to  fish  and  wildlife  or  their  habitats. 
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Page  IV-7U1,  A.  Proposed  Monitoring  Measures,  2)  Environmental 
coordinator,  line  1;  Protective  measures  developed  and  recorded 
In  the  planning  and  design  stages  should  include  but  not  be  limited 
to  an  environmental  monitoring  plan;  mining  plan  if  fill  materials 
are  used;  blasting  plan;  oil  and  other  hazardous  material  spill 
contingency  plan;  access  road  plan;  plan  of  proposed  methods  of  how 
Permittee  will  be  liable  for  and  will  compensate  for  damages  to 
environmental  resources;  revegetation  plan;  public  access  management 
plan;  and  hydrostatic  testing  plan. 


2b 


trench  excavation  should  stop  an  adequate  distance  from  the  water 

crossing  to  leave  a  protective  plug  at  each  bank.  These  plugs  should 

be  left  in  place  until  the  streambed  excavation  is  complete  and  the 

pipe-laying  operation  is  begun.  The  plugs  should  not  be  removed 

should  be 

until  absolutely  necessary, and  the  trench/backfilled  with  stable 
material  as  soon  as  the  pipe  is  laid. 

Page  IV- 744,  paragraph  2:  Turbidity  and  siltation  problems  could 
be  long-term  in  areas  where  revegation  is  difficult.  Impacts  could 
be  severe  on  downstream  fish  spawning  areas. 


Page  IV-7U3,  2)  Construction  traffic:  The  use  of  mobile  ground 
equipment  in  lakes,  streams,  and  rivers  should  be  kept  to  an 
absolute  minimum.  The  permittee  should  not  operate  equipment  off 
the  pipeline  right-of-way,  access  roads,  State  hi ways,  or  authorized 
areas  unless  approved  by  the  Authorized  Officer.  Regulations  concerning 
equipment  operation  should  be  stipulated  in  the  permit. 
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Page  IV-7U3,  3)  Stream  crossings:  The  pipeline  system  should  be 
located  to  provide  300-foot-minimum  buffer  strips  of  undisturbed  land 
along  streams.  Also,  where  necessary  because  of  outfall  erosion, 
stilling  basins  should  be  constructed  at  the  outflow  end  of  culverts. 
Pipeline  design  for  stream  crossings  should  be  based  on  the  "Standard 
Project  Flood"  as  defined  in  Corps  of  Engineers  Bulletin  52-8,  Part  1. 
For  overhead  crossings  comparable  analysis  should  be  made  to  insure 
that  support  structures  are  adequately  protected  from  the  effects  of 
scour,  channel  migration,  undercutting,  and  ice  forces.  The  pipe 


2* 
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Page  IV-75O,  B.  Restoration,  l)  Clearing:  Hand  clearing  should  be 
used  in  areas  where  it  is  determined  that  use  of  heavy  equipment 
would  be  detrimental  to  existing  environmental  conditions.  Logs 
should  not  be  skidded  or  yarded  across  any  stream,  and  no  log 
landing  should  be  located  within  3^0  feet  of  any  water  course. 

Pag*  IV- 753,  6)  Waterways:  Permittee  should  provide  for  uninterrupted 
and  safe  fish  passage.  Any  structure  or  stream  channel  change  that 
would  cause  a  blockage  of  fish  should  be  provided  with  a  fish  passage 
structure.  Pump  intakes  should  be  screened.  Abandondea  water  diversion 
structures  should  be  plugged  and  stabilized  to  prevent  trapping  or 
stranding  of  fish. 

Page  IV-762,  4)  Soils:  There  should  be  a  discussion  of  excavated 
material  in  excess  of  that  required  to  backfill  around  the  pipe,  and  of 
materials  from  access  roads,  haul  ramps,  berms,  and  dikes.  This 
material  should  not  be  disposed  of  in  a  manner  which  will  restrict 
or  divert  surface  drainage. 
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Page  IV-762,  5)  Water  Resources,  b)  Contaminants:  Some  discussion 
is  needed  by  the  applicant  concerning  oil  spills.  Permittee  should 
give  immediate  notice  of  any  discharge,  to  the  proper  authorities. 
Permittee  should  provide  oil  spill  containment  dikes  around  hazardous 
substance  storage  tanks. 


Fage  IV- 763,  7) Wildlife:  The  predesign  route  survey  should  also 
include  big  game  critical  habitats.  Construction  timing  should  be 
geared  to  avoid  critical  migration  routes  when  big  game  are  present. 
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Prior  to,  and  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  pipeline 
system  the  permittee  should  provide  for  environmental  briefings 
for  personnel  connected  with  pipeline  construction  and  operations. 

The  permittee  should  regulate  public  access  of  the  pipeline  right-of-way 
to  protect  critical  fish  and  wildlife  habitats. 


There  is  little  mention  of  environmental  impacts,  restoration,  and 
initiation  associated  with  obtaining  materials  for  filling  the  trench. 
The  permittee  should  submit  a  mining  plan.  Existing  sites  should  be 
used  whenever  possible; and  sites  adjacent  to  or  in  lakes,  rivers,  or 
streams  should  be  used  only  when  upland  sites  are  not  available.  Sites 
should  be  shaped  to  blend  with  the  environment  and  prevent  erosion. 


During  operations,  the  permittee  should  use  only  nonpersistent  and 
inmobile-types  of  pesticides,  herbicides,  and  other  chemicals. 
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Page  IV- 773,  D.  Research  and  Monitoring:  Our  report  to  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  submitted  January  6,  1975,  lists  Research  Proposal 
Number  2,  page  120,  to  learn  the  impacts  of  gas  compressor  station 
operations  on  fish,  wildlife,  and  their  habitats.  This  proposal 
should  be  included  in  this  section. 

Page  IV-774,  E.  Liability  and  Compensation:  In  our  report,  submitted 
to  Bureau  of  Land  Management  on  January  6,  1975.-  we  included  on  page 
106  a  discussion  of  compensation  for  fish  and  wildlife  habitats. 
Compensation  for  fish  and  wildlife  habitats  is  possible  and  should 
be  included  in  this  section. 

Page  IV-789,  5. 1.4. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  1:  A  major  indirect  impact 
to  fish  and  wildlife,  especially  endangered  species,  could  result 
from  increased  off-road  vehicle  use  of  presently  inaccessible  areas. 

In  addition  to  the  impacts  mentioned  in  this  section,  there  would  be 
a  permanent  loss  of  wildlife  habitat  where  the  facilities  would  be 
located.  Forest-dwelling  animals  such  as  woodpeckers  would  also 
suffer  long-term  adverse  effects. 

Page  IV-I303,  8)  Reptiles  and  Amphibians:  In  addition  to  those  species 
mentioned,  the  black  toad,  Bufo  bore  as  exsul ,  is  a  rare  species 
(California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  1974). 
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Page  IV-1306,  second  full  paragraph:  Oie  additional  body  of  water 
should  be  discussed.  The  Grande  Ronde  River  Basin  drains  the  eastern 
slopes  of  the  Blue  Mountains  around  La  Grande.  Chinook  and  coho 
salmon  and  steelhead  trout  spawn  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  Grande 
Ronde  above  its  confluence  with  the  Wallowa  River  around  La  Grande. 
Rainbow  trout  are  the  most  abundant  resident  fish,  although  Dolly 
Varden  char  and  mountain  white  fish  also  occur.  In  the  lower  Grande 
Ronde  River,  where  it  meanders  across  the  Grand  Ronde  Valley, 
flow  is  slower,  water  temperatures  are  higher,  and  species  such 
as  squawflsh,  suckers,  dace,  and  sculpins  dominate  (USDI,  FWS,  1973). 
Water  degradation  resulting  from  agricultural  and  other  land  and 
water  uses  has  substantially  reduced  game  fish  populations. 


Page  IV-1316,  Significant  changes,  paragraph  1:  Cue  other  significant 
change  includes  addition  of  toxic  materials  from  mining  and  industrial 
wastes. 


Page  IV- 1320,  D.  Unique,  Sensitive,  and/or  Threatened  Populations, 
last  line:  The  figure  should  be  changed  from  2. 1.5. 7-2  to  2. 1.5. 7-3, 
since  figure  2.1. 5*7*2  is  a  list  of  all  species  found  along  the 
proposed  pipeline  route. 


Fage  IV- 1321,  Figure  2.1. 5*7-2:  The  following  species  should  be  added 
to  the  list:  Mountain  caribou,  Ranglfer  tarandus  mountanus;  grizzly 
bear,  Ursus  arc  to  3  horribllis;  and  Malheur  shrew,  Sorex  prablel. 
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Pages  IV-1677  ard  IV-1699,  Figures  3.1. 5-7-1  and  3-l-5-7-3:  The 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  submitted  mapu  of  significant  fish  and 
wildlife  habitats  for  inclusion  in  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  environmental  impact  statement  on  January  6,  1975 -  1x0  requested 
by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  These  habitats  are  displayed  in 
greater  detail  on  topographic  maps.  We  suggest  you  include  them  in 
addition  to  the  maps  on  these  pages. 

Page  IV-1835,  U.1.5  Mitigating  Measures  in  the  Proposed  /ctlono:  The 
sane  mitigation  measures  proposed  for  the  San  Francisco  pipeline 
should  also  be  implemented  for  the  Los  Angeles  pipeline. 

Page  IV-1871*,  2)  Hydrostatic  Tasting:  Where  feasible,  water  should  be 
pumped  from  previous  hydrostatic  test  sections  to  the  next. 

For  citations,  please  refer  to  our  references  submitted  January  6, 

1975- 


Regional  Director 


Responses  to  Comments  received 
from  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  Portland,  Oregon 
dated  October  14,  1975 

1.  Page  IV-317-  Grassland  biome  line  7.  No  need  to  change  M.P."185" 
to  "180"  because  section  was  rewritten  and  mile  post  references 
were  dropped. 

2.  Page  IV-317-line  12.  No  need  to  add  "MP  218  to  260"  because 
section  was  rewritten  and  mile  post  references  were  dropped. 

3.  Page  IV-317  Cold  desert  biome  -  re  mule  deer.  Statement  rewritten 

to  say,  "the  area  around  Bend  Oregon  is  an  important  winter  range 
for  mule  deer . 

4.  Page  IV-320.  In  the  rewrite  the  reference  to  "14"  Fur-bearing 
mammals  was  dropped.  Consequently,  "21"  Fur  bearing  mammals  are 
mentioned. 

5.  Page  IV-326.  The  suggested  reference  to  "Canada  geese  and  mallards 
in  the  Deschutes  Areas"  was  not  considered  significant  enough  to 
add  to  the  revised  text. 

6.  Page  IV-329.  The  giant  garter  snake  was  added  to  Table  2.1.4. 7-1 
in  the  final  write-up. 

7.  Page  IV-351.  The  red-eared  sunfish  was  not  included  in  Table  2.1. 
4.7-1  since  its  occurrence  was  not  considered  significant. 

8.  Page  IV-356.  "Addition  of  toxic  materials  to  water  resources" 
was  included  in  the  final  write-up  as  a  significant  change  to 
water  resources. 

9.  Page  IV-358.  The  "Sculpin"  species  was  not  included  in  the  final 
write-up  of  aquatic  animals  because  reference  to  the  species 

by  name  not  considered  important. 

10.  Page  IV-360.  The  moose  wad  not  included  as  a  unique,  sensitive 
or  endangered  animal  because  it  was  not  considered  as  such.  Big 
horn  sheep,  shasta  salamander,  and  white  sturgeon  were  not  included 
since  their  numbers  were  not  considered  significant  on  or  very 
close  to  the  pipeline  R/W. 

11.  Page  IV- 362.  The  Kit  Fox  was  not  listed  as  an  endangered  species 
since  it  did  not  show  up  on  the  Federal  list.  It  was  listed  as 

a  threatened  species  in  Table  2. 1.4. 7-1. 

12.  Page  IV-365.  The  Fisher,  pine  marten,  and  Canada  lynx  were  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  Final  write-up  and  appear  in  Table  2. 1.4. 7-1. 

13.  Page  IV-365  Rather  than  use  a  definite  period  of  time  for 


recovery  of  disturbed  areas  in  the  cold  desert,  the  statement 
was  rewritten  to  state,  "...  the  vegetation  renewal  Is  difficult 
and  slow."  (Page  170  of  the  Final  write-up.) 

14.  Page  IV- 366.  The  scientific  name  for  the  giant  garter  snaxe  was 
changed  to  Thamnophls  couchl  glgas. 

15.  Page  IV-576.  The  use  of  herbicides  was  Included  In  the  final 
write-up  as  Impacting  wildlife.  (Page  274.) 

16.  Page  IV-575.  "Streamflov"  restriction  wan  included  as  a  construc¬ 
tion  action  adversely  impacting  wildlife,  "sedimentation"  was  not 
included  because  it  is  not  a  construction  action  -  rather  a  result 
of  an  action. 

17.  Page  IV-579.  The  deer  carylng  capacity  was  rounded  to  "2000". 

18.  Page  IV-580.  Areas  of  shoreblrd  and  pheasant  were  not  included 
on  the  map  because  they  were  not  considered  significant  to  the 
R/W. 

19.  Page  IV-589.  The  sentence  was  qualified  in  the  final  write-up 
In  regards  to  cavity  nesting  species.  (Page  278.) 

20.  Page  IV-589.  The  final  write-up  was  not  changed  because  it  dealt 
only  with  general  species  of  reptiles  and  anphiblane  -  not 
specific  species. 

21.  Page  IV-590.  A  discussion  of  leachates  was  no  Included  since 
they  were  not  considered  significant. 

22.  Page  IV-598.  The  reference  was  changed  In  the  final  write-up 
to  giant  "garter"  snake.  (Page  279.) 

23.  Page  IV-599.  Critical  habitat  maps  for  kit  fox,  longbilled 
curlew  and  mountain  caribou  were  not  included  since  they  were 
not  considered  significant  to  the  immediate  R/W. 

24.  Page  IV-598-600.  In  the  final  write-up  Impacts  to  various 
unique/endangered  species  were  mentioned  as  "minor  or  nonexistant . " 
(Page  282.) 

25.  Page  IV-740.  Page  313  (Final  draft)  provides  for  agency  inspec¬ 
tions  of  construction.  (Page  313,  paragraph  3.) 

26.  Page  IV-741.  The  final  write-up  provided  for  monitoring  of 
mitigating  measures  during  the  planning  stage.  (Page  314. , 

27.  Page  IV-743.  Page  316  of  the  final  write-up  seta  out  provision* 
for  mitigating  damage  from  construction  in  traffic,  land  and 
water. 

28.  See  27. 


57 


29.  Page  IV-744.  Page  317  requires  a  detail  plan  for  hydrostatic 
testing  to  avoid  siltation. 

30.  Page  IV-750.  This  section  was  omitted  in  the  final  draft  since 
provisions  in  other  sections  cover  the  general  situation. 

31.  Page  IV-753.  Same  as  30. 

32.  Page  IV-762.  Page  323  of  the  final  write-up  provides  for 
mitigating  exceeds  excavated  soil  material. 

33.  Page  IV-762.  Provisions  were  made  on  page  330  of  the  final 
write-up  to  handle  contaminants. 

34.  Page  IV-763.  Provisions  were  made  on  page  331  of  the  final 
write-up  to  make  pre  design  route  surveys  of  wildlife  habitats. 

35.  Page  IV-763.  Environmental  briefings  by  the  contractor  to  its 
employees  were  not  included  since  monitoring  by  agencies  will 
take  its  place. 

36.  Page  IV-763.  Page  335  lists  mitigation  measures  related  to 
soils,  materials,  topography  protection  etc. 

37.  Page  IV-763.  The  use  of  nonpersistent  pesticides,  herbicides  and 
other  chemicals  was  not  included  in  the  final  write-up  since  it  is 
too  non-descript.  Decisions  will  have  to  be  made  on  a  case  by 
case  basis. 

38.  Page  IV-773.  Provisions  for  research  to  learn  the  impacts  of  gas 
compressor  stations  on  wildlife  was  not  included  because  the  impact 
on  wildlife  is  considerd  minimal.  Wildlife  are  known  to  exist 
around  existing  compressors. 

39.  Page  IV-774.  Compensation  for  fish  and  wildlife  losses  was  not 
included  because  it  did  not  appear  practical. 

40.  Page  IV-774.  The  impact  on  wildlife  habitat  where  facilities 
are  permanently  located  on  the  surface  is  extremely  minimal  -  a 
few  acres  -  and  so  was  not  included. 

41.  This  species  is  listed  on  page  162  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume 
under  Unique,  Sensitive  and/or  Threatened  Species. 

42.  The  Grande  Ronde  River  is  mentioned  on  page  78  in  the  Los  Angeles 
Volume  as  a  tributary  within  The  Snake  River  Basin  as  containing 
reduced  populations  of  salmon  as  well  resident  populations  of  other 
fishes. 

43.  Introduction  of  toxins  is  mentioned  on  page  162  of  the 

San  Francisco  Volume.  The  Los  Angeles  volume  refers  to  this 
section. 


44.  This  was  corrected  in  The  Final  EIS. 

45.  This  was  corrected  in  The  Final  EIS  (Table  2.1.5.F-2).  Comment 
was  taken  under  consideration,  however,  due  to  the  effort  on 
volume  reduction,  it  was  not  included  in  The  Final  EIS. 

46.  Comment  was  considered;  however  due  to  the  refiling  by  ITA(A) 
different  mitigatory  methods  were  deemed  necessary.  The 
mitigation  section  begins  on  page  313  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

47.  Page  318  Los  Angeles  Volume  states  "whenever  possible  test  water 
will  be  reused." 


UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

TO  Regional  Director,  USFWS  date,  QCT  ^ 

Portland,  Oregon 

from  Regional  Director,  USFWS  (P&A-TA) 

Twin  Cities ,  Minn. 

SUBJECT:  Comments  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 

System  Draft  EIS 


Attached  are  this  Region's  conments  on  the  subject  EIS.  They 
were  prepared  by  our  staff  and  do  not  include  conments  or  thoughts 
from  organizations  or  individuals  outside  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service. 


COMMENTS  ON  THE  ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  DRAFT  EIS 


GENERAL  COMMENTS 

The  statement  is  characterized  by  generalities  and  broad  assumptions 
apparently  based  on  textbook  reviews  of  the  flora  and  fauna  native 
to  the  affected  geographical  areas.  There  is  very  little  quantitative 
information  presented  regarding  wildlife  losses  resulting  from  either 
initial  construction  or  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  project. 

This  is  understandable,  however,  when  one  realizes  that  the  exact 
alignment  of  the  pipeline,  extent  and  location  of  access  roads,  borrow 
areas,  disposal  areas,  and  storage  areas  are  unknown.  While  this  is 
understandable,  it  makes  the  preparation  of  an  adequate  EIS  nearly 
impossible. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

Part  I  -  Overview 
3.0V. 7  Wildlife 

Page  379  -  Delete  reference  to  "white- tailed"  geese.  Substitute 
"white-fronted"  geese. 

4.0V. 3  Additional  Mitigating  Measures 

D.  Wildlife  -  page  442,  2nd  para. 

States  listed  which  indicate  relocation  to  avoid  existing  wildlife 
management  areas  do  not  include  Minnesota,  where  a  number  of  state- 
owned  wildlife  areas  would  be  impacted. 


5,0V. 2  Unavoidable  Effects 


Page  471  -  2nd  para.  destruction  of  habitat  will  cause 

or  relocation  of  wildlife."  This  statement  is  partly  true, 
of  habitat  may  cause  a  temporary  relocation  of  wildlife  with 
reduction  thereafter. 


reduction 
Destructi 
a  permanen 


Part  V  -  North  Border 


Volume  2 


buy  U.S.  Savings  Bonds  &tgui*rly  on  tbe  Payroll  Savings  Plan 


Section  2. 1.3.6  (C,  2  -  Corn  Belt) 

This  section  should  include  a  detailed  description  of  the  plant 
makeup  of  the  scattered  wood  lots  and  small -stream  riparian  veg¬ 
etation.  Because  of  the  scarcity  of  this  type  of  wildlife  habitat 
in  the  corn  belt  region,  its  importance  to  wildlife  is  tremendous 
and  deserves  greater  elaboration. 
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3, 


Section  2. 1.3.6  (D  -  Unique,  Sensitive  and/or  Threatened  Ecosystems) 

Earlier  on  page  626,  it  is  stated  that  today  90  percent  of  eastern 
Indiana  and  central  Ohio  is  devoted  to  crop  production.  That 
leaves  less  than  10  percent  remaining  in  forest  land  (wood  lots) 
when  other  land  uses  are  subtracted.  For  an  area  that  was  once 
totally  forest,  any  wood  lot  remaining  should  be  treated  as  a  unique 
ecosystem. 


Page  636  -  2nd  para.  -  Replace  ecology  with  environment.  Ecology 
is  a  branch  of  biology,  while  environment  in  this  case  would  be 
all  the  conditions  that  have  an  influence  on  the  potholes. 

Section  2. 1.3.7  (A,  1  -  Terrestrial) 


The  discussion  of  terrestrial  wildlife  populations  is  exceedingly 
general.  Lists  of  key  species  should  be  augmented  with  quantitative 
information  regarding  current  population  sizes  as  well  as  future 
trends. 
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Section  2. 1.3.8  (Introduction) 

Contrary  to  the  statement  in  the  text,  wildlife  existing  along  the 
pipeline  route  were  not  described  in  detail.  Those  species  whose 
ranges  encompass  the  proposed  route  were  listed  without  including 
details  regarding  the  condition  of  the  populations  or  the  major 
habitat  components  essential  to  their  survival. 
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Section  2. 1.3.8  (A  -  Major  Ecosystems) 


This  section  repeatedly  refers  to  the  "temporary"  nature  of 
the  wildlife  losses  associated  with  right-of-way  clearing  op¬ 
erations.  The  projected  recovery  of  wildlife  populations  in 
these  areas  is  based  on  the  assumption  that  vegetative  assoc¬ 
iations  similar  to  those  destroyed  will  re-establish  on  the 
disturbed  soils.  However,  Section  3.1.3.8  states  that  the 
"reconstituted  site  will  differ  from  that  existing  before  dis¬ 
turbance."  In  view  of  this,  it  seems  unlikely  that  these  areas 
will  regain  their  pre-construction  structure  and  support  the 
same  pre-project  wildlife  populations,  particularly  when 
right-of-way  maintenance  plans  call  for  the  retardation  of 
woody  growth  throughout  project  life. 

Section  3. 1.3.7  (b  -  North  Dakota) 

Page  1071  -  2nd  para.  -  The  second  sentence  implies  that  because 
of  the  pipeline,  the  northward  expansion  of  the  bighorn  sheep  will 
probably  be  limited.  No  data  supports  this  statement. 

Section  3. 1.3.7  (A,  1,  c  -  South  Dakota) 

Aside  from  the  obvious  effects  on  waterfowl  mentioned  in  the 
statement,  any  significant  reduction  in  wetland  quality  will 
reduce  the  local  population  of  those  species  (reptiles,  amphibians, 
small  mammals,  furbearers)  dependent  on  that  type  of  habitat. 
Although  recovery  by  the  more  prolific  species  may  be  rapid,  others 
particularly  predatory  species,  will  lag,  and,  depending  on  the 
degree  of  long-term  effects  on  the  wetlands,  may  never  fully 
regain  pre-project  numbers. 


The  statement  should  Include  a  discussion  on  the  smaller  ecosystem 
units  found  within  those  larger  units  described  in  the  text.  Small 
scattered  natural  ecosystems  such  as  flood  plains,  wetlands,  potholes 
and  wood  lots  are  the  backbone  of  the  wildlife  populations  found  in 
the  more  agriculturally-oriented  states.  The  statement  should  stress 
the  importance  of  these  smaller  areas  rather  than  concentrating  on 
the  larger  climax  communities  once  found  in  this  region. 


Volume  3 


Section  3. 1.3.7  -  Wildlife 


The  terms,  "significant  drop,  significant  reduced  and  significant 
numbers"  are  used  throughout  this  section.  This  is  an  attempt  to 
avoid  using  quantitative  data.  The  writer  cannot  say  the  animal 
populations  will  be  lowered  by  a  significant  amount  without  knowing 
their  habitat  requirements  and  the  expected  populations  following 
construction. 
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This  section  makes  no  mention  of  the  irretrievable  loss  of 
annual  wildlife  habitat  associated  with  project  construction. 

This  loss  is  particularly  significant  in  the  wooded  areas  of  the 
com  belt  region  and  the  wetlands  in  the  prairie  pothole  country. 

Section  3. 1.3.7  (A,  1,  d  -  Minnesota) 

Minnesota  wetlands  are  fringed  by  permanent  pasture  and  woody 
growth  is  true  but  incomplete.  Many  of  the  privately  owned 
wetlands  and  virtually  all  of  the  state-owned  wetlands  are 
fringed  with  grassy,  weedy  lands  of  significant  value  for  nesting 
purposes  and  escape  cover. 

Page  1083  -  2nd  para.,  line  4  -  "The  remnants  of  nature  wildlife  .. 
should  be  "natural"  wildlife. 


4. 


Section  3. 1.3. 7  (A,  2  -  Aquatic  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Species) 

Page  1098  -  last  two  sentences  -  Mobile  organisms  may  move  from 
an  impacted  site  but  they  will  be  forced  into  habitat  already 
occupied;  therefore,  the  net  effect  is  a  reduction  in  density  or 
number  of  organisms.  The  statement  in  the  last  two  sentences 
implies  that  these  life  forms  take  up  residence  elsewhere  and 
all  is  fine.  This  ignores  theories  of  carrying  capacity,  terri¬ 
tories,  and  other  aspects  of  population  dynamics. 


1+ 


Section  4. 1.3.4  (G,  1  -  Protection  of  Fish  and  Wildlife) 

Page  1324  -  para.  2  -  It  is  suggested  that  if  wildlife  areas  are 
destroyed,  the  applicant  could  purchase  replacement  areas.  How 
in  the  world  will  this  mitigate  the  loss  of  valuable  habitat.  The 
state  will  still  be  short  the  lost  area  with  its  resultant  decrease 
of  wildlife.  The  top  priority  should  be  not  to  damage  or  destroy 
the  existing  units.  A  second  alternative  would  be  to  purchase 
a  farmed  area  which  previously  had  a  marsh  and  then  restore  the 
marsh  and  associated  habitat.  This  way,  there  would  not  be  a 
net  loss  as  there  would  be  with  the  current  suggested  alternative. 

Section  4. 1.3.4  (G,  2  -  Acquisition  of  Land  and  Waters) 


Page  1326  -  Lands  purchased  or  taken  in  easement  by  Fish  and  Wildlife! 
Service  or  States  for  the  purpose  of  waterfowl  production  cannot  be  I 
mitigated  by  purchasing  or  leasing  other  lands  and  waters.  Trans¬ 
ferring  the  ownership  of  potholes  does  not  produce  more  waterfowl; 
however,  it  will  preserve  or  prevent  a  landowner  from  draining. 
Adequate  replacement  is  possible  through  management  by  taking  a  i 

low  value  area  and  increasing  the  carrying  capacity.  It  may  be  i 

of  greater  value  to  purchase  or  lease  drained  potholes  and  restore  I 
by  plugging  ditches  or  outlet. 
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Response  to  comments  received 
from  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
at  Twin  Cities,  Minn, 
dated  October  3,  1975 


1.  Comment  noted  no  change  required 

2.  "White-tailed  geese"  has  been  deleted  from  3.0V. 7. 

3.  "Additional  Mitigating  Measures"  have  been  deleted  from  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume  and  readers  are  referred  to  the  geographic  volumes  - 
The  North  Border  Volumes  does  include  Minnesota  wildlife  manage¬ 
ment  areas  in  its  discussion  of  desired  minor  route  relocations 
beginning  on  page  645  under  "Wildlife." 

4.  Chapter  5  has  been  revised.  The  discussion  now  says  that  where  re¬ 
vegetation  is  difficult,  a  long-term  reduction  in  carrying  capacity 
is  probable.  See  page  203  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

5.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  information  requested  is  too  detailed  to  be  included  in  the 
EIS.  A  more  general  description  of  this  information  is  found  on 
pages  342-343  and  352,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

6.  The  reader  is  referred  to  pages  350  and  354  of  the  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS,  where  this  topic  is  discussed. 

The  term  "Ecology"  has  been  replaced  with  "environment"  on  page 
355,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

7.  The  comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  We 
do  not  believe  the  amount  of  detail  suggested  is  warranted  in 
this  section  of  the  Final  EIS. 

8.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  See 
response  number  7. 

9.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  We 
believe  the  suggested  change  is  beyond  the  scope  of  a  EIS. 

10.  An  attempt  has  been  made  in  the  Final  EIS  to  quantify  wildlife 
Impacts  where  practical. 

Wildlife  losses  are  considered  "temporary"  because  the  pipeline 
right-of-way  will  only  occupy  a  small  portion  of  the  range  of  a 
wildlife  species.  The  right-of-way  will  also  be  revegetated  as 
indicated  on  page  615-619  and  645-646,  North  Border  Volume,  Fina 
EIS. 
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11.  This  sentence  has  been  revised  on  page  536,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS.  The  sentence  indicates  that  several  factors  may  limit 
the  northward  expansion  of  the  bighorn  sheep. 

12.  Irreversible  loss  of  wildlife  habitat  is  discussed  on  page  695 
and  700,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS.  Also  refers  to  page 
681-682  and  692,  North  Border  Volume  Final  EIS. 

13.  Connent  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  suggested  change  "remnants  of  natural  wildlife  habitats  has 
been  made  on  page  541,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

14.  The  suggested  change  has  been  incorporated  on  page  547,  North 
Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

15.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

See  page  605  and  646-651,  671-672,  and  681-682,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 

16.  Consent  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Reader  is  referred  to  response  #15. 


—  (a  am) 

UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 

TO  :  Regional  Director,  FWS,  Portland,  Oregon  DATB:  qCT  g  ^ 

FROM  :  Regional  Director,  FVS,  Boston,  Mass. 

SUBJECT:  Review  of  draft  environmental  statement,  Parts  1  thru  7, 

"Alaska  Natural  Ctas  Transportation  System",  prepared  by 
the  EIS  Task  Force,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (ER-75/44) 


We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  statement  in  response  to  the 
Washington  office  Division  of  Ecological  Services'  memorandum  of 
July  31,  1975,  and  have  found  it  adequately  presented  insofar  as 
those  portions  of  the  proposed  pipeline  route  which  extend  into 
Region  5  are  concerned;  i.e.,  West  Virginia  and  Pennsylvania. 

The  only  comment  we  have  concerns  the  Table  of  Contents  in  the 
three  Volumes  of  Part  V  Northern  Border  portion  of  the  statement. 
Please  note  that  Sections  7. 1.3. 7  (page  V-1434)  thru  8. 1.3.4 
(page  V-1519)  are  omitted  in  the  Table.  It  appears  that  another 
page  of  contents  should  be  incorporated  to  Include  the  above-men¬ 
tioned  omission  following  Section  7. 1.3. 6  on  page  V-xxx  of  the  Table. 

The  opportunity  to  provide  input  in  the  preparation  of  this  statement 
as  well  as  to  review  it  is  appreciated. 


Bin  U.S.  SsrmSi  BnJj  RiS*J*rll  m  th  Pfynll  Smnfi  Plan 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Fish  &  Wildlife  Service,  Boston,  Mass, 
dated  October  8,  1975 


Comment  noted  and  the  suggested  change  was  made  on  Page  XIV-XV, 
North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


MEMORANDUM 


UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 
Alaska  Area  Office 
813  D  Street 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 

OCT  1" 


TO:  Regional  Director,  FWS,  Portland,  OR 
Acting 

FROM:  Area  Director,  FWS,  Anchorage,  AX 


RE:  Comments  on  ER  75/64  -  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  -  Alaska 
Section 

The  following  are  the  remarks  of  the  dozen  professional  biologists  who  reviewed 
nortions  of  this  statement.  While  we  realize  that  the  length  of  the  comments 
makes  them  difficult  to  handle,  we  feel  that  tieir  presentation  here  is 
justified,  riven  the  size  of  the  statement  itself. 

These  conrents  express  verv  well  the  inadeouacies  of  the  state-'ent  with  re9nect 
to  i-mlications  for  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Ranee,  which  stands  to  he 
severely  damaged.  Our  Judgment  Is  that  the  statement  does  not  come  close  to 
defining  or  discussinc  the  extent  of  impact  which  will  accrue  to  this  R-million- 
acre  refuse  renowned  for  its  remote  and  unsooiled  beauty. 

The  statement  places  the  verv  serious  obstacle  of  sheer  bulk  before  oersons 
interested  in  reviewinc  impacts  to  the  Arctic  NWR.  In  addition,  there  is  a 
threat  deal  of  repetition  throughout  the  document. 

I-nacts  to  the  Arctic  NWR  are  uniformly  so  understated  and  undramatically  drawn 
that  their  effect  is  lost.  The  statement  ignores  the  fact  that  133.35  mile9 
of  this  oroject  lie  within  the  Ranee,  while  onlv  61.45  miles  are  on  State 
land.  The  implication,  by  emphasis,  is  that  the  Range  is  little  affected. 

This  bias  occurs  throughout. 

Impact  evaluation  must  be  measured  in  the  context  in  which  an  impact  occurs. 

The.  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  an  area  of  international  concern,  the 
home  of  internationally  recognized  species  such  as  the  polar  bear  and  the 
peregrine  falcon.  In  this  statement,  facts  on  the  Range  are  buried  and 
scattered.  For  the  public  interest,  information  on  the  Range  and  the  impacts 
upon  it  from  this  project  should  be  drawn  together  into  a  single  section  to 
which  interested  readers  could  refer. 

In  addition,  there  appears  to  be  a  misunderstanding  throughout  the  statement 
concerning  the  term  "ecosystem".  This  term  is  on|e  of  convenience  coined  by 
biologists  to  arbitrarily  describe  an  area  of  study  where  organisms  interact 
with  each  other  and  with  the  abiotic  environment.  Thus,  an  ecosystem  has  no 
precise  boundary  definition  and  can  range  from  an  interaction  of  microbes  in 
a  drop  of  water  to  the  entire  globe.  A  drainage  system  is  usually  a  logical 
choice  to  be  called  an  ecosystem.  Therefore,  it  makes  little  sense  to  state 
that  in  relation  to  the  size  of  most  ecosystems  affected,  losses  will  be  minor. 
Millions  of  ecosystems  will  be  totally  destroyed.  Other  systems  will  be 
drastically  affected  and  others  created  where  none  now  exist. 
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sir.:'.n;r;;. rs;-":rir..s:‘.  “ 

He  offer  ,  «ner.l  li.tin*  of  topic,  l«d«n»tri*  covered  In  the  Aleehe 
section. 

r:;r;.“  ....  — 

2.  PI apned  'or  construction  Are  114  "lie,  of ^'’’^"'revel'!  Aureal  amount 

ss!  :iu  ...  ■*«. 

for  the  strea"  uashin"  oneration  are  not  discussed. 


3  The  use  end  location  of  disposal  sites  was  omitted.  It 
rt„the  "atari al  sites  can  all  he  used  as  disposal  sites. 


is  doubtful 


4.  r‘eans 


hardline  human-anir 


tal  problems  was  not  mentioned. 

5.  A  man  for  contalninv  and  spiv, pa  fuel  sullls  -a.  not  provided. 

6.  Implementation  o'  erosion  control,  rehaMlltat^on,reveretationtand 

cleanup  durlne  and  foUowIn"  construct  1  on  should 
Initial  orncra". 


7.  It  Is  not  made  plain  that  the 
wide  as  a  result  of  haul Inc  snow, 


area  of  use  will  he  more  than  ten  mile, 
oravel ,  water,  etc. 


animal  oaasace  should  be  identified. 

,  .  ■  .he  ultimate  disposal  of  the  pinel ine 

i  -  -  -  —  - 

imnarts  will  accrue.  This  should  he  discussed. 

10.  The  ennl  leant  usuallv  -ates  what^wUl  no^ejone ^7.^ 

Will  be.  Onlv  the  vaguest  and  t  facimles  which  will  have  tremendous 
concerning  the  size  and  locati  are  noted,  but  no  solutions 

effects  on  the  environment.  Manv  nro  ,  solve  the  nroblensj 

«re  offered.  Without  knowin-  how  the  applicant  olans  to 

we  cannot  jud^.e  impacts. 
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The  0.  S.  Pish  and 

its  control  in  a  responsib  statement  provides  adeouate 

-  the  ^prolect.  inP‘C'’  “ 

Arctic  National  Wildlife  Ranne  resulting  from  the  prole 

a  f .-.reaching  conseouences  for  the  Range 

and6 the* Service^"!  sal  oni" there 

rr-Ai^i:  n™u™,  ».«hird.  of  t.  nrono..d 


SPECIFIC  CO? -  TINTS :  Volu~e  I  Overview 


1-10,  para.  1  -  "...up  to  41  million  cubic  feet  per  dav  will  be  sent  to  the 
first  4  pump  stations  of  the  Trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline."  The  discussion 
should  include  an  explanation  of  how  this  will  be  delivered.  It  would  also 
seem  logical  merely  to  continue  delivery  systems  9outh  to  Dig  Delta  and 
then  eastward  along  the  Alaska  Highway.  This  would  avoid  nearly  all  of  the 
problems  associated  with  the  proposal. 

1-17,  para.  1  -  A  better,  more  precise  description  of  the  proposed  route 
is  required  before  impacts  can  be  adequately  assessed. 

1-25.  A  more  precise  map  of  the  proposed  route  is  required.  We  suggest  a 
fold-out  map  with  more  detail. 


I* 

I'3 


1-21,  para.  3  -  Camden  and  Demarcation  Bays  are  both  prehistoric  and  historic 
sites,  and  should  be  stated  as  such.  Development  of  facilities  at  these 
locations  will  require  extensive  archeological  investigations. 


1-45,  para.  4  -  "Electrical  power  must  be  provided  for  each  valve  and  a 
power  line  will  be  run  from  the  nearest  existing  source..."  This  is  an 
example  of  one  of  the  hidden  impacts  that  receive  no  treatment  in  the  ES. 
The  reviewer  has  no  idea  what  is  meant  by  "the  nearest  existing  source". 
This  could  mean  literally  hundreds  of  miles  of  poles  or  towers.  The 
treatment  here  is  inadequate. 

1-52.  The  stated  land  requirements  are  not  accurate,  because  they  do  not 
consider  the  total  area  required.  For  example,  the  area  required  for  snow 
collection  for  the  "snow  roads"  will  be  affected  permanently  in  reality  and 
not  temporarily. 


1-53.  The  table  should  clearly  state  that  the  Alaskan  federal  lands  involve' 
are  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  an  area  set  aside  specifically  for 
its  wilderness  and-wildlife  values,  both  of  which  will  be  seriously  compromisTcl 
by  the  proposal. 


J/7 


1-79,  para.  3  -  We  need  to  knoW  where  the  water  is  to  be  obtained  for  pipeline 
testing  on  the  Range.  All  streams  are  frozen  to  the  bottom  during  this  neriod. 
Use  of  water  from  Sadlerochit  Springs  or  the  Hulahula  and  Kongakut  "upwel lings" 
will  severely  damage  wintering  fish  dependent  on  these  sites  to  obtain 
the  required  496,000  gals  per  mile. 


1-89,  para.  1  -  Prior  to  issuance  of  any  permit,  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  should 
have  a  firm  plan  for  termination.  A  requirement  should  be  the  salvage  of 
all  pipe,  as  anyone  with  experience  in  the  Arctic  knows  that  within  a  few 
years  the  pipe  will  be  forced  to  the  surface,  through  frost  action,  as  it 
may  be  even  while  active. 

I-°3.  Under  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  ActLon-Responsibili ty.  Should 
add  "and  other  fish  and  wildlife"  after  "endangered  species." 

1-154,  para  1  -  Gravel  is  not  being  extracted  or  processed  on  the  Range. 
This  1 8  a  misleading  statement,  contrary  to  refuge  management  objectives. 
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1-164,  para.  1  -  "Such  effects  may  be  self-neroetuating  end  difficult  to 
predict."  Emand  on  this  subject.  Describe  the  effects  of  seismic  and 
drilling  operations  on  state  leased  lands  west  of  the  Canning  River, 
where  even  today  the  erosion  is  continuing  for  riles  along  these  lines  and 
roadways  to  depths  of  20  and  more  feet.  Should  also  refer  to  the  Hlekei 
Highway  or  "canal"  and  the  Pet  4  exploratory  work  done  in  the  early  '40's. 


1-168,  para  1,  line  4  -  add  after  "moderate"  the  phrase  "in  its  natural 
state  but  once  disturbed  results  in  severe  erosior".  A  true  picture  of  the 
tremendous  damage  wrought  by  erosion  in  permafrost  is  r.ot  presented  he»*e. 

1-205,  para.  3  -  Add  to  the  first  sentence  the  following :  grizzly  hear, 
moose,  ground  squirrel,  lesser  Canada  and  snow  geese.  Add  to  second 
sentence:  snowy  owl,  rough-legged  hawk,  goshawk,  golden  and  bald  eagles, 
and  gyrfalcons. 

1-215.  The  statement  on  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  fairly  food 
but  buried.  It  is  one  of  the  more  important  aspects  of  the  TS  and  should 
be  more  accessible. 
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1-217,  bottom  -  The  "relatively  large  numbers"  of  breeding  peregrine  falcons® 
gyrfalcons  and  golden  eagles  need  to  be  defined.  Studies  on  this  route  ■  24 

appear  to  have  been  neglected  to  the  extent  that  specifics  are  not  available® 

1-258.  Historic  Land  Uses.  Prehistoric  man  existed  In  this  area  for 
thousands  of  years  prior  to  the  "discovery"  of  it  by  white  men.  Surely 
something  can  be  said  for  then,  rather  than  beginning  the  history  of  the 
area  with  the  discovery  of  oil  at  Prudhoe  Bay  in  196E. 


1-283,  para.  3  -  The  State  of  Alaska  Highway  Department  maintains  road 
maintenance  and  construction  equipment  at  Dcadhorse.  Some  sections  of 
the  roads  refered  to  are  surely  public. 


I 
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1-304,  para  2  -  The  ANWR  has  already  been  studied  for  wilderness  purposes 


This  paragraph  needs  rewriting.  It  gives  a  false  Impression  12.9 

ot  ruture  industrial  development  of  the  Range  and  la  prejudicial  in  that 
it  discusses  possible  mineral  development  in  the  e.ent  of  Refuge  designation  I 
but  does  not  discuss  the  future  if  the  Wilderness  designation  is  granted.  " 

1-322,  para.  2  -  Two  such  sites  exist  in  the  ANWR  along  the  proposed  pipeline(0 
route:  one  at  Tanayariak  River  crossing  and  the  other  at  Okerokovick  River  G 

crossing,  with  a  historic  trap  cache  located  at  the  Hulahula  River  crossing.  | 

1-324,  para.  1  -  Two  additional  sites  exist  in  Alaska:  Camden  and  Demarcation 
Bays,  designated  under  this  proposal  as  wharf  and  material  sites. 

1-327,  para.  ?  -  Two  of  these  sites  are  Camden  and  Demarcation  Bays,  where 
wharves,  material  sites  and  borrow  pits  are  planned. 

i_333j  para.  1  -  At  this  point  we  cannot  assume  that  public  access  to  the 
ANWR  will  necessarily  improve  with  construction  of  the  pipeline.  The 
decision  concerning  opening  of  the  Alyeska  haul  road  to  the  public,  for 
Instance,  has  not  yet  been  made. 
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N376,  msra.  2  -  "Iscusslor  should  b*  added  concmlrft  not**  pollution  ns 
It  affect*  wa-mals  and  other  wildlife.  In  the  Arctic  this  effect  will  have 
the  nmtMt  adverse  Impact*. 

1-395,  -*r*.  3  -  TNe  archeological  significance  of  the  Arctic  Coast  Plain 
la  grossly  under? •  ated.  This  Is  known  to  have  been  both  a  trade  and  travel 
route  for  thousands  of  year*.  Should  be  revised. 

1-403,  para.  2  -  Co — re*«cr»  In  the  open  tundra  will  be  heard  for  f renter 
distances  tvan  stated.  Vs*  of  mufflers  with  subsequent  loaa  of  their  30,000 
HP  Is  adverse  to  the  purpose  for  their  Inatallat Ion.  Iron-clad  stipulation* 
will  have  to  be  written  Into  the  wmlt  and  constantlv  enforced  to  assure 
the  Installation  of  groper  mufflers. 

The  noise  pollution  resulting  fro-'  compressor  site*  will  fill  the  total 
area  fro-  the  Canning  River  to  the  Canadian  border,  fro*  the  oountatns  to 
the  coast  and  for  unknown  miles  over  the  Beaufort  Sea,  reducing  the  value 
of  that  area  a*  wildlife  habitat,  especially  for  larger  rurrult.  Pace  094 
of  section  II  of  this  PS  nor*  honestly  predicts  the  true  noise  pollution 
potential  of  this  project.  The  phrasing  used  In  that  discussion  should  be 
used  here  also. 

T-40A,  oira*  3  -  Sven  in  winter,  travel  over  the  fro ten  tundra  “...will 
result  in  destruction  of  plants  and  the  insulating  organic  mat  protecting 
the  soil  with  thaw  consolidation  and  erosion  a  probable  result. "  A**atn,  the 
impact  is  understated.  It  Is  a  known  fact  that  thaw  consol  I iat ton  and  erosion 
will  result.  Snnw/tce  roads  will  not  el'-lnat*  thts  l^oact.  Complete 
kill  of  vegetation  can  result  and  next  sumner's  solar  radiation  results  tn 
erosion.  Also,  the  term  "thaw  consolidation"  reed*  to  be  defined.  The 
**  tori  tv  of  reviewers  r»v  not  appreciate  the  implications  of  thts  tern,  given 
Arctic  conditions. 

1-410,  para.  3  -  Experience  has  shown  the  Ineotness  of  engineering  under 
Arctic  conditions.  Engineering  proble-s  thought  resolved  during  the  early 
60's  are  still  a  problem  of  concern  today*  The  consequences  of  a  133-otlc 
buried,  chilled  pipeline  built  with  a  total  lack  of  knowledge  of  what  such  s 
pipeline  will  do  under  Arctic  conditions  (see  page  410)  is  cause  for 
pessimists  about  the  realm  of  "engineering  feasibllltv". 

I-4lf.  '-It l fating  Veasures.  Tve  simplest  vav  to  preserve  the  permafrost  Is 
not  to  disturb  it  or  to  devise  a  new  technology  which  will  ensure  that  it 
will  be  preserved.  For  instance,  laving  a  double  line  in  the  bottom  of  the 
Beaufort  Sea  would  eliminate  co-nressor  sites  and  ensure  full  capacity  of 
gas  at  its  destination.  This  *1 ternat*  has  not  been  renttoned  In  the  DES,  and 
is  well  within  the  real-  of  engineering  feasibility* 

1-419,  nara.  3  -  This  discussion  should  mention  the  fact  that  exner icent*  of 
revegetation  at  Prudho*  Bay  haw  failed  to  date.  Success  for  certain  has 
been  reported  bv  the  other  experimental  sites  in  Canada,  but  thev  apply  to 
the  taiga,  not  the  tundra. 

1-421,  para.  ?  -  The  fact  should  be  made  clear  that  "mechanical  stabilisation 
methods*’  mentioned  bv  the  Applicant  are  gravel  berms.  Such  euphemisms  mav 
cushion  the  impact  on  the  read.er,  but  not  on  the  environ  ent. 

I -422,  para.  3  and  6  -  heibictde*  will  not  be  used  on  the  AiMR  and  this  should 
be  clearly  stated.  The  Applicant  Is  aware  that  If  a  permit  Is  Issued  across 
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g.nge,  h.  *»U  h.v.  to  cl...  «P  snd  . . .  •"«  -«  V  mod. 

as  was  dona  In  August  197S. 

blTthc  ,-tpoUo.  and  this  ’•'O'11'*  b»  •t‘,"d‘ 

I-4M,  para.  2  -  The  AK1JR  should  he  added  to  this  listing. 

I-4SS,  para.  A  -  As  |U°®  **  should’^oplrly  not  downgrade 

5  —  s«  - 111,47  for  * 

mere  hoocst  discussion. 

,  ,  -  ,h.  thro.t  poasd  hv  .ii l for  dloxld.  to  Uch.o.  i.  ottd.r.t.t.d, 

U  W’. «'.«*»  ..HOC  to  It.  Impltc.ttOtt.  for  c.r.hov,. 

,  4„  „r..  J  -  Th.  tin.  period  r.,ulr.d  (or  veget.tlva  r.cov.r,  I.  p.rn.(ro.t|  ^ 

,r...'«r.  onttnlsttc  to  th.  point  of  rscklssanesa. 

p.„.  3  -  th.  proh.hlllty  1.  high  th.t  us.  of  th.  foothill,  end  th. 

Arctic  Plain  hv  snow  gsese  wtn'ld  b»  allmlnatcd. 

t  tot  tt.r.  2  -  thl*  discussion  of  s.sthotlc  voltes  Is  so  wunpl.  of  th. 
dluoitlS  undsratatewent  nf  sdv.r..  Insets  throuShout  th.  docuvont. 
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Sn«cific  Co-vents:  Part  IT,  tok.,  1-3  ai.,v,  Cot  Ion 

”  “’V  ref”e!5W  Mc.Ur.ud  schedule  »tth  no  ron.ldsr.tion 

plvor.  to  th.  h.rd-swn  .xn.rl.nc.  of  Aly.sk.  eoncemtnc  d.l.vs. 

In  addition,  th.  nethods  :o  be  used  **  dovetail  th.  -nw,  construction  ■  5^ 

techniques  i»«t»  with  Indiit,  kuildl  of  th.  Un.  If  th*  Mnrft 

Is  issued  should  be  discussed  for  the  sake  of  credibility. 

•Wore^M  or  inteersted  into  ft 

,  .ntrcductlon.  Such  discussion  trsdltlor.slly  Is  not  .T-phasiied  In  I  SI 

impact  statements.  ■ 

*?d  *  s.psrst.  Paragraph  dealing  so.clftc.llv  uith  th.  ulldemes. 

2**  ®,*pUt*4  ln  *PrU  «”•  “  Mtet*d  bv  the  V 1 1  der-.er  s  _ 

£  S'l^r  r!T  *“"!'*  *c5i"  b*  ^rsttren,  of  th.  Interior  srd  I  SZ 
th.  President.  These  studies  found  nearly  the  c-t-.r.  s*-o,  to  ^  s„itav:f 
for  inclusion  into  the  National  Wilderness  Preserv.tlon  Svste.n. 

P.US  1,1 11  *Is<>  h*  Iot*r.d  St  Carden  snd  De-ore,; ton  5.v,  ,nd 
should  be  Included  in  thts  sumnarv. 

if”  T*1*!  °*  Csrden  B.V  ss  sn  srcheolo-lcsl  stte,  CN  5»  should  be 
designated  cVerden  Aav  tnst.sd  of  "staslnc  area". In  the  css.  of  GN  104 
borrow  uould  b.  r.-ou.d  fro.  the  ,td.  of  a  hill  less  than  3(4  ell.  free 
*n  active  trumpeter  swan  nest  site. 

11-57,  pars.  2  -  Pipeline  looping  ss  en  alternative  has  been  ooitted  frw 

ih!e'S£<m\  “"•*  -M  .Urslnst.  ,n  cwres^r  station.  vltMtt 

the  Ah whether  th.  lines  were  burial  slons  th.  proposed  route,  ‘-nrl-d 
tn  the  Beaufort  Sea,  or  deuble-Iald  on  tlrbers.  Such  construction  would 
clieinste  controversial  streets  of  the  present  rronossl  bv  redu.-ln-  envtvon- 
eentsl.daoaee,  with  the  knowledge  that  the  pine  would  be  salvageable  in  the 


I 
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11-62,  para.  2  -  Pore  detail  is  needed  with  reg.rd  to  the  power  source  of 
the  runway  lights. 

L'  Th!r?  ie  *  ”rious  PDOhle-  with  regard  to  sources  of  snow 
*m  — ^  sc‘  co-itr.  .-tirn  of  roads.  Most  of  the  lsnd.c.p.  in  I 

winter  is  vindswert,  per-, -tin-  no  accu-ulstlons  of  snow  evee-t  lo  draina-esl 
(where  polar  hear  traditior-allv  den)  and  water  circulation  is  nil,  with  * 

•t  ”**■  pon  s,  rivers  and  stres-s  freer  Solid,  a  few  srrine-'e<  h 

•»«, «. «nu.  of  w,t.r  f™-.  hen„th »»» 5^ 

ninlng  will  cause  -ore  .nviron^nt,,  d.iMg.  fnossthlv  up  to  a  1(VU,  strip) 

.ban  would  he  expected  under  this  proposal.  Severe  proh’e-s  with  .e 

t.king  of  snow  foot-  polar  hear  den  sites  or  water  frSr  fish  srin  .rl^  Iree 
require  .  greet  deal  nor.  thoupht  snd  elahorstlcn  that,  -tver  here. 

?ir*'  1  *  P,rh*rs  fn  alternate  proposal  requiring  a  double  loop 
should  be  considered  to  elir.inate  compressor  stations  on  the  ANWS,  w-ether 
by  sea  or  land.  This  would  result  In  less  environmental  d.na-e,  per-it  ft 
construct. on  -urlr.e  the  su  -rer  after  eid-Julv  via  -el ! copters  ,nd  net- it  1^7 

complete  recovery  of  the  pipe.  ?Ulnten*nce  would  be  minimal  *nd  cost# 


I 


I 


ewtKuls  "desert  hod  *  in^the  °Ut  <■"*"*  “‘nt.r  using 

^•tr^hi  -'t^,^^uuntc*nnoJ  r,truc"d  “c  «»• 

by  the  Riddle  of  October,  «s  In  1973.  *r°W  n°t  norts*lly  accumulated 

U-M,  Pars.  2  -  Again,  a  schedule  based  upon  "bast  ..auction.-  reckU.s.  jy, 

out  on  the  tundra  will' ever'bleiid'vi th' th.hl  °  bulll,lnss  sitting  m 

thta.nd  should  be  provided  for  th,  sake  of  cr^dibu u v ”’**"*  *ChUv!r! 

^■)udk:edhinv^,:b;:;::r:r^t,;:*'^  *h°u,d *  «-««-.  gt, 

*•  m...hl.  during  • 

Nuc*r  reoov.l  of  th.  tundra  rat  wou.d  r.quir.  thgrnal  co't^r"^0” ‘ 


II-1°3,  para.  4  -  Bock.ht.ld  ahould  be  defined  snd  It.  us.  sxplain.d. 


”"*•  1  '  th*  Ps'scwters  of  th.  ter.  -disturbed  sr...  thould  be  |  ^ 

irssrjuu  £:°Lb*rreu  °f  ^th*TOi  «uid  «- 

and  a  plan  rads  to  retain  It  at  each  leak  locIii°'V"'*nI  ,hoi,1<i  Prohibited 
Mthanol  in  the  .rctlc  «w,»nM“r »' 

asounts  of  water  needed.  Water  is  .  scare!  S<,"rce  of  the  bu'« 

Plain.  The  Applicant-,  intended  .ounce,  .hoiu  b^u^d!"'''' 

„Uon  ctMclt, 

lu  th,  Arctic  have  no-  vet  been  .tt.ry»3  retention  la-eon. 

treatment  m*v  be  rerui-e-'  in  ord#.-  *  Ad^ltional  special  effluent 

not  influenced.  A  rvnUoriV^r ^  resource  la 

formulated  before  c.^s,  etc  sr.  con^ruc!!^  th*  dr*!nm**  »bo»l<l  be 

Bsv.  None  deal  direct'-  ^'’c^Mll!,''!!/!'''’  *!«'*'  I,Un<1  *nd  frudhoe  _ 

»ak.  1  rerendous  difference,  on!.!  “i!!:""*  °f  '  f°“  ~il«  l/y 

te-per.ture  snd  cltrat.  1,  reeled  to  fuT!?!,  x  d!  More  d*'*  1^7 

essential  for  g^t.chnic.1  e”!!id”r,!?on!.  "  '  ”  At>pU'*"'  consider,  I 

r.A4i^riS;,fclittstiS?esr  *10^ ,h' route  is  a 

chosen  bv  BatteUe  for  snow  dspth  studies  fo^J1™?  *?  I’  '  tl“c  of  v«ar  I 
ground,  even  though  the  studv  tear  ‘■-ileved  Th.  !!.3  f**'  °f  “nov'  on  th*  I  i?8 

snow  depth.  believed  the  study  coincided  with  raxl-vpl 


Given  thi#  circar^tevu  of  a  3-foot  rerttww,  plana  <bo«M  ba  owtlfeci  It  ttn 
•  tate-*r'  to  explain  whera  the  Applicant  intesd#  to  iUA.  P/y^r1  MW  for 
hie  pxittmtiori, 

II-1T2,  para.  2  -  r**ardls>f  the  vegetation  v*er»  *'«vv  accvmlate* 

in  exceee  of  3  feet  deep,  the  statement  ie  re~i*a  In  not  pointing  oot  the* 
theee  very  ere* t  are  those  used  by  pregr ** t  polar  War  sow#  for  <*f*lef.  ^*7 
•re  used  by  sow*  precisely  b«c*. ♦♦  it  !•  ‘ere  tWt  cae^  *nov  ace  violate# 
for  then  to  avrvive  the  winter  with  their  rv*,t.  h r ejrr-*'. t  core  InUad 

30  wile#  or  rwre  to  find  mlUbU  «itee  for  dewing.  -J**t  *•  the  ApplleaaC 
find*  t'ow  *<«rc* ,  eo  do  tU  kwi  v»J  therefore  •  ?r«*t  potential  conflict 
it  written  in  the  card#  here#  Folar  he*r  cefee  weigh  only  «  few  ounce*  *t 
birth  end  retain  in  the  den  with  their  mother  until  April,  whe-  the  family 
merge#  end  head#  for  the  *e#.  &vrin?  the  denning  period  from  October- April, 
the  now  ie  extrexely  #*Tidzive  to  let  rue  ion  a#  e  rule  end  re»  Vill  or  abandon 
her  cub*,  or  n*7  take  the  cube  prenetwrely  iron  t*e  den.  in  an  *t tempt  to 
reech  the  open  *ea.  Smell  cub#  rerely  survive  ewe*  forced  wt*.  The#* 
point#  need  to  be  presented  wherever  the  cue #t ion  of  t'o*  aotrrce*  *ri#e*  la 
the  DE3. 

11-17*,  per#.  A  -  thi#  paragraph  sjawierlze#  explicitly  wh-at  can  be  expected 

•«  far  *«  winter  co*  et  ruction  of  «  pipeline. 

11-203  -  thi#  cep  reed*  to  be  revised.  Oil  ard  ga*  field#  ere  inferred  for 
the  AtfS2  froa  dete  out  wide  the  h*^«.  There  ere  no  known  field#  here. 

11-215,  per*.  1  -  Thi#  1#  supposition  e#  it  *pplie#  to  the  AJW?,  where  ®° 
drilling  to  depth  he*  occurred. 

11-213,  per*.  1  -  the  definition  of  perrafro«t  1#  inaccurate.  It  i#  per-arec.t 
unle#s  the  tker&der.vi r oarer. t  1#  altered,  wblcb  car.  be  done  by  the  proposal . 
Once  altered,  in  ice-rich  #oil#,  the  end  result  will  be  t*emoVarrtin«  and 
thaw  pond#,  such  m  occurred  on  the  Nickel  Bighway. 

11-247  -  thi#  table  doe#  rwt  prefect  •  true  picture.  7or  laetaeee,  category 
"depth  to  permafrost"  1#  depicted  /*  noder*t«  '24-60  i'-'-'ei)  below  rlreri”. 
eor face,  or  shallow,  or  deep.  All  hole#  drilled  on  t*e  Jarre  *ad  per-afro# t 
less  then  6  inches  wader  the  surface  of  the  rror-d .  Susceptibility  to 
erosion  would  be  high  in  ao«t  laataac—  except  or  old  outwa*>  plain#. 

II-2SA,  per#.  3  -  permafrost  doe#  not  "generally  tend  to  block  the  downward 
■eveaent  of  water";  it  doe#  block  the  downward  rove*  er  t.  Jefe-e'ce*  #uch 
*«  these  minimize  what  actually  take*  piece.  Individual#  withj paekgreaad 
do  not  obtain  •  true  picture  of  what  actually  Happends. 

11-257,  pera.  1  -  The  etateneat  i*  cade  that  the  pipeline  route  crosses 
120  Identified  Alaska*  *breer*.  Alee  noted  »lould  be  tfe  fact  that  *r 
exanlr-etJon  of  USGS  nap#  show*  101  of  those  #treare  a#  occurring  on  the 
AMI,  not  courting  ell  channel#  of  breided  ttreexe. 

IJ-260,  p#re  1.  -  no  date  ha#  Wen  gathered  to  Wee  tWae  tucrct'.  r*  o^, 
eepeclelly  to  predict  to  lure  «-d  titring  of  e  50  or  100  year  flood  i»  larger 
river*  which  would  reeult  in  deep  • courier. 


A* 


^r*.  4  -  iiu  or  niw«n«  to  r'.Ttri  stVr  t>— '.  tfct  l«*rr!lrVta* 

■‘Oi.t’vt  '.UU<,  ««  ti*»*  «tter*  m  rot  oa  tt*  root.. 

II-M5  -  t*rt«  -o»  <f ffie.lt  Jt  !«  K>i*t  to  v-  tor  t!«<9ellt« 

to  stall  •  ro?rfrri  mt  of  for  •£<-/!'.«  ro«f«  ar.<t  t*»t'.-^. 


n -ZV.  -  oil  '.rfmtOt  n«»!  «*.t  >rrt.lil-.r  to  •.-«  U-vror.lr'ttoi 

Urrr.  '"V  loforttotloa  tooli  be  adfed  for  rlreri  «U*J  t*.  “tottrf  root.. 


II-2H,  tot.  3  -  of  asftli  M7  rorlrrt,  tot  rtfsi.  slot 

foro.  «r>rr«  rrr.-*l-«r  jrr-o’.l’.:^  t-rot.  rrer.l  rirrl  1«  t.rr»0 

Oo.  to  vr-«lr.tloo  of  frost,  oMtr  fortes  vs  ter  to  t-r  sorfeoe  of  t-«  Its. 
Mtvmlstlo-s  iorl-r  M-»er*.  vf-ters  ter  «;rs  to  tMctotssei  of  f1"- 
or  mrt,  unrisr  Isr**  .rest.  Tbe  stfr-r-t  ..J/CC  or  m.rr  .ret  tMa 
be  rsfercooef ,  I oeerotr.  „  tile  flrrrs  is  itffltslt  to  beI!*oe. 


U-27»  -  tebfor  ester  fron  sorfors  vs.lo*  ftov  1«  ofoter  imr-.li  rtitlt  Ir 
ssrloos  lrsett.  or  fist  srr!  so-ost!o  life,  vftleb  oor.srtr.tr  is,  soor  srrss 
•red  de-p* red  c-  them  f/K  wurvivfl. 


11-775  -  nuurce  fur  tMe  nap  #o®Id  be  refere-ced. 

Ij.y/  pt-«.  1  -  t'*;»  1#  *ha  c«#*-  caapre*e-#ive  «r.*i  faecal  lO'-tce"  -ede 
Ie  dati  regarding  vehicle  trace*  «*.  the  terdr*.  "oet  of  these  *-«c>*  were 
uade  >gr^*  ect've  1  ever  vad  freze- ,  nem-itt  --  T**  t-pdev  c-e 

see#  tie  #taadv  •ttriticr  to  t*e#e  track#  c nape#*? #d  cacc-:-r  nore 

visible  ••  sc  la;  rediatioc  ared  rurdacr  raaaff  eg grevet*  the  rrc’cle-r!- 


U.yp,  per*.  1  -  the  rarer  trxpetfr  ever.  r«r-U  be  lf«t ed  here. 


11- 307,  pare-  3  -  tadr  #cro^t*d  !•*-»•**  cf  «ed’**  ere  al*o  !srorta-t  to 

car i v/.  *©r  calvizv  area#.  »«wly  tpreuted  leave?  cf  *-ed?e*  edditicr  tn 
-■-*  fried  *-d-e  frem  r'-e  past  rruwi-5  *e?vc-  *'-d  lie  *  -  **e  eva'.'.i-'e  ic 
■rcac-ity.  Toaaecka  else  pffer  s  #rlr*Tcres<  to  the  revive m  anlxel  wh.ich  car 
sera  i  terrpeT  *  Cur  e  differerce  cf  a*  ™r-1  *•-  • 

12- 3:3,  per*.  1  -  cariWi  can  very  car#lder*biy  fron  year 

year,  dependi-v  w  tine  erd  weepier  car-«dl tiara. 

U-321,  para.  2  -  Til#  i#  *  W-  wirvV-lle  lutneii  cf  i‘a  tetwaorj*  politic-, 
of  uriVgi  cd  reed*  e-rp-aei*. 

H-325,  per#.  2  -  It  wv.'.d  W  were  i-ferrati ve  to  :*fe*  to  the  Ssd'.ercc-  *. 
rcruUtot ,  r  it  ter  :**r.  the  "hasrPherr.  flar>  of  the  2rcc>c  range.  It  L#  sore 
tier  *vj#»'.*.:«*  that  **eer  will  c«  affected  by  the  ?!peli-e  activity. 

Tie  wprd  “prppahle*  properly  be  «#nf. 

11-327,  para.  3  -  Tundra  grizzlie*  actrallv  ^e  tM»  area,  aa  car  be  observed 
«rVn  trace*  ard  trail*  a*  they  leave  the  coast  ard  caactal  plain 

to  head  south  into  the  foothill#  a=d  w>*-r pair*  far  derrirg. 

II-3U.  -  to  correctly  depict  in-ralvere- 1  of  tolar  bear*,  the  »*c;Id  "-*• 

-ard  reaidert  duri-r  iesrisg  oeried  alor^  proposed  pipeline  rocPe  free 
October  to  April." 
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11-353,  para.  3  -  The  phrase  “for  irr  '*?  purpose*  which,  occur#  frsr- 
to  April “  #hcr:ld  be  added  to  the  la#',  serterce  to  draw  ar.  accurate  pi c t e 
of  *he  .«e  by  polar  bear#  of  the  are*. 


21—573,  p*-a.  3  -  ary  people  who  will  sever  visit  the  Jar.ge  are  -aery  to 
tsow  it  1#  there. 


11-35A,  para.  1  -  the  re* to-*  for  polar  bear  travel i-.g  i»le-d  ere  act 
completely  ur.Vnv— .  7"-e  female  cose*  ashore,  tcr-etire#  as  nsec  **  25— K 

nlle#  inland,  to  dec.  *cd  bear  young* 

11—361,  per*.  A  -  the  bald  eagle,  the  rational  bird,  should  be  listed  *« 
these  «ite#  for  fithir.g  duri-g  Auruet  a-.d  3eot e-^er. 


11-370,  per*.  3  -  Thi#  area  ! •  en  historical  area  for  iw  geese  ft 

from  northern  A.letV#  erd  mrtbwtttan  T*-.«de.  Orite  poseibly,  t-a»i  frv  I 

northern  Siberia  fom  a  tayact  of  thi#  #t*gir-»  poowlatioa.  Vitbort  thi*.  I 

...  ■  -  ^ 

not  r*ha  it  to  their  next  stop,  vfclcb  ray  be  over  a  thousard  -lie#  to  ■  7w 

the  bettor  reaches  of  the  I 

southern  Casadic.  province*  or  the  northern  tier  of  the  t.  5. ,  where  is  tear  I 
year s ,  tkoceards  of  bird#  are  forced  dov-a  to  rest  vher  they  eoc-srsr.cer  tale  I 
wind#  from  the  east.  8 


11-371,  oera.  3  -  trumpeter  r/«r*  *h«rcld  be  added  to  til#  *ect4o-,  t!--» 
they  do  occur  alec  g  the  proposed  route  and  at  bo  proposed  w-erf  area*  at 
Carder,  and  Tesarcatfon  hays. 

2I-37A,  per*.  2  -  tc*  fact  that  no  lesser  row  -eese  rest*  were  retorted 
until  177'  does  rot  rear,  there  •■ere  -ere.  It  1*  xl!>*ly  the*  a  colcry  of 
•one  5C  pair#  would  tddenly  appear  from  ore  year  to  the  next. 

11-457,  para.  2  -  ag*:-  we  fird  highly  pre;  .dicia!  rciisral  wer4' -.i  r 
“The  oreoe-ce  o#  tie  AT"'  l*t  restricted  deve!ov-e-t.“  T*-l#  could  be 
charged  to  reed,  T'*  ore*a-t  of  the  AT"  '-a#  preserved  the  lest  rre-c* 
ezeen**  of  unsooiled  arctic  ry*ter*  for  the  «-  ’or-r*  a-vd  *-!'•  te— ert  of 
generations  of  the  Arerlccn  public  to  core."  Thi#  wording  ra-  il»o  be 
open  to  t-e  ch^r-e  of  r/itlr.? li#r,  brat  *•  -o-e*  closer  to  t'-e  pcilii  l?-d 
order  which  establ f  *-ed  the  raage  for  ell  Araricar.#. 


Iw 

l? 


para.  A  -  Ar  overflight  over  '  ml  hetr-T.ar  2e#erv«  C  *re.<2  year*  -  4t*r 
a  »#Jor  exploration  effort  there  will  show  -ov  efficie-t  wi?t*r  haul  road* 
car.  be  et  vegetative  destructior.  Today,  the  record  I*  still  {indelibly 
WTitter.  in  tve  tundra.  Also  coda y,  the  exi*t*  -aicly  **  * 

sora#s  of  sud  *r«d  water  reserAling  a  c***l  for  -*>st  of  it*  lerti. 

11-545,  para.  1  -  the  ?*-r»*  wa*  studied  for  inclusion  in  to  t4-—  Tat  local 
■*i  lde--et*  hreservaticr  System. 


U-4A3,  : ir*.  1  -  based  or  result*  of  i  e  applicant'*  reseed!-*  a-d  veretat: 
experi-e*-.*  at  Trutf'ce  Say  to  date,  char.ce*  are  les*  ttaa  good  that  this 
will  succeed.  Experirectal  pleating#  eve  wtrrterkilled. 


II-A4A ,  pa-a.  2  -  at  this  point,  aa  extensive  di*cua*icn  of  the  result*  of  ■  ]tfj 
tie  Soviet  pipe  line  system  are  !?.  order.  ft 


Ij_^55f  MTe.  2  -  Side  ovwrlan  will  not  prevaat  thaw  cor.solidatior.  a-.d 
protect  i  ermal  characteristics  ef  rpcer  wrtiors  of  the  pipeline  di-ct. 
fcnole  ev*ce-ce  i#  availacle  frera  ar.v  selmic  trail,  road,  airstrip,  drill 
sit  or  caasp  pad  today  on  the  north  slope  ir.  ice-rich  soil  eondltiocs. 

Sc;  ar  r*dl*tipm  at  t'-e  ed?e  of  t*e  fill  result*  ic  ther-cVarstir.-  -  reltirr 
of  the  ice  with  reeultast  aoil  ilxpiar,  temdiag  of  *.-ater  ard  cavir.r  of 
fill#,  *  proce*#  or.ee  isitiated,  l-possible  to  stop  until  a  r.ew  balance 
is  achieved,  parWps  hundreds  of  year  hence. 

oara  1  -  At  to  place  is  this  documer.t  has  a  discussion  of  vegetative 
rrovp.'-  under  row  taken  place,  hoch  literature  i*  available  c-  adaptations 
of  the  varivus  plants  to  Arctic  esmditien*:  fvr-atior.  of  tew  leaves  and 
buda  in  the  fall,  twp  growing  s esicra  to  nature  seeds,  vegetative  rerred  ctlc 
etc.  A.  ccr-u e te  discusslcr.  of  vegetative  edactatiar.  is  retired,  along  with 
effect*  of  lce/now  reads  ard  t'-a  rc:  «r'. ' *  t'*ese  produce.  A.  cc— pleta  .11 
or  all  ve-etatior.  I*  prchc'-le,  vfth.  result ir-  effects  s-ch  as  decreased 
themo-icsulatioc  ard  increased  #olrr  radiation.  The  end  result  could  be 
th—  — o’-ar c t '. - r  the  full  ler.-th.  of  t'-e  line. 


«5 


II-"*71 ,  str».  A  -  this  Krairitb  cor.tairs  the  hub  of  tfce  problem,  but  need s  I 
eUiorstioo,  ard  anphasis.  Ccece-tratior.  of  water  is  the  deoressicn  will  « 
res-.-lt  in  total  kill  of  existing  vegetation,  ccp-pecr-dirz  the  tfcemal  re-ire,  I 
increased  themokarstir^,  slump  lav  ar.d  pnuiir-»  of  water  until  a  new  drainage  8  try 
systt..  is  formed.  Tech  ioforraCi or.  i#  available  and  does  rented.  BtMio-  ffl 

yrrAlcs  end  library  indices  of  the  Arctic  Institute  and  "riversity  of  I 

Alas  ha  thrli  be  checked.  JorsiTd'c  work  with  fetation,  esuecially  ft 

vegetative  adaptations  to  Arctic  conditions,  ard  vegetative  activity  ur.der  ■ 

•row  sxcld  be  p.sed  u  veil. 

TI-7T2,  car*.  1  -  Additional  ir.for— atior.  Is  available  or.  this  topic  froc 
the  activity  ec  ?et  A  coring  the  early  1740»«.  To  rehabilitation  was  ■/£ j 

attarcted  ar.d  each  vear  continues  to  aggravate  the  croc  lev  with  disturbed  #, 
areas  expardJrg  in  size  and  water- filled  canals  lenat'-erinv.  8 


II— 5 60,  t»'«.  3  -  >-*rp*tIr  tV  Te-de-  bey*  a**  I stori c  ard  -'rtorfc  | 

area.*  repul  ring  exte-slve  arcbeologlcal  research  prior  to  ccrxrf  txaert  of  these  B  /££ 
areas  to  wharfs,  material  ard  borrow  site*.  B 


11-564,  pera.  2  -  several  archeological  site#  were  located  along  the  soil 
•  tody  route  conducted  in  1773.  Theae  are  located  at  river  crossing*  or  the 
Taney  axiak  and  OlwroVwtt  liver#.  A  trap  cache  ie  located  at  the  rulers  la 
liver  croa#ir^g. 


I 


tot 


11-713,  car  a.  2  -  the  three  Iters  re- 1  lured  should  be  extended.  Tvese 
Iters  are  not  the  true  impact#  of  the  actier  -  their  irrplicatioes  for 
fish  and  wildlife  'for  example)  are  the  real  i spaces.  T^e  statement 
throu-hcit  avoid#  eprasls  'or  even,  -eat ion  1-  s-v-e  cases)  of  the  true 
impacts  x  fish  ard  wildlife  of  changes  la  the  hydraulic#  of  streams. 

These  impact#  should  be  developed  and  drawn  together  in  a  single,  coherent 
discussion- 


m 
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U»T33,  jv*r«.  \  -  *x>#t  river*  and  •tm’H  l«  the  ANNI  have  steep  |r»HUnt»i 
where  (Mi  iltMtton  would  applv* 

0*rlu  J  -  *  tin©  fra«*  rore  concise  %h*n  ’hra^ld"  should  he  hero. 


|  no 

I'" 


tl-’H.  !■*<•*•  J  -  0"  •><•(•»»  v«Ut1v»l*  »<••>■  *r*iU.ivt»  »uch  ••  occur 

In  ««•  44VS  •■-err  no*  <»  M»w.  *'«*>  »•'•”  con.«n»r«Uns  tn  »U  dr«lnc««» 
«nJ  nlocttlci  )ncr*««lnr.  «.  *»><  itw,  *»•«»«,  *U  *UMn  •  «Uv  or  two.  TM» 
1c  «  Jr**«t1c  cctwMt  *Mch  chouKI  ivol  be  umlcvctcrcJ* 

P«r«.  5  -  tffcctc  on  vocclclton  of  rotnH ns  ««tct.  end  thccrokcrcUns  should 
h*  live  Wins.  The  rccuU cut  effect*  of  the  pipeline  end  It*  construction 
have  not  heen  e"ph**1»*d  sdepuetelv. 

,1-351.  per*,  t  -  «ttu*tln*  for  the  MOO  sere*  of  destroyed  vepetetlon 
end  eduction  of  the  t-o*ct  on  vtldllfe  should  he  Included.  Mso  Included 
should  he  the  short-ter-*  effect*  from  en  additions!  3.100  sccss  disturbed 
dwrllVf  WBltWllWe 

©ara.  \  -  th©**  loss©*  ar©  not  Insignificant  when  *ddsd  to  those 
already  lost  a#  a  result  of  MUttt  exploration  and  development  on  landa  ©est 
of  the  AKWR* 

H-740,  par*.  5  -  to  data*  the  applicant'#  seeding  experiments  of  exotica  haa 
resulted  In  vtnter  kill. 


I"J 
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ll-'*:.  rjr«.  )  -  sn  estl-ete  el  the  effeet  on  mutation  of  enow  r»«oval  vitA  //£ 
c.'nseonc'i  ester  lose  to  plants  durtne  spring  celt  should  he  redo.  ■ 


1I-J4S,  vests,  r  -  "tnslcnlflcsnt"  vh'ss  not  appear  to  he  s  preset  sdlectlve  lo| 
descrvhe  e  total  Vtll  of  venetstlon  and  antral  life,  no  ‘-altov  ho*  Hlocsl.'*  g 


Tt-t*',  r.tra.  '  -  Increased  solar  radiation  and  themel  '-alt  *111  also 
result  through  loss  of  lichens.  *hlch  »tll  result  In  soil  slurp  end  therr-o- 
harsting  In  tce-rlch  mil*. 


11-T.,i,  nara.  *  -  the  discussion  of  Cv - reran;  rtstlonr  Ir  confurlnr  throvichov^ 

t-a  document .  Jtate-enlr  are  -ade  th*t  no  co-"re*aor  stations  arc  planned,  ■ 

.  '  ■  Other  state-rent*  that  there  *111  he  4  such  rtatlnn*  In  Alas  a.  ■  f/q 

Apootontlr,  the  need  for  compoeeor  etetlons  1*  predicated  on  the  throuchput  ■ 
ststecrent  tlx  up*  i  ■ 

station*  would  lx  helpful. 


the  vintar  ccl'-a,  notation#  sSwld  Ke  -ad®  that  track#  vtll 
-v*.-,,  visible  each  'ear  a#  soil  er©*t©n  occurs,  concentratin'  voter 
which  viU  eventually  result  in  gullving,  t  he  r-xAar  sting  an-’  or  ation  of 
beaded  stream,  ©onds  and  lakes  until  equilibrium  ta  one®  «r«tn  reached. 

-  the  tl-e  interval  for  recover*  should  he  noted. 

n-'5'*,-para.  *  -  the  area  he#  already  heen  reserved  a#  the  Arctic  National 
Vlidllfe  Range.  It  should  need  no  further  protection. 

Il->*3,  para.  *  -  pipeline  rwture*  and  explosions  ahould  he  apeclfically 
sent toned  a#  a  poaa'hl*  cauee  of  fire. 

para.  *  -  aircraft  ahould  also  he  acknowledged  a*  a  ntjor  aox.rce  o? 
wildlife  harassment- 


I  no 

I  "I 
|  111 
I  '« 
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11-765,  para.  3  -  caribou  are  present  here  also  for  spring  calving,  a  most 
critical  tine. 


11.766,  para.  I  -  the  discussion  ahould  identify  the  area  na  caribou  calving 
ground*,  showing  the  Importance  of  the  area  to  the  international  herd. 


I'* 


11-770,  para.  1  -  an  effect  that  impacts  a  total  population  at  on#  tire  or  A  - 
another,  such  as  massive  disturbance  to  the  caribou  calving  grounds  mentioned®  '*•' 
here,  is  not  local. 


11-771,  para.  1  -  historically,  disruption  of  normal  movement*  and  behavior 
patterns  have  shown  that  caribou  herds  will  abandon  pert  or  all  of  traditional 
range.  Construction  of  the  Richardson  Highway  In  the  vicinity  of  Big  Delta  ® 
resulted  In  abandonment  completely  of  a  migration  route  and  disappearance 
of  an  entire  herd  during  the  1920’s  end  30’s.  Construction  and  Increased  W/2S 
activity  on  the  Steese  Highway  has  resulted  In  abandonment  or  relocation  3 

of  that  group  of  caribou.  The  same  applies  to  the  Forty-mile  herd  and  S 

the  Nelchlna  herd. 


11-771,  para.  2  -  during  spring  mlgratwns,  the  golden  eagle  depend®  largely 
on  carbasses  of  dead  calves  for  Its  existence.  On  one  straight  line  flight 
between  the  Sgaksarak  River  and  the  east  end  of  the  Sadlerochlt  Mountains, 

35  golden  eagles  were  counted  during  thie  period. 

11-773,  para.  3  -  five  hundred  to  six  hundred  caribou  winter  on  the  north 
elope  of  the  AN’.JR,  number*  which  vary  but  have  beer.  Increasing  annually. 

Winter  construction  could  seriously  affect  these  animals. 

11-775,  para.  A  -  muskox  numbers  given  are  too  low.  The  transplant  has  been 
«  success  and  numbers  havo  recovered  equal  to  or  exceeding  numbers  originally  l/j/ 
td.  The  area  concerned  should  Include  the  drainage  systems  as  far  ■ 
east  as  the  Koneakut.  Okvrokovlk  drainage  system  contained  11  muskoxen  during 
summer  and  fall  of  1973,  although  no  mention  la  made  In  the  statement. 


11-777,  para.  1  -  there  Is  an  aoparent  contradiction  here.  The  pipeline  and 
its  ancillary  facilities  are  said  to  be  "well  reroved"  from  Dali  sheep 
ran^e,  but  the  pipeline  Itself  will  he  located  "only  n  few  miles"  north 
and  a  communications  site  will  be  In  the  winter  rango.  This  should  be 
clarified. 


II-7FI,  para.  1  -  the  effects  of  noise  from  the  projected  17,000  and  30,000 
HP  compressors  should  be  discussed. 


I1-70F,  para.  2  -enough  iev l dence  haa  accumulated  from  field  research  and 
observations  of  soo  personnel  to  indicate  that  polar  bear  sows  absolutely 
require  isolation  during  this  period.  Direct  killing  of  cub*  or  den 
abandonment  with  resulting  premature  exposure  of  small  cubs  to  severe 
winter  conditions  are  the  usual  outcome. 


I 


/JY 


Il-7*>9,  para.  2  -  estimate  of  snow  geese  is  too  low.  In  1973  during  thte 
period  an  estimated  400,000  snows  occupied  the  area. 


H-SO?,  para.  ?  -  specific  water  sources  *or  the  ?50  miles  of  Ice  road 
(187.5  million  gallons)  should  be  made  clear.  Intercdotine  flowin'  water 
in  river*  and  streams  durln"  the  winter  is  critical  to  all  form*  of  the 
aquatic  resource.  Retainin'  anv  quantity  of  cnov  for  road  cor.stvv-ctlon 
will  be  a  nrob'e  '  due  to  li'ht  snowfall  and  extreme  winds.  Collectin',  snow 
outside  the  designated  corridor  should  beprohlblted. 


n-'10,  -*r*.  4  -  so-*  i^MOttflcslKw  of  ths  tor*.  "s»«.r«l  r.or»S  sod  ■  )77 

-.v-.-tv.sl’  .V)  n-  «t«»—t»#  Ivor.,  n.  »t*t«r*ot  1*  vodststot..’  •*  1  .  | 

,-o-s.  1  -  t>1.  *r*v  1*  t'’.  trvtvc  K.vctcvtt.1  ’.’tlv-’ltf*  tsvv...  £ 

I1-J6',  pjvrs.  5  -  *1>.  vast-*  on  tV  A'T.t  .111  '■»  dUvvsoJ  of  .lsowhvr*.  A  ,jvj 


’  I  -A  -o  oor4,  l  -  *  rsowtUtallwi  sNovvld  Vo  *sv1s  horo  Votwo.n  the  oorltor 
cstlmta' of  r.WI  to  '.  .V'  foot  for  eorfvr»ssor  station  svsUMlltv,  versus 
this  .Vtl-o-e  of  30  to  *0  olio*.  Th.ro  Is  •  dosr.0  of  dlffor.no.  th.t 
requires  '(■vslasnent  ©f  this  suMect. 

Mri.  2  -  IrtNscts  ©f  erormpvis  magnitude  "«»  rvsv.lt  <re»  larve  oil 
spills  resulting  !w  *Mp»»  ku$s  and  barge*  being  caught  In  and  crushed 

k  the  short  shlpntng  season.  The  harrier  reef#  borderine  the 

1 

rMrioe  arvl  terrestlral  antral  life. 

11-91?,  par*.  I  -  lex  Reef  Is  not  a  ©lace.  It  consist#  ©'  #  series  of  offshore®^ 
b«rs  and  t si and#  e^o*ider©d  for  Inclusion  ss  s  Unique  Area.  ® 

tsar#.  2  -  It  is  not  clear  Vm.  the  applicant  C*n  avoid  arrreciable  affecting  ® 
the  perea frost  features  when  the  route  cuts  dlrectlv  through  Clarence  Plain,  | 
which  l  sender  lain  10CT*  hv  permafrost. 


|/v<? 

1/Y/ 


1I-4J4,  o»o«.  I  -  this  Is  th.  first  tin.  thst  nois.  frvv  friction  of  the 
oocrrossod  flowtn*  throve*,  ths  lino  h.s  boon  n«nttonod. 

11.411,  foil.  3  -  th.  ohrs*.  hsvrs  (Tl  condition*,  is  inisvssiM.  for  th. 
rcelaver  te  Interpret. 

11-95$,  la*t  aaatence  -  ^  wa*  It  1*  presentlv  classified"  to  the  air 
qealltv  discuss ten. 

11*945,  para.  3  -  tM*  4#  the  first  time  "nine  crush  tn",  riant#"  have  been 
nertiomd.  The  mroiect  should  be  present  in  a  stratghforvsrd  manner,  not 
scattered,  randaoly  throxftSovt  thousand*  of  pages. 

n.Mf,  rsara.  3  -  these  compresior ^chiller  stations  are  not  located  within 
the  Rang©;  the*  are  *e  planned. 

H.a5« ,  oara.  5  -  include  pelsr  bear , tundra  gctsslv,  wolverine  and  wolf 
tn  the  list. 


|/VV 

|  /v r 
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Tl-966,  para, 
be  discussed. 

11-067,  para. 


3  -the  public  property  all  by  all  private  citizens  In  common  should 


3  -  the  huge  military-type  helicopters  have  this  capability. 


11-979,  para.  2  and  3  -  this  tvnicallv  portravs  the  performance  of  the 
applicant  In  conducting  his  research  activities. 


II-9$2  and  followin''  -  within  Alaska,  61  miles  of  the  nroject  will  be  on  jM 

State  land  and  133  miles  on  the  Arctic  Ranee.  Yet  In  12  pages  of  Impact  fl 

matrix,  the  ANWR  BSMUmnt  options  are  note*  on  the  last  colunn  of  the  lest  I 
^  pBgee.  This  ''ias  by  near  ©nlsston  or  un’erstote-ont  is  the  theme  of  the  M  /S£ 

stater-ent  as  a  whole.  Once  a'.aln,  w«  request  a  single  straightforward  volume  I 
be  written,  examining  In  detail  the  implication#  of  the  project  on  the  Range  M 
onlv,  with  rant flcat Ions  for  future  management  options,  all  viewed  with  I 

respect  to  the  FLO  which  founded  the  Range,  largely  because  of  its  wilderness  ® 
values. 


11-110^,  para.  I  -  sod  subjected  to  fuel,  lubricants,  oil  or  nethanAl 
results  in  kill  of  vegetation.  Such  aod  required  complete  removal  and 
replacement  as  was  done  on  the  1973  soil  study  the  by  applicant. 


I 


IS  7 


11-1107,  para.  I  -  Information  needed  on  snow  fences  includes  timing  of 
Installation,  method  of  installation,  and  timing  of  removal  to  avoid  Inter¬ 
ference  with  caribou  migration. 


I 


tss 


para.  3  -  here  it  is  considered  speculative  and  Inappropriate  to  predict  long-  £ 
term  changes  in  caribou  populations.  This  was  not  the  case  for  the  Recreat lonal  ■/£*? 
and  Esthetic  Resources  section,  925  to  927.  This  last  seems  equally  speculetive J| 


II-llll.-  the  applicant  foresees  no  Impact  on  Dali  sheep  In  spite  of  the  f 

construction  of  co-Tnunications  facilities  in  winter  range  and  compressor  stationsl/H* 
nearby.  Perhaps  another  examination  should  be  undertaken.  I 


11-1113,  para.  1  -  fences  around  camp  areas  and  airstrips  will  also  collect 
snow.  Just  as  regular  snow  fences.  Constant  windswept  snow  accumulates 
rapidly  into  large  drifts,  even  through  a  nail  hole,  as  anv  Arctic  dweller 
will  verify.  Snow  drifted  fences  will  not  keep  out  wildlife  and  may  even 
beccwne  traps. 


11-1117,  para.  5  -  emphasize  effects  of  volatile  fuels,  gas  and  diesel 
oil  on  marine  and  freshwater  invertebrates.  These  substances  often  result 
in  total  kill  to  depths  a#  deep  as  40  feet. 


11-^3,  rvara.  5  -  One©  the  30,000  *F  comcreesor*  become  operable,  a  continuous 
belt  of  -oise  will  ©v-erla©  ''©tween  compressor  sites,  negating  the  total 
_  v.. _ _  t...  /-**  vs>  .*»  » '•  iortk  the  north  flar.k  of  the 


belt  of  noise  will  ©verla©  'cf*ee-  compressor  sices,  rtwiw  *  - 
are*  between  the  'esvfort  <«a  on  tve  north  and  the  north  flank  of  the 
Sraok#  Ranpe  on  the  ^  **  K 


I 


ISO 


tl-9ba,  ©ara.  3  -  this  l*  false*  The  greatest  i*r«ct  will  be  on  wildlife  ®  /f/ 
inba>itin$  the  area,  not  on  the  hiker*.  ® 


IX-9&5,  Mra.  I  -  State  w^at  the  effects  will  be  on  those  species  which 
remain,  ©articelarlv  the  polar  bear  *e«  tn  notemltv  den*. 


11-1128,  para.  I  -  regulations  of  the  ANVK,  for  obvious  reasons,  prohibit 
activities  such  as  "spraying  the  residual"  of  methanol  over  the  land. 
Applicant  should  not  depend  on  using  the  method. 


I 


U3 


11-1136,  para.  2  -  polar  bear  and  wolf  should  be  added  from  the  Arctic  Plain  I  /&</ 
and  Dali  sheep  from  the  Sadlerochlt  Mountains.  ® 


11-1156;  para.  3  -  the  writers  of  the  DES  are  remiss  in  their  assumption  of  A 
an  advocacy  role  tn  behalf  of  the  applicant  throughout  the  statement.  Simply® 
because  the  applicant  has  proposed  no  mitigation  for  impacts  on  land-use  I  /£y 

planning  doe#  not  mean  this  is  unnitigatable ,  nor  should  It  absolve  the  fl 

writers  from  proposing  mitigating  measures  of  their  own,  to  fulfill  NEPA.  ft 


11-1161,  para.  2  -  su:nrrer  and  winter  construction  of  a  pipeline  laid  or> 
timbers  on  the  ground  with  overhead  river  and  wildlife  crossings  would  have  ■ 
leas  impact  on  AI7./R  lands.  This  type  of  construction  using  a  double  loop  I 
should  be  thoroughly  explored  and  evaluated  as  alternatives,  since  they  j* 

eliminate  compressor  cites.  Short-term  costs  ray  run  higher,  but  compared 
to  the  value  of  present  undisturbed  lands  and  lifetime  of  the  pipeline, 
these  would  be  minimal. 


11-1174,  para.  4  -  the  line  would  not  be  stable  in  frozen  ground.  Research 
at  the  applicant's  Prhudhoe  experimental  site  was  suspended  whan  sections 
of  pipe  were  actually  raised  above  ground  by  frost  action.  All  buriad  things 
In  the  Arctic  eventaully  come  to  the  surface. 


11-1177,  para.  3  -  Include  effects  on  lichens  and  other  vegetation. 


|  at 


IT-1203,  para.  1  -  frost  bulb  growth  will  exist  at  any  temperature  below 
freezing.  All  that  la  needed  is  moisture. 

11-1221,  para.  4  -  loae  of  soil  productivity  through  contamination  could  be 
great.  Mcrobacterial  action  Is  greatly  reduced  In  the  Arctic.  Years  for 
recovery  are  required.  Conplete  removal  and  replacement  of  aod  Is  often  the 
only  answer. 


|  itl 
|  no 


11-1225,  para.  1  -  this  la  an  understatement.  Not  only  would  60,000  oldequew 
and  elders  be  "harmed"  by  an  oil  snlll,  but  the  marine  food  chain,  other 
waterfowl  and  shore  birds,  and  marine  ramrals. 


I 


171 


11-1225,  para.  2  -  ponding  of  water  with  resultant  vegetative  Will, 
thermokarstln®  resulting  in  new  dralnace  systems  will  not  mi ti fate  Impacts. 


11-1226,  para.  1  -  close  reading  suggests  that  the  entire  length  of  the  line 
including  haul  roads  and  construction  platforms  will  be  overlain  with  travel 
with  little  chance  of  completely  restoring  vegetation. 

11-1227,  para.  2  -  elsewhere  in  the  statement,  Calef  predicts  a  30 Z  reductt< 
In  caribou  numbers. 

11-1229,  para.  1  -  this  is  the  northernmost  breeding  and  feeding  range  for 
Dali  sheep  on  the  North  American  continent. 

11-1238,  para.  1  -  add  "and  the  lifetimes  of  generations  yet  to  come"  to 
the  end  of  the  sentence. 


173 
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IT-1246,  para.  4  -  relocation  of  disturbed  wildlife  is  not  so  easy  as  It 
appears  here.  The  animals  find  optimum  conditions  where  they  are  now, 
otherwise  they  would  not  be  there. 

11-1287,  para.  1  -  bulldozers  are  required  In  backfill  operations  for 
replacement  of  repaired  sections  of  pipe. 

11-1328,  para.  2  -  the  State  of  Alaska  proposes  to  collect_products  fro- 
the  Beaufort  Sea  sale.  The  applicant  might  contact  them  for  Information 
on  techniques  they  plan  to  use. 


|/77 
|/7 1 
|/7? 


11-1397,  para.  1  -  esthetic  end  archeological  values  are  now  dssusd  to  be 
graat  enough  »o  seriously  affect  the  selection  of  the  alternative  route, 
wherees  on  the  prime  route  they  ere  *****  to  appear  ineigni  f  feent. 

pere.  2  -  distinctive  recreational  and  esthetic  values  appeer  for  the  flret 
time  In  the  statement.  Just  whet  are  theee  the'  rak*  ti*e»  greeter  In  appeal 
then  those  on  the  prime  route? 

11-139*,  pers.  3  -  even  though  no  application*  are  pending,  this  alternative 
should  still  be  fully  evaluated. 


I 1—1401 —  much  of  the  deta  presented  here  apply  to  the  prim*  route  es  well, 
and  should  have  been  developed  during  that  discussion.  ties  in  O-e  description 
of  the  prims  route  versus  alternatives  is  apparent  throogfout  this  section. 


11-1404,  pars.  4  -  the  prir*  route  lias  more  then  94  right-angle  river  crossing* , 
but  no  problems  are  anticipated  there.  v 


11-1408,  pare.  2  -  the  pip-  would  have  to  be  burled  beneath  t>e  active  layer 
no  matter  where  constructed. 

11-1418,  para.  1  -  coastal  vegetation  supplies  •  good  part  of  the  vl r*er 
range  for  muskox  on  the  ANV2. 


11-1420,  pira.  2  -  the  word  “occasional  1  y**  Is  ml**"/l  1-d  '  «o  definite 

information  Is  available  on  rmrtber#  of  this  discrete  population  of  ’-err 
using  the  prime  route  for  dennln-.  T-  It  probl**  should  .*  *  oro*  !  jr 
researched  prior  to  commitment  of  tM  s  area  for  pipe'll  construct  I  on. 

IT -1421,  para.  2  -  this  parsgroph  on  polar  bear  should  be  ,sed  in  discussion 
of  the  pri-a  route  also. 


I 


iff 


I 
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17-1422,  pors.  3  -  this  paragraph,  wjrv  rdoyr  revislor..  Is  applicable  to 
the  pri-e  route  *->8  ahould  ropeer  there. 

11-1426,  pare.  1  -  this  information  should  4>e  e*a*ed  es  *-:c*  In  t*  ♦ 
goose  discussion  on  the  prlr*  route. 


pere.  3  -  This  is  an  ii.triruinr  study  in  psychology,  Row  we  fl?d  that 
"major  breedin-  populctlona  will  be  completely  lost"  If  »*e  cocstal  alternate 
Is  chosen.  If  the  orln*  route  Is  teUrta',  these  losses  “could*  or 
occw.  The  writers  should  attempt  to  write  as  objective  professionals. 

Every  description  of  the  prle  route  5*  couched  1'  ve>-e^  *■  t  w' • 

hidden  innuendos  and  ur.darptatemer  ts  rampant .  Co~/*'*elT,  t4*  de %'  -I  *  *  1  vs 

of  the  alternatives  are  pain»*d  with  dark  foreboding.  If  *•*  writers  p-*'e- 
the  subjunctive  mood  to  depict  the  or  In*  route,  t*e>r  should  use  It  el  so  for 
the  al ternatlves.  They  are  in  no  better  poeitioc  to  predict  with  abeol  t* 
certainty  the  consequences  of  ary  of  the  routes. 


11-1427,  para.  3  -  the  conseouencea  to  the  fish  In  tne  90*  stream*  crossed  by  m /92 
a  chilled  pipe  with  frost  bulb  should  be  explored.  I 


11-1^33,  pars.  2  -  s  double  pipe  could  eliminate  noise  pollution  *-d  coast¬ 
line  construction,  except  for  actual  installation  of  pipe  in  the  iMsfert 

Sea. 


I 
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r^u^icr:1. 

resolve  problem,  of  noise.  u< 

crosses  the  AlWR. 
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11-1462,  pare-  2  '  a  .  Clerenoe  Plain 

11-1464,  pere.  2  ^  ^  ” 

„  1476  1  -  No  arm.n*  or  e.H 

H-1476,  p  _  .  m  rot  be  edequete 

n-1427,  pare  3  -  £  ff -- 1—  —  “ 

2£S.?TS1,-^S=  ol  that  root.-  ^  ^ 

-  — 

11-1462,  Par. 

:=h'r;^i^iu  -  -» —  r<  _  ^ 

«-«».  *•»-  US3..  -1"1- 

lnP“Ct:  ’  3  I.  reference  to  "nat-Moored  £1.,. 

:r^^df^  =«•*-  -  _  th.  _tne 

St"  elevation  e^Ut.  ^  r""r 
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11-1555.  Pe- 

Include  what 


"u  fro st.  Tfce  total  disc«3S*io''  '.e*ds  'o  be  broade*-*'  to 
Is  actually  the^e.  If  this  l*o©t  Wnowr ,  It  Should  be  so  stated. 


71-7  657  -  the  ir-ml  leatlon  of  'he  man  Is  that  tha  TAPS  route  is  free  of 
per*- afloat . 

71-1653  -  refer-rres  sfiould  be  listed  for  source  of  tha  ds*s  used  lr.  the 
teble. 
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II-156f  -  include  seievlc  exploratlor  and  oil  drillin*  in  tk«*  11s*lro  of  ■ 
hu*vsn  activities,  since  the  result#  of  theca  a-e  evident  to  e-mone  flying  R 
this  route  over  3ta*e  lands.  This  discussion  should  be  Included  |n  the  M?l0 

prime  route  anelvels  also.  The  ursupoorted  conclvs<on  is  that  the  Interior  I 
alternate  is  more  susceptible  to  erosloci  and  gullying  tlai  the  urine  route,  I 
an  effect  produced  la-rely  by  snending  more  tire  on  the  subject  ’'*r*  ar.d  | 
neglecting  It  In  the  earlier  discuss' on. 


11-1567,  per*.  3  -  these  paragraphs  referring  to  salami'  trail s  created  by 
man  which  have  left  "vivid  scars**  shovld  be  mad*  part  of  the  prjre  rout* 
discussion.  This  is  a  'ood  example  of  the  use  of  er^tional  words  'vivid 
scars)  wlien  describing  an  alternative,  as  opposed  to  th«  blurred  ar*d 
softened  inages  used  for  the  prime  route. 

All  sel swic  lines  constructed  during  1966  have  resulted  in  eroslor,  end 
gullying.  Even  one  track  made  by  vehicles  crossiur  betweer  seismic  lire# 
over  the  frozen,  srw-covered  ground  l*  becoodn"  nore  visit:*  each  year. 

The  total  discussion  conterrl-r  eroslcm,  landslide*,  :  . —  in-  »•.•!  cvbtidmce 
frois  1561  to  1561,  need*  to  be  expanded  end  »d*  a  part  of  the  p-1  w  route 
discussion. 


11-1568,  para.  1  -  the  nod  flow  on  thy*  *>nMr-  ’’iver  I*  ce-*lo*ed,  but  -v> 

referer. ce  Is  -ade  to  the  soil  #11*.  '  • . 

prime  route  at  t  e  XstatitenA  Rive-  cross!--  at  IT  r7.  r*e  w^ole 
•  Ion-  the  west  bank  of  thie  fotaVturuk  River  Is  underlain  br  a?  ice  wedr* 
and  the  bank  *o*-«  200  feet  hieh  is  sllopir.r  into  the  river,  a  process  wMc- 
was  agrravatsd  during  the  soil  drill inr  prorren  w^^r  hot  vu-C2re»red  sir 

lacsted  at  the  cos  of  l  '"hase 

facts  sltould  occur  in  the  prim*  route  discussion. 


2 13 


11-1566,  par*.  1  -  This  information  on  endangered  plants  should  **ve  beer 
brought  out  in  the  discussion  on  tfia  prim*  route. 

11-1593,  par*.  3  -  number  of  animal*  todav  could  be  estimated  *t  1^0,900  to 
160,000.  Those  reported  in  1372  are  besed  on  w*«t  actually  was  see-  aod 
photom-eohed  at  thst  pcrticulor  tic*  a r>d  place. 


I  zvr 


11-1597,  para.  1  -excellent  Information  on  Dali  t'reep.  tcual  treatmert 
should  be  given  sheep  along,  tha  prime  route. 


|  2/4 


11-1600,  pars.  2  -  The  precise  location  of  the  muskox  "east  of  v*  Can-  : -  > • 
should  be  offered.  Present  nurbers  have  reaciad  those  of  t  *  origl-al 
transplant ,  most  of  wf.ich  are  located  alo-*  the  ?rl-a  route.  T-elr  value 
along  \he  Interior  route  ha#  been  played  up  here  ajvddow  graded  alo-g  t*- 
prlc*  ro*Jte. 


I 
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11-1605,  para.  3  and  4  -  thi9  statement  should  be  broadened.  The  Beaufort 
Sea  polar  bear  population  is  a  discrete  population  have  no  direct  ties 
with  the  Chukchi  Sea  population  or  the  Canadian  population,  as  has  been 
verified  bp  taskin'?  and  returns.  Due  to  snail  numbers,  this  population 
could  easily  be  affected  by  adverse  inpacts  such  as  winter  construction 
and  compressor  noise  pollution  the  total  length  of  the  lines  wherever  laid. 


11-1619,  para.  1  -  the  information  here  is  incorrect.  At  this  tine,  the  m 
United  States  is-  one  of  two  nations  which  have  not  ratified  the  asreenent,  H 
the  other  being  theSoviet  Union.  Canada,  Den-ark  and  Norway  have  already  Mg/J 
signed.  This  serious  error  should  be  corrected.  The  polar  bear  agreement  rV 
is  already  in  effect  for  those  three  nations  which  have  signed.  Expectation  I 
is  that  the  US  will  sign  in  the  near  future.  ® 

11-1670,  para.  4  -  the  same  weather  conditions  apply  to  the  prime  route  in  ■  "27.0 
large  measure.  ■ 


11-1671,  para.  3  -  the  9ane  delays  could  apply  to  the  prime  route. 

11-1673,  para.  2  -  the  sane  environmental  damage  will  result  from  the  prime 
route,  but  the  Impacts  of  that  action  were  not  brought  together  in  a  single 
discussion  as  here. 


^22/ 
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para.  4  -  thermal  erosion,  once  started,  will  continue  indefinitely. 
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11-1675,  para, 
place  quicker, 


l  -  with  the  active  layer  deeper,  revegetation  would  take 
thereby  eliminating  the  scar  and  preventing  surficial  erosion 


I 
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11-1677,  para.  2  -  ice  lenses  or  wedges  are  also  visible  at  the  Katakturuk 
River  crossing  on  the  prime  route.  The  same  conditions  apply  there. 

11-1630,  para.  2  -  it  is  finally  admitted  that  revegetation  will  be  a 
problem  with  thawing,  settling  and  erosion  compounding  it. 


|  225* 
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11-1683,  para.  2  -  all  information  here  is  applicable  to  the  prime  route. 

11-1684,  para.  2  end  followin'*  -  such  concise  statements  should  also  be 
made  for  the  prime  route  instead  of  scattering  and  underplaying  them  as 
has  been  done.  A  similar  concise  sunnary  of  impacts  is  needed  for  the 
prime  route  as  has  been  recorded  for  the  interior  alternative. 
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11-1687  and  following  -  the  tone  of  writing  used  here  is  altogether  different 
from  that  used  in  the  description  of  the  prime  route. The  reviewer  must  be 
constantly  aware  of  the  bias  of  the  writers  in  an  attempt  to  obtain  an 
accurate  picture. 


11-1690,  para.  2  -  it  is  finelly  admitted  that  "seeding  and  growing  of 
grasses  in  the  arctic  rer ion  are  now  in  an  experimental  stage,"  although 
the  further  implication  is  that  this  will  only  affect  revegetation  attempts 
along  the  interior  route.  Of  course,  such  attemots  along  the  prime  route 
will  fare  no  better,  but  this  is  not  mentioned. 


11-1691,  para.  2  -  again,  these  sr.ne  snow  gathering  methods  will  be  used 
for  the  prime  route. 


|  23/ 


11-1705,  Caribou.  The  same  impacts  apply  to  any  alternative  except  the 
offshore. 


11-1793,  Tinber-Agri culture.  Cormerciel  stands  averaging  3,000  to  5,000 
board  feet  per  acre  are  not  considered  sufficient  lodging  risk  unless  the 
value  of  wood  fibre  increases  on  the  world  market.  Compare  these  lands 
with  those  on  the  Kenai  National  "ooso  Ran^e,  where  stands  everage  7,000 
to  10,000  BFA  and  have  ready  access  to  market.  Even  todav  these  are  too 
costly  for  logging  purposes.  These  lends  have  beenpronoted  for  cutting  to 
improve  moose  habitat,  yet  each  organization  which  has  attempted  a  commercial 
enterprise  has  failed,  except  for  a  few  family  sawmills  which  operate 
sporadically. 

11-1750,  para.  3  -  the  proposal  for  a  gas  line  to  follow  the  TAPS  corridor 
set  aside  by  the  Congress  would  accomplish  these  same  ends,  as  would  any 
of  the  alternatives. 

11-1874,  para.  1  -  now  the  estimated  numbers  of  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd 
have  climbed  to  140,000,  up  from  the  estimates  of  93,000  to  115,000  given 
for  theprine  route.  The  140,000  figure  is  closer. 
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11-1947,  oara.  2  -  once  again, 
be  concisely  stated. 


the  sene  applies  to  the  prime  route  and  should 
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11-1949,  para.  2  -  this  soil  tvoe  Is  found  throughout  the  Arctic  Plain.  This 
same  discussion  should  be  presented  for  the  prime  route,  including  the  remark 
concerning  "chance  in  volume  and  loss  of  strength"  of  these  soils  when  thawed. 

11-1950,  oara.  2  -  "Inadvertent  disruption  of  the  permafrost  regime  here 
could  lead  to  the  development  of  large,  new  thernokarst  lakes."  The  same 
applies  to  the  prime  route  and  should  be  so  stated  in  that  discussion. 
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11-1982,  para.  3  -  This  discussion  of  the  development  of  frost  bulb  and  A 

resulting  impacts  should  he  applied  to  the  prime  route,  where  °4+  streams  123 7 

and  rivers  will  be  crossed.  The  facts  have  been  understated  for  the  prime  J 

route. 


11-2028,  para.  2  -  "Under  worst-case  conditions,  up  to  75T  of  the  traditional 
nesting  sites  of  the  peregrine  falcon  will  be  lost  due  to  human  and  industria 
disturbance."  Why  were  not  statements  made  so  effectively  for  Dali  sheep, 
polar  and  grizzlv  bears  along  the  prime  route? 


I 
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11-2032,  para.  2  -  culverts  would  also  be  part  of  the  prime  route,  with 
similar  impacts. 


SU>2tARY  STAXEIIENT 


The  Fairbanks  alternative  is  the  logical  one.  Among  its  favorable  attributes 
are:  established  pipeline  corridor,  road  access,  year-round  construction, 

no  need  to  cross  presently  undisturbed  lands,  and  a  great  amount  of  information 
gleaned  from  present  construction. 

fcwJ  environmental  impacts  would  be  involved  which  have  not  been  met  by  the 
oil  pipeline  presently  undei-  construction.  A  combined  corridor  for  oil 
and  gas  transportation,  with  options  Lor  railroad  and  highway,  would 
result  in  advanced  long-range  planning  Lor  Alaska. 


SPECIFIC  COMMENTS :  Executive  Highlights 


Page  11,  para.  1  -  caribou  calving  grounds  will  be  continually  disturbed 
during  the  lifetime  of  the  pipeline  and  afterwards  if  the  environment  is 
not  restored  to  as  near  natural  as  possible. 

page  11,  para.  2  -  present  mortality  rates  of  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd 
are  probably  taking  at  least  9OT  of  the  annuel  increment.  Expected  Increased 
harvest  along  the  Dempster  Highway  and  on  the  Alaskan  winter  range  will 
cause  the  gradual  reduction  of  this  herd  under  present  hunting  regulations. 

If  coupled  with  several  back-to-back  failures  on  the  calving  grounds,  this 
herd  could  well  be  reduced  to  the  point  where  uncontrollable  mortality 
factors  could  cause  a  severe  population  crash.  Stress  factors  such  as  a 
compressor  station,  airplane  or  truck  are  seldom  observed  to  be  significant 
to  caribou.  Little  research  has  been  done,  however,  to  find  out  what 
internal  disturbances  are  experienced. 

page  21  -  this  entire  discussion  of  Alternatives  is  misleading.  The 
Secretary  may  defer  a  decision  on  this  particular  proposal  and  then  permit 
another  consortium  to  build  an  all-Alaska  pipeline.  Particularly  paragraph 
3  is  deceptive  in  its  dwelling  on  the  misconception  that  Alaskan  gas  will 
not  reach  markets  Outside  unless  it  is  via  the  proposal. 
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Response  Co  Comments  received 
from  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Anchorage,  Alaska 
dated  October  10,  1975 


General 

The  comments  have  been  discussed  with  representatives  of  the 
Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  In  Alaska  and  appropriate  changes 
have  been  made  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to 
reflect  many  of  them.  The  possibility  of  a  seperate  document 
relating  to  Impact  on  the  existing  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range  was  considered  carefully  but  due  to  the  commitment  to 
follow  the  report  outline  jointly  agreed  upon  between  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission  it  was 
decided  not  to  make  a  seperate  document.  The  final  statement 
reflects  the  effort  made  to  reduce  the  volume  of  the  total  state¬ 
ment  by  reducing  duplication  and  elimination  of  non-essential 
material. 

Alaska  Volume 

1.  No  change  -  discussion  in  draft  is  considered  adequate 

2.  Revised  discussion  begins  on  page  259  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

3.  The  use  and  location  of  disposal  sites  is  contained  in  the 
final  statement.  See  pages  373  and  374,  Alaska  Volume. 

4.  This  subject  is  discussed  in  Chapter  3. 1.1. 7  -  no  change. 

5.  No  change  -  a  detailed  plan  for  containing  and  solving  fuel 
spills  is  not  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS.  However,  it  would 
be  a  part  of  stipulations  that  would  be  developed  once  a 
pipeline  route  is  selected. 

6.  No  change. 

7.  The  area  of  use  will  not  be  more  than  ten  miles  wide.  Snow 
collection  is  primarily  from  use  of  snow  fences  and  collection 
from  surface  of  frozen  lakes  or  manufacture  by  use  of  water. 
All  hauling  would  be  restricted  to  snow/ice  roads  during 
winter  construction.  See  page  29,  Alaska  Volume. 

8.  Animal  crossings  were  not  part  of  mltigatlve  measures  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Applicant.  It  was  felt  that  winter  construction 
and  burial  generally  would  not  present  a  barrier  to  animal 
passage,  since  most  of  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd,  the  prin¬ 
cipal  species  that  could  be  affected,  winters  south  of  the 
proposed  route. 


19.  This  will  be  considered  when  developing  stipulations. 

20.  Table  1.0V.9-1,  page  47  in  the  Overview  Volume  has  been 
revised  and  the  statement  in  question  is  no  longer  part 
of  the  table. 

21.  The  incorrect  statement  has  been  deleted.  The  text  now 
reads  "...  gravel  deposits,  which  occur  in  abundance  along 
much  of  the  proposed  route."  See  page  58  under  "Mineral 
Resources"  in  the  Overview  Volume.  Geographic  volumes  have 
more  details. 

22.  The  permafrost  discussion  is  expanded  on  page  139,  "Impact 
on  Permafrost"  and  page  183  "Causes  of  Pipeline  Rupture" 

in  the  Overview  Volume.  The  discussion  was  expanded  as  much 
as  we  felt  necessary  for  the  Overview. 

23.  The  discussion  of  impacts  has  been  moved  to  Chapter  3;  Chap¬ 
ter  2  is  a  description  of  the  existing  environment  only. 

See  page  139  under  "Impact  on  Permafrost"  and  page  183  "Perm¬ 
afrost",  under  Impact  of  Hazards,  in  the  Overview  Volume  for 
impact  discussion. 

24.  The  format  of  the  description  of  wildlife  has  been  changed. 
Page  70  in  the  Overview  Volume  lists  typical  resident  grazers 
on  the  tundra  without  the  added  species:  they  are,  however, 
added  on  subsequent  pages  under  "Mammals"  as  being  more 
sparsely  distributed  in  the  tundra.  Birds  are  discussed 
separately  beginning  on  page  74,  Overview  Volume. 

25.  This  has  been  brought  out  further  in  the  section  on  "Unique 
Areas",  page  121,  of  the  Overview  Volume.  Additional  dis¬ 
cussions  have  been  added  under  "Aesthetic  and  Recreational 
Resources"  of  each  chapter. 

26.  See  page  74  in  the  f inal .Overview  Volume  for  a  more  specific 
account  of  birds  along  the  route  in  Alaska  and  Canada. 

27.  History  and  prehistory  are  two  different  subjects.  The 
discussion  of  prehistoric  man  can  be  found  in  2.0V. 12  under 
Archeology,  page  118  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

28.  For  all  practical  purposes  these  roads  are  considered  private 
because  there  is  no  public  access  to  the  area. 

29.  Additional  discussions  on  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range 
have  been  included  under  "Unique  Areas"  and  "Aesthetic  and 
Recreational  Resources"  in  the  different  chapters.  It's 
status  was  correctd  on  page  121  under  "Unique  Areas",  but 
unfortunately  the  paragraph  mentioned  under  "Land  Use"  on 
page  110  was  overlooked  when  preparing  the  final  draft. 


9.  Pipeline  abandonment  is  discussed  on  page  45,  Alaska  Volume, 
while  impacts  from  abandonment  is  found  on  page  269,  Alaska 
Volume. 

10.  The  description  and  location  of  project  facilities  can  be 
found  in  Section  1.1. 1.2,  1.1.1. 3  and  1.1.1. 4,  pages  1-21, 
Alaska  Volume.  Refer  to  chapter  on  mitigating  measures 
starting  on  page  363,  Alaska  Volume,  for  proposed  additional 
measures  and  research  needs. 

Specific  Co— ents 

Overview  Volume 

11.  The  discussion  under  "Function  of  Related  Facilities"  has 
been  revised  to  give  a  better  general  understanding  of  the 
process.  See  page  6  of  the  Overview  Voli»e. 

12.  Page  9  of  the  Overview  Volume  begins  the  revised  discussion 
of  the  "Corridor  Route  Location".  More  specific  details  of 
what  the  proposed  line  crosses  is  in  Chapter  2,  "Description 
of  the  Existing  Environment"  beginning  on  page  49  in  the 
Overview  Volume. 

13.  The  facility  map  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview,  though 
the  following  reference  for  a  more  specific  location  has 
been  added  on  page  10:  "The  location  of  all  facilities  to 
be  constructed  for  each  segment  of  the  line  are  shown  on 
large  scale  naps  in  Section  1  of  each  of  the  geographic 
volumes  of  this  EIS. 

14.  Camden  and  Demarcation  Bays  have  been  included  in  Section 
2.0V. 12  under  "Description  of  the  Environment".  See  page 
118  under  "Archeological  Resources"  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

15.  The  Quoted  sentence  is  incorrect  and  has  been  deleted. 
Generators  will  be  supplied  where  electricity  is  needed, 
otherwise  will  be  operated  manually  or  by  pressure  differ¬ 
ential.  See  page  15  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

16.  No  change  was  made  in  relation  to  this  comment  for  we  do 
not  agree  that  snow  collection  will  effect  the  area  perma¬ 
nently.  The  use  of  snow  fences  for  collection  should  prevent 
this. 

17.  The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  wilderness  values  are 
discussed  in  the  sections  entitled  "Aesthetic  and  Recrea¬ 
tional  Resources"  of  each  chapter.  We  do  not  believe  that 
general  land  requirements  should  include  the  ANWR. 

18.  We  do  not  currently  know  what  specific  locations  will  be 
used  to  obtain  water.  The  availability  problem  is  discussed 
under  "Impact  on  Water  Supplies",  page  146  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 


30.  The  existence  of  two  known  archeologlc  sites  along  the  pro¬ 
posed  route  within  the  ANWR  has  been  added  on  page  118  of 
the  Overview  Volume. 

31.  This  information  has  been  added  on  page  118  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

32.  We  believe  the  ANWR  will  still  become  more  accessible  due  to 
the  project.  No  change  was  made  relating  to  this  comment. 

33.  The  effect  of  noise  on  wildlife  has  been  added  to  the  wild¬ 
life  Impact  section  of  the  Overview,  (see  page  152).  Noise 
is  discussed  in  more  detail  on  page  180  under  "Effects  of 
Pipeline  Related  Noise  Emissions  on  Wildlife". 

34.  The  archeological  significance  of  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain 
has  been  revised  in  the  Over*/ lew.  See  both  section  2.0V. 12, 
(page  118)  and  3.0V. 12,  (page  167). 

35.  The  Overview  section  on  noise  has  been  revised  to  agree  with 
the  Alaska  Volume. 

36.  Thaw  consolidation  and  other  impacts  related  to  permafrost 
are  covered  under  "Impact  on  Permafrost"  in  the  geology 
section,  page  139  of  the  Overview  Volume.  The  effect  on 
vegetation  is  covered  under  "Impact  on  Vegetation" ,  page  147 
in  the  Overview  Volume. 

37.  The  EIS  agrees  that  there  say  be  engineering  problems  In  the 
Arctic. 

38.  For  additional  recoaaended  mitigating  measures  see  the  geo¬ 
graphic  volumes.  This  subject  is  not  Included  In  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume. 

39.  Successful  experiments  in  Canada  apply  to  both  the  taiga 
and  the  tundra.  Also,  the  experimenters  at  Prudhoe  Bay  do 
not  feel  that  the  revegetation  programs  have  failed. 

40.  Mitigation  in  the  Overview  Volume  just  states  what  the  Appli¬ 
cant  proposes.  An  evaluation  can  be  found  in  the  appropriate 
geographic  volume.  In  this  case  the  Alaska  Volume  discusses 
revegetation  beginning  on  page  379. 

41.  The  use  of  herbicides  has  been  deleted  from  the  mitigation 
section  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

42.  Wording  has  been  changed  to  "The  Applicants  propose  to  by¬ 
pass  unique  areas  by  minor  route  changes  or  to  limit  devel¬ 
opment  to  the  margins  of  the  site",  which  does  apply  to  the 
ANWR.  See  page  194  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

The  division  of  the  Jago  River  ecological  area  Is  discussed 
on  page  170  under  "Impact  on  Unique  Areas"  in  the  Overview 
Volume. 
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A3. 

AA. 

A5. 

A6. 

A7. 

A8. 

A9. 

Alaska 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

5A. 

55 


69. 

70. 

71. 

72. 

73. 

7A. 

75. 

76. 

77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 
81. 

82. 

83. 

8A. 

85. 


The  section  on  additional  mitigating  measures  has  been 
deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume  and  the  reader  is  referred 
to  the  geographic  volumes  for  this  information. 

This  section  of  mitigation  has  been  deleted  from  the  Over¬ 
view  however,  this  list  has  been  revised  to  include  the 
ANWR  and  moved  to  page  172  under  "Impacts  on  Aesthetics". 

The  discussion  in  the  Alaska  Volume,  page  320,  has  been 
revised  due  to  the  results  of  a  study  during  the  revision 
phase  of  the  EIS,  diminishing  the  potential  impact  on  Lichens. 
The  revised  Overview  discussion  on  page  176  agrees  with  the 
above  mentioned  discussion  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

Loss  of  primary  vegetative  production  on  the  right-of-way 
and  related  construction  sites  in  severe  environments  such 
as  the  tundra  is  listed  as  a  long-term  loss  in  the  revised 
Chapter  6,  page  213  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

Item  6  under  "Long-term  losses"  on  page  213  of  the  revised 
Chapter  6  in  the  Overview  Volume  covers  this  point. 

See  the  revised  Chapter  6  beginning  on  page  211  of  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume  for  a  brief  statement  of  aesthetic  losses.  The 
Impact  sections  (Chapter  3  and  5)  give  more  detail. 

Item  8  In  the  revised  Section  7.0V. 1  on  page  216  of  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume  briefly  states  that  habitat  loss  will  occur. 
Species  lists  are  no  longer  included  in  Chapter  7. 

Volume 

The  project  schedule  is  found  on  page  21  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 
Also  refer  to  pages  233  to  236  in  the  Alaska  Volume,  for 
expected  impacts  of  climate  on  the  project. 

The  project  justification  has  been  eliminated  from  the  final 
statement . 

Refer  to  pages  195,  196  and  208  of  the  Alaska  Volume, for  a 
discussion  of  wilderness  studies. 

The  locations  of  borrow  pits  are  shown  on  figures  1.1.1. 2-1 
and  1.1. 1.2-2  and  are  listed  in  Table  1.1. 1.2— 4.  All  sites 
are  to  be  located  in  flood  plains. 

This  alternative  was  considered  but  due  to  resulting  severe 
impacts  was  discarded.  The  looping  of  pipeline  has  been 
discussed  on  page  15  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

The  electric  power  source  for  running  light  will  be  from 
on-site  generators. 


The  description  of  polar  bears  has  been  rewritten  in  the 
FEIS.  See  Chapter  2. 1.1. 7,  page  132  and  Chapter  3. 1.1. 7, 
page  280  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

No  change  -  we  agree  with  comment. 

Changed  -  this  map  has  been  deleted  from  the  FEIS. 

We  agree  with  this  comment. 

No  change  -  The  definition  of  permafrost  is  accurate.  When 
thawed  it  no  longer  meets  the  definition. 

Changed  -  the  best  information  available  was  used  in  the 
soil  section  which  has  been  changed  considerably  in  the  FEIS, 
see  pages  86-93  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

Changed  -  we  agree  and  the  text  has  been  changed  to  reflect 
the  positive  statement,  see  page  79  and  9A  in  the  Alaska 
Volume. 

The  streams  crossed  by  the  proposed  route  within  the  ANWR 
as  well  as  those  outside  are  shown  on  the  location  maps. 

No  change  -  we  agree  with  comment  and  since  this  data  is 
not  available,  the  standard  project  flood  information  was 
used. 

No  change  -  lack  of  information  concerning  most  streams 
prevents  use.  The  best  data  available  was  from  streams 
outside  the  project  area  some  of  which  may  be  typical. 

No  change  -  this  table  was  used  to  identify  water  avail¬ 
ability. 

Same  as  in  #78. 

Changed  -  this  has  been  changed  to  20  feet  or  more,  see 
page  103  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment. 

Change  -  we  agree.  This  map  reference  was  inadvertently 
omitted  from  the  FEIS  and  was  taken  from  a  map  of  Major 
Ecosystems  of  Alaska  published  by  the  Joint  Federal  State 
Land  Use  Planning  Commission  for  Alaska,  July  1973. 

No  change. 

Changed  -  text  changed  to  reflect  comment,  page  115  in  the 
Alaska  Volume. 


56.  Refer  to  page  262  of  the  Alaska  Volume  for  impact  from  water 
withdrawals. 

57.  Refer  to  pages  AA8  through  766  in  the  Alaska  Volume  for 
discussions  of  both  winter  and  summer  construction  offshore 
and  on  shore. 

58.  Changed  -  snow/ ice  roads  are  planned  for  the  winter  season. 
Supplemented  methods  include  manufacture  of  snow  in  event 
of  insufficient  snow  depths,  see  page  A1A  in  the  Alaska 
Volume. 

59.  No  change  -  impacts  are  based  upon  worst  case  conditions 
not  on  the  most  optimistic. 

60.  No  change  -  this  reference  has  been  left  in  since  it  is 
based  on  information  in  the  application. 

61.  Refer  to  page  2A  in  the  Alaska  Volume  and  figures  1.1. 1.5-1, 
1.1.1. 5-2  and  1.1. 1.5-3  for  winter  construction  activities. 
The  winter  season  is  November  thru  April. 

62.  This  is  covered  under  mitigation,  see  Chart  A. 1.1. 6.  Removal 
of  the  tundra  except  during  summer  would  not  be  practical 
and  would  not  be  permitted. 

63.  A  rockshield  as  identified  on  page  3A  of  the  Alaska  Volume, 
is  to  be  used  to  protect  the  pipe  from  damage  in  areas  where 
rock,  gravel  or  frozen  material  is  used  for  backfill. 

6A.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1. 6  in  the  Alaska  Volume  for  a  discussion 
of  disturbed  areas. 

65.  Change  -  we  agree  with  comment.  Refer  to  page  385  in  the 
Alaska  Volume  for  a  discussion  of  spill  retention. 

66.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1. 5  and  A. 1.1. 5  of  the  Alaska  Volume  for  a 
discussion  of  sewage  effluence  and  its  impact  on  water 
quality. 

67.  No  change  -  long  term  climatic  data  is  not  availabe  for 
the  prime  route.  Barter  Island  and  Prudhoe  Bay  are  used 
as  the  best  source  and  it  is  indicated  that  conditions 
further  inland  differ  from  the  coast. 

68.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  the  comment.  Refer  to  the  section 
on  impacts  and  on  mitigating  measures  to  indicate  our  analy¬ 
sis.  Snow  is  to  be  obtained  by  use  of  drift  fences,  collec¬ 
tion  from  frozen  lake  surfaces,  stream  beds  or  else  manufac¬ 
tured  from  water. 


86.  No  change. 

87.  Changed  -  description  of  caribou  rewritten.  See  Chapter 
2. 1.1. 7,  pages  115-122  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

88.  No  change  -  the  impact  on  caribou  from  this  project  and 
probable  future  development  Is  addressed  in  this  statement. 

89.  Changed  -  text  in  FEIS  changed  to  reflect  comment,  page 
123  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

90.  Changed  -  the  discussion  on  grizzly  bear  was  rewritten  to 
more  accurately  reflect  their  occurence  on  the  coastal  plain, 
pages  123-125  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

91.  Changed  -  the  description  of  polar  bear  was  rewritten  to 
reflect  Indian  information  on  this  species.  See  page  132, 
Alaska  Volume. 

92.  Same  as  #91. 

93.  Same  as  #91. 

9A.  Changed  -  text  in  FEIS  changed  to  reflect  comment,  page 
1A0  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

95.  Changed  -  text  in  FEIS  changed  to  reflect  comment,  page 
135  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

96.  Changed  -  this  list  of  species  was  deleted  to  eliminate 
redundancy. 

97.  Same  as  above. 

98.  Paragraph  2  only.  No  change  -  we  are  aware  of  this.  These 
however  were  not  high  standard  snow  roads.  But  there  are 
problems  associated  with  snow  roads  even  if  built  to  more 
exacting  standards  and  we  have  questioned  their  feasibility. 

99.  Changed  -  this  has  been  corrected  in  the  final  statement, 
see  page  195  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

100.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  comment  and  have  suggested  that 
archeological  studies  preceed  any  development. 

101.  No  change  -  this  information  was  used  in  preparing  the  final 
statement. 

102.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment. 

103.  Deleted  from  this  section.  Yes,  some  have,  but  the  Appli¬ 
cant  has  provided  data  on  his  experimental  work  which  was 
evaluated  by  the  Institute  of  Northern  Forestry  in  early 
1975.  New  data  were  made  available  and  are  presented  and 
addressed  in  Chapter  A. 1.1. 6,  page  379-385  in  the  Alaska 
Volume. 
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104.  No  change  -  this  discussion  was  shortened  to  reduce  the 
overall  size  of  the  statement. 

105.  Changed  -  we  agree  with  this  comment  and  have  included  it 
in  the  final  statement,  page  237  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

106.  No  change  -  a  complete  discussion  of  this  subject  area  was 
not  possible  but  impacts  resulting  from  depression,  slumping, 
ponding  and  snow  in  roads  are  discussed. 

107.  Same  as  //106. 

108.  No  change  -  yes,  we  have  looked  at  these  things  and  reviewed 
pertinent  literature. 

109.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1. 5,  page  257  and  Chapter  3. 1.1-7  in  the 
Alaska  Volume,  for  a  discussion  of  the  overall  impact  of 
of  the  proposed  project  on  fish. 

110.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment. 

111.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  the  comment  but  the  word  "rapid" 

is  part  of  a  quotation. 

112.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  the  comment  but  lack  specific 
information  to  use  properly  in  Final  EIS. 

113.  No  change  -  see  chapter  4. 1.1-6  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

114.  No  change  -  the  loss  of  productivity  while  locally  signifi¬ 

cant  will  be  insignificant  in  relation  to  that  available 
along  the  Arctic  slope. 

115.  No  change  -  see  Chapter  4. 1.1-6  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

116.  No  change  -  Vegetation  would  be  damaged  but  it  is  not  known 

whether  there  would  be  a  loss  of  usable  water  for  plants. 

117.  No  change  -  it  has  not  been  substantiated  that  a  "total  kill 
of  vegetation  and  animal  life"  will  occur. 

118.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment.  The  uhe  of  the  term 
"any  disturbance  to  vegetation"  includes  lichens  as  well  as 
other  plants. 

119.  No  change  -  the  comment  is  correct  in  that  compressor  sta¬ 
tions  in  Alaska  would  be  needed  only  if  the  throughput  is 
to  exceed  2.5  billion  cubic  feet  per  day.  Refer  to  pages 
24  and  29  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

120.  No  change  -  see  discussion  of  impact.  Chapter  3. 1.1. 6  in 
the  Alaska  Volume. 


121.  No  change  -  This  will  vary  depending  on  Che  aevertty  of 
damage. 

122.  No  change  -  The  comment  relates  to  administrative  juris¬ 
diction  only.  A  system  of  ecological  reserves  and  scientific 
study  areas  would  specifically  identify  sites  within  larger 
areas. 

123.  No  change  -  this  is  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS. 

124.  No  change  -  this  is  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS. 

125.  Description  of  caribou  rewritten  in  the  Final  EIS,  pages 
115-122,  Alaska  Volume. 

126.  Description  of  caribou  rewritten  in  the  Final  EIS,  pages 
115-122,  Alaska  Volume. 

127.  Description  of  caribou  rewritten  in  the  Final  EIS,  pages 
115-122,  Alaska  Volume. 

128.  Description  of  caribou  rewritten  in  the  Final  EIS,  pages 
115-122,  Alaska  Volume. 

129.  Changed  -  text  changed  to  reflect  comment,  page  285,  Alaska 
Volume. 

130.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment. 

131.  Changed  -  the  discussion  of  muskox  has  been  revised  in  the 
Final  EIS,  page  277,  Alaska  Volume. 

132.  Changed  -  text  changed  to  reflect  comment,  page  277,  Alaska 
Volume. 

133.  No  change  -  the  effects  of  noise  on  wildlife  has  been  dis¬ 
cussed.  See  Chapter  3.1.1-15,  Alaska  Volume.  Refer  to 
pages  320  to  338,  Alaska  Volume,  for  a  discussion  of  impacts 
of  noise. 

134.  Changed  -  discussion  of  impacts  on  polar  bears  has  been  re¬ 
written,  page  280,  Alaska  Volume. 

135.  Changed  -  text  changed  to  reflect  comment,  page  283,  Alaska 
Volume. 

136.  Changed  -  the  Applicant  has  indicated  that  temporary  roads 
will  be  made  from  snow  rather  than  Ice.  Water  may  be  needed 
to  make  snow  to  supplement  the  natural  snow.  The  final 
statement  reflects  this  in  the  section  on  description  of 
the  project.  It  also  indicates  water  needs  at  168.9  million 
gallons  or  about  3900  acre  feet,  page  13,  Alaska  Volume. 


137  No  change  -  there  is  not  enough  information  available  to 

state  with  any  degree  of  confidence  the  specific  number  of 
years  required  for  revegetation  or  stabilization  of  eco 
systems.  There  are  too  many  variables  to  do  this. 


138. 


Changed  -  we  agree  with  the  comment, 
been  changed  in  the  final  statement, 
the  Alaska  volume. 


This  discussion  has 
Refer  to  page  237  in 


139. 


No  change  -  the  Applicant  has  agreed  to  comply  with  all 
Federal,  State  and  local  laws,  rules  and  regulations. 


140.  No  change  was  made  in  the  final  Alaska  Volume. 


141.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment. 


142. 

143. 

144. 

145. 

146. 

147. 

148. 

149. 

150. 

151. 

152. 

153. 

154. 


change  -  no  response  required. 

meed  -  the  EIS  indicates  that  impacts  on  permafrost  will 
local  and  site  specific.  See  pages  237  to  242  in  the 
Lska  Volume,  for  discusssion  on  impacts  on  permafrost. 


Changed  -  this  reference  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

Changed  -  this  typographical  error  has  been  corrected  in  the 
Final  EIS,  see  page  319,  Alaska  Volume. 


Changed  -  this  section  has  been  revised  in  the  Final  EIS 
and  excludes  the  passage  referred  to  in  the  comment.  See 
page  319,  Alaska  Volume. 


need  -  we  agree  with  the  comment.  However,  the  crushing 
plants  is  mentioned  in  the  section  under  air  quality  due 
the  dust  generative. 


Changed  -  this  statement  has  been  removed  from  the  Final  EIS 


Changed  -  the 
and  expanded. 


impact  of  noise  on  wildlife  has  been  rewritten 
See  Chapter  3. 1.1. -15  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 


Changed  -  the  impact  of  noise  on 
and  expanded.  See  Chapter  3.1.1 


wildlife  has  been  rewritten 
.-15  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 


meed  -  the  impact  of  noise  on  wildlife  has  been  rewritten 
[  expanded.  See  Chapter  3.1. 1.-15  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 


nged  -  the  impact  of  noise  on  wildlife  has  been  rewritten 
i  expanded.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1. -15  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

change  -  this  comment  is  not  clear  enough  to  respond  to. 


No  change  -  we  do  not  have  information  on  any  helicopters 
having  this  capacity. 


155.  No  change  -  no  response  required. 

156.  Changed  -  Summary  Matrix  has  been  deleted  in  the  Final  EIS. 


157. 

158. 

159. 

160. 

161. 

162. 

163. 

164. 

165. 

166. 


No  change  -  no  response  required. 


No  change  -  refer  to  page 
tion.  The  wire  will  be  r 
migration. 


29  for  timing  of  snow  fence  erec- 
emoved  prior  to  the  time  of  caribou 


Changed  -  text  changed  to  reflect  comment,  page  386  in  the 
Alaska  Volume. 


i  change 


this  is  discussed  under  additonal  measures 


in 


No  change  -  see  discussion  of  Impacts  on  wildlife,  3. 1.1-7 
in  the  Alaska  Volume. 


No  change  -  See  discussion  of  Impacts  on  wildlife,  3. 1.1-7 
in  the  Alaska  Volume. 


No  change  -  disposal  of  methanol  would  be  the  object  of 
stipulations  to  be  developed  once  a  pipeline  route  is 
selected. 


Changed  -  this  discussion  has  been  shortened  in  the  Final  EIS 


change.  Additional  mitigation  is  included  in  both  the 
aft  EIS  and  Final  EIS.  See  the  final  Alaska  Volume  begin 


No  change  -  we  do  not  have  enough  supporting  information 
to  agree  or  disagree  with  this  comment. 


167.  Same  as  above. 


168.  No  change. 


169.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment. 

170.  No  change  -  impacts  on  soil  are  discussed  in  Chapter  3. 1.1-4 
of  the  Alaska  Volume. 


171. 


Nc  change  -  impacts  of  fuel  spills  on  wildlife  are  discussed 
at  some  length  in  Chapter  3. 1.1. 7  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 


172.  No  change  -  see  discussion  of  vegetation,  Chapter  4. 1.1-6 

and  ecological  consideration.  Chapter  4. 1.1-8  in  the  Alaska 
Volume. 
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173.  Changed  -  much  of  the  pipeline  may  be  overlain  with  gravel 
depending  on  the  extent  of  ice  rich  material  encountered. 

See  Chapter  1.1. 1-6,  page  36  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

174.  No  change  -  Calef  predicted  the  Porcupine  herd  may  decline 
"as  much  as"  90  percent  in  5-10  years. 

175.  No  change  -  this  information  is  present  in  Chapter  2. 1.1-7 
on  page  123,  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

176.  No  change  -  this  is  probably  true  and  the  comment  should 
have  been  incorporated  in  the  FEIS  but  was  inadvertently 
omitted. 

177.  Changed  -  the  impacts  of  noise  on  wildlife  has  been  rewritten 
and  expanded.  See  Chapter  3.1.1-15,  4.1.1-15  and  5.1.1-15 

in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

178.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment  generally,  although 
other  types  of  equipment  could  be  used  or  the  ditch  could 
be  backfilled  by  hand. 

179.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  the  concent.  The  Applicant  may 
consult  with  the  State  of  Alaska  officials  concerning  pro¬ 
posed  leasing  in  the  Beaufort  Sea. 

180.  No  change  -  no  attempt  was  made  to  degrade  the  value  of 
archeological  sites.  The  value  of  a  site  relates  to  its 
age,  condition  and  information  derived. 

181.  No  change  -  this  statement  indicates  that  the  recreation 
and  esthetic  setting  on  the  coastal  route  is  siailar  to 
that  of  the  prime  route  but  it  also  includes  values  associ¬ 
ated  with  the  coastline. 

182.  No  change  -  this  alternative  is  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS. 

183.  No  change  -  the  same  applies  for  the  prime  route  in  regard 
to  delivery  of  supplies  to  the  port  sites  and  is  discussed 
on  pages  64  and  67  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

184.  Changed  -  impact  on  streams  and  rivers  along  the  prime  route 
are  found  on  pages  254  to  259,  Alaska  Volume. 

185.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment.  This  is  identified 
in  many  parts  of  this  statement. 

186.  No  change  -  the  winter  range  requirement  of  musk  oxen  on 
the  Arctic  Natural  Wildlife  Range  are  not  well  known. 

187.  Changed  -  see  Chapter  2. 1.1. 7,  page  132  in  the  Alaska  Volume 
for  a  discussion  of  polar  bears. 


203.  No  change  -  both  points  raised  in  the  comment  have  been 
covered  in  discussion  of  impacts  on  the  prime  route  and  we 
agree  that  they  apply  equally  to  each  of  the  routes. 

204.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  the  comment.  The  costs  expressed 
are  only  estimates  of  construction  and  do  not  include  en¬ 
vironmental  costs  (many  of  which  are  not  measurable  in  mone¬ 
tary  terms). 

205.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  the  comment  but  point  out  that  it 
is  true  for  most  of  the  Canning  and  Marsh  Fork.  The  location 
maps  identify  the  narrow  portions  near  the  continental  divide. 
See  page  514  in  the  Alaska  Volume  for  description  of  width  at 
the  pass. 

206.  Changed  -  we  agree  the  word  "high"  has  been  eliminated  in  the 
Final  EIS  on  page  514  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

207.  No  change  -  there  is  much  to  be  learned  about  the  location 
of  permafrost  in  this  area  of  Alaska,  especially  where  the 
continuous  permafrost  ends  and  where  the  discontinuous  zone 
begins.  This  is  the  reason  for  stating  a  pipeline  in  this 
area  may  or  may  not  come  into  contact  with  the  ice. 

208.  No  change  -  this  particular  map  refers  only  to  the  Interior 
alternative.  The  Alternatives  Volume  covers  the  TAPS  route. 

209.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  comment.  Basis  for  the  table 
comes  primarily  from  information  from  the  Soil  Conservation 
Service. 

210.  No  change  -  no  conclusion  is  drawn  between  this  route  and 
the  prime  route  regarding  the  succeptibility  of  soil  for 
erosion.  The  soils  section  of  both  the  prime  route  and  the 
alternative  have  been  rewritten  for  the  Final  EIS. 

211.  Changed  -  this  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

212.  No  change  -  we  agree  this  is  true  for  such  lines  which  were 
bulldozed  to  the  mineral  soils  but  there  is  not  enough  evi¬ 
dence  to  indicate  that  only  one  pass  in  the  winter  over  snow- 
covered  ground  is  becoming  more  visable  each  year. 

213.  No  change  -  the  processes  involved  are  adequately  discussed 
in  the  prime  route  but  mention  of  the  specific  site  on  the 
Katakturuk  River  is  not.  We  do  not  have  supportive  infor¬ 
mation  to  substantiate  the  statement  that  the  soil  drilling 
program  has  aggravated  the  natural  process. 

214.  No  change  -  see  discussion  on  threatened  species.  Chapter 
2. 1.1-6  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 


188.  Same  as  #187. 

189.  Changed  -  the  discussion  of  impacts  on  polar  bear.  Chapter 
3. 1.1. 7  in  the  Alaska  Volume  has  been  rewritten. 

190.  Same  as  #177. 

191.  No  change  -  the  impacts  on  sea  birds  from  an  off  shore  alter¬ 
native  would  be  greater  than  the  applied  for  route  since 
construction  activities  would  be  concentrated  in  areas  of  key 
bird  habitat. 

192.  No  change  -  the  impacts  on  fish  from  a  chilled  buried  pipe¬ 
line  with  a  frost  bulb  are  unknown  and  without  precedent. 

193.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  coroent. 

194.  No  change  -  we  agree  that  mention  should  have  been  made  in 

the  prime  route  concerning  aboriginal  trade  routes  along  the 
Canning,  Hulahula  and  Xongakut  Rivers. 

195.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  coi&ent .  This  is  a  good  miti¬ 
gation  measure  to  eliminate  noise. 

196.  No  change  -  we  have  not  been  able  to  obtain  additional  inform¬ 
ation  that  is  substantiated.  Wherever  such  information  can 

be  found  it  has  been  used.  Much  of  the  total  information  has 
come  from  other  sources  as  can  be  noted  by  the  many  references. 

197.  No  change  -  this  is  inferred  in  both  the  DEIS  (page  1464)  and 
the  FEIS  (page  491)  in  the  Alaska  Volume,  through  the  state¬ 
ment  that  environmental,  social  and  economic  factors  associ¬ 
ated  with  this  alternative  are  similar  to  those  described  in 
the  prime  route.  This  eliminates  a  great  deal  of  repetition. 

198.  No  change  -  this  statement  is  mostly  true.  There  would  be 
a  need  for  a  compressor  station  at  the  initial  point  and  at 
points  in  Canada  and  beyond. 

199.  No  change  -  we  are  unable  to  find  a  reference  to  avoidance 
of  permafrost  in  the  Clarence  Plain  area. 

200.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment.  The  report  does 
not  indicate  that  soil  drilling  had  taken  place  along  the 
coast. 

201.  Changed  -  this  statement  has  been  modified  in  the  Final  EIS 
and  can  be  found  on  pages  498  and  499  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

202.  No  change  -  see  response  to  #197.  The  same  applies  to  this 
comment . 


215.  No  change  -  the  best  available  estimate  for  the  Porcupine 
Caribou  Herd  is  between  115,000  and  120,000  animals. 

216.  No  change  -  Dali  sheep  will  be  more  adversely  affected  by 
the  Interior  alternative  than  the  proposed  route  since 
greater  numbers  of  sheep  and  sheep  range  would  be  traversed. 

217.  No  change  -  this  was  not  the  intent.  See  discussion  of 
impact  on  muskox  ,  Chapter  3.1. 1-7,  page  277  in  the  Alaska 
Volume. 

218.  Changed  -  see  discussion  of  polar  bears  for  the  proposed 
route.  Chapter  2. 1.1-7,  page  132  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

219.  No  change  -  the  United  States  has  signed  the  agreement  which 
will  become  effective  when  ratified  by  three  of  the  five 
nations  with  polar  bear  populations. 

220.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment.  Both  the  Draft  EIS 
and  the  Final  EIS  indicate  siailar  conditions  exist  in  the 
siailar  areas. 

221.  No  change  -  we  agree  that  similar  conditions  would  produce 
siailar  effects  on  construction.  The  discussion  in  the 
Final  EIS  makes  this  clear. 

222.  Changed  -  improvement  has  been  made  in  providing  a  summary 
of  impacts  for  both  the  prime  route  and  each  of  the  alter¬ 
native  routes  which  better  points  out  the  similarities  as 
well  as  the  differences.  See  Overview  Volume,  page  255. 

223.  No  change  -  thermal  erosion  can  be  controlled  by  mechanical 
means  such  as  insulating  and  returning  natural  cover.  With¬ 
out  such  treatment  erosion  will  continue  until  another  nat¬ 
ural  stability  is  reached. 

224.  No  change  -  we  agree  in  part  with  this  comment.  Depth  of 
the  active  layer  is  a  factor  in  revegetation  only  to  a  cer¬ 
tain  degree.  While  the  scar  may  be  healed  the  contrast  be¬ 
tween  the  natural  vegetation  and  the  revegetated  area  would 
remain. 

225.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment. 

226.  No  change  -  see  discussion  on  vegetation.  Chapter  3. 1.1. 6 
and  Chapter  4. 1.1-6,  Alaska  Volume. 

227.  No  change  -  we  agree  and  both  the  Draft  EIS  and  Final  EIS 
so  state. 
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Summary  Statement 


228.  Change  -  a  summary  of  impacts  has  been  prepared  and  presented 
in  the  Final  EIS  for  the  prime  route  and  each  of  the  alter¬ 
natives.  See  page  231,  Alaska  Volume. 

229.  Different  authors  prepared  different  parts  of  the  Draft  EIS 
and  thus  a  difference  in  writing  style.  No  attempt  was  made 
to  bias  or  slant  this  report.  Changes  have  been  made  in  the 
Final  EIS  to  decrease  the  difference  in  style. 

230.  Same  as  #226. 

231.  No  Change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment.  The  Final  EIS,  as 
well  as  the  Draft  EIS  points  out  the  similarities  of  construc¬ 
tion  methods. 

232.  No  change  -  critical  habitats  are  not  involved  in  all  alter¬ 
native  overland  routes.  For  example  see  the  discussion  of 
the  Ft.  Yukon  route  on  page  652  of  the  final  Alaska  Volume. 

233.  No  change. 

234.  No  change  -  this  could  only  be  accomplished  by  reversing  the 
flow  of  gas  from  the  Canadian  source  to  a  point  along  the 
TAPS  corridor  for  shipment  to  market. 

235.  Changed  -  this  information  was  deleted. 

236.  No  change  -  we  agree  with  this  comment.  Both  the  Draft  EIS 
and  Final  EIS  indicate  that  similar  conditions  will  produce 
similar  results. 

237.  No  change  -  the  Final  EIS  indicates  the  similarity  of  soils 
in  similar  areas  and  that  processes  affecting  these  soils 
are  similar  also. 

238.  No  change  -  similar  discussion  of  the  result  of  description 
of  permafrost  region  for  the  prime  route  and  the  alternatives 
is  contained  in  both  the  Draft  EIS  and  Final  EIS. 

239.  No  change  -  refer  to  pages  254  and  256,  Alaska  Volume  of  the 
FEIS  for  discussion  of  frost  bulb  formation  under  streams 
crossed  by  the  prime  route. 

240.  No  change  -  see  discussion  of  impacts  on  wildlife.  Chapter 
3. 1.1-7,  Alaska  Chapter. 

241.  No  change  -  the  placement  and  use  of  culverts  along  the  Alaska 
segment  has  not  been  identified  at  this  stage  of  planning  by 
the  Applicant.  The  stipulations  would  include  a  statement 
calling  for  approval  of  final  design  of  the  project  including 
culvert  size  and  location. 


242.  The  EIS  does  not  make  recommendations  for  any  particular 
route  to  be  selected.  There  are  other  factors  besides  the 
environmental  conditions  to  consider.  Impacts  on  each  of 
the  routes  are  summarized. 

Executive  Highlights 

243.  The  Executive  Highlights  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 
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United  States  Department  or  Agriculture 

FOREST  SERVICE 

Toiyabe  National  Fore3t 
111  N.  Virginia  St.,  Rra.  601 
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September  25,  1975 


Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland,  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Nevada  State  Office 
Room  3003,  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
L  Reno,  Nv.  89501 


2015 
N-  911 


Response  to  Cotanents  received 
from  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Toiyabe  National  Forest 
dated  September  25,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Dear  Ed: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  August  29,  1975  letter  concerning 
the  proposed  natural  ga3  pipeline  that  would  cross  Nevada. 

Our  review  of  Parts  3  and  4  of  Volume  IV  indicates  that  the 
proposed  route  location  in  Nevada  would  have  less  environmental 
impacts  than  the  alternatives.  Adverse  environmental  impacts 
appear  to  be  adequately  minimized  or  mitigated. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  at  the  public  hearings 
but  do  not  feel  it  would  be  necessary  from  our  viewpoint. 


Sincerely  youra, 


,1 


JQHN  J.LAVIN 
Pettiest  Supervisor 


•i»i  •  (i  ««> 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 
September  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Bernard  Alt 

North  Dakota  Coordinator,  United  States  Forest  Service 
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19 

grasslands,  ecosystems,  the  rolling  prairies 
grassland  ecosystem  and  the  upland  breaks 
ecosystem.  The  upland  grassland  system--in 
the  upland  grassland  system,  particular 
attention  should  be  paid  to  mass  failure 
hazards,  water  erosion  and  wind  erosion  during 
the  life  of  consideration.  In  the  rolling 
grasslands,  items  of  particular  interest 
threaten  the  needs  of  species  of  big  and  small 
game.  In  the  upland  breaks  ecosystem  areas 
of  interest  include  mass  failure  hazards, 
both  between  40  and  70  per  cent  and  visual 
attractions . 

A  slightly  altered  alignment  through  this 
area  would  minimize  or  eliminate  the  potential 
problem  areas.  We  suggest  that  a  route  be 
located  on  the  south  side  of  the  existing 
County  road  in  Sections  21  through  24  to 
reduce  the  area  in  upland  grassland  and 
eliminate  crossing  the  upland  breaks  ecosystem. 
That's  the  extent  of  the  statement. 

However,  we  do  have  here  some  recommended 
grasses  for  rehabilitation  of  the  land  along 
with  the  planting  rate  and  different  species 
that  might  be  planted.  This  is  attached  to 
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MR.  BERNARD  ALT:  My  name  is  Bernard  Alt. 

I'm  the  Coordinator  of  External  Affairs  for 
the  Forest  Service,  U.S.  Forest  Service  in 
North  Dakota. 

My  statement  is  very  brief  and  concerns 
the  crossing  of  national  grasslands  near  Watford 
City.  The  Northern  Border  pipeline  states 
pipeline  from  Saskatchewan  to  Pennsylvania 
will  pass  through  McKenzie  County,  North 
Dakota  and  a  particular  crossing  of  1.7  miles 
of  U.S.  Forest  Service  land.  The  following 
comments  are  based  on  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Badlands  use  of  the  Little 
Missouri  national  grasslands  which  was 
finalized  in  1974. 

The  present  alignment  will  cross  several 
different  types  of  land  including  upland 
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the  statement  that  I've  just  read. 

MR.  MESCH:  All  right.  Then  you  want  to 
submit  that  at  this  time? 

MR.  ALT:  Yes,  I  do. 

MR.  MESCH:  Very  well. 

MR.  TULLOSS :  I  have  a  question,  Mr.  Alt. 
This  is  the  same  route  proposal  that  Randy 
Durge  drew  of  these  differences  last  fall? 

MR.  ALT:  Yes. 

MR.  TULLOSS:  Okay,  fine. 

MR.  MESCH:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Alt. 

I 8  there  anybody  else  present  who  wishes 
to  make  a  brief  statement  at  this  time? 

Then,  let  the  record  show  there's  no 
response . 

We  will  recess  the  hearing  at  this  time. 

We  will  remain  here;  we  will  be  ready  and 
willing  to  resume  the  hearing  as  soon  as 
anyone  else  appears  and  wishes  to  make  a 
statement.  We'll  stay  here  till  11:30.  We'll 
then  have  a  luncheon  recess.  We'll  take  up 
again  at  1:30.  We'll  remain  here  until  5:00 
this  evening.  We'll  start  the  hearing  again 
at  9:00  o'clock  in  the  morning  and  we'll  remain 
here  until  noon  tomorrow.  The  hearing  will  not 
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UNrrto  9tatx%  Dc^a^ttwzkt  or  Ao*»o*.ti 

FCXtflT  SCMVtCC 

Muhlit9ton<  0.  C.  20250 


Response  to  Consents  received 
from  U.S.  Porest  Service,  North  Dakota 
at  the  Bismarck  Public  Hearing 
September  29,  1975 


These  consents  were  noted  and  will  be  considered  In  the  preparation 
of  stipulations. 


rEIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
iW ashing  ton ,  D.  C.  20240 


8420 

OCT  8  1S7l|^j=gj% 


Dear  Sir: 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  furnish  comments  on  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
of  June  1975  as  a  single  alternative  for  transporting  natural 
gas  to  the  "lower  48."  Concents  are  basically  confined  to 
Part  I  and  TV  of  the  Draft  Statement.  Time  has  limited  our 
being  able  to  comment  in  depth  or  to  sake  an  analysis  of  the 
entire  report.  It  is  assumed  that  editorial  changes  will  be 
made  for  the  final  report. 

We  appreciated  the  opportunity  to  furnish  information  on  Rational 
Porest  lands  for  the  Draft  Statement  and  to  have  Porest  Service 
personnel  participate  or.  interagency  teams  during  the  report's 
preparation.  In  the  preparation  of  the  final  E S,  do  net  hesitate 
to  ask  for  additional  resource  data  desired  relative  to  Rational 
Porest  System  lands. 

Enclosed,  in  addition  to  these  several  remarks,  are  specific 
coaler,  ts  as  they  pertain  to  the  different  sections  of  the  report. 
Also  enclosed  are  suggested  stipulations  that  should  be  considered 
for  inclusion  in  any  possible  permit  issuance. 

Upon  review  of  the  proposed  action,  several  concerns  were  raised. 
The  basic  justification  for  the  project  is  to  furnish  gas  supplies 
to  the  lower  48  States.  There  dees  not  appear  to  be  any  evident 
benefit  assessment  or  related  cost  smnuries  for  toe  project  pro¬ 
posals  and  their  related  alternatives. 

Within  the  report,  resource  and  environmental  information  is  often 
in  general  terns,  references  cade  to  environmental  values  should 
be  quantified  wnen  possiole.  The  environmental  and  resource 
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descriptions  do  not  fully  cover  the  areas  involved  by  suggested 
alternate  line  locations  and  minor  alignment  changes .  Equal 
information  should  be  displayed  for  all  areas  discussed  to 
allow  making  equitable  comparisons. 

The  environmental  impact  section  does  a  good  job  of  recognizing 
the  multitude  of  impacts  that  are  inflicted  by  the  proposed 
project.  It  is  suggested  that  additional  cuaht  if i cat ion  of 
impacts  be  made  if  such  information  is  available. 

As  reconeended  within  the  mitigation  section  of  the  report,  agency 
and  interdisciplinary  teams  should  be  utilized  to  develop  contract 
specifications.  It  is  recommended  that  such  an  approacn  be  utilized 
not  only  to  develop  contract  specifications,  but  also  to  provide 
permit  or  easement- type  stipulations.  Such  stipulations  should  not 
only  be  set  forth  in  any  granting  authority,  but  also  included 
either  in  the  body  of  the  Final  ES  or  as  an  exhibit  of  typical 
requirements. 

There  appears  to  be  a  conflict  between  the  mitigation  measures  as 
delineated  in  the  Overview  (Part  I)  and  Part  IV  of  the  report.  The 
overview  indicates  that  the  additional  mitigation,  geotechnical,  or 
environmental  control  measures ,  as  suggested  by  the  Department ,  are 
not  assumed  active  in  the  environmental  impact  analysis.  It  is 
recoexaended  that  these  additional  mitigation  measures  and  developed 
stipulations  become  an  active  and  integral  portion  of  the  statement. 

To  only  enact  the  proponent's  mitigation  proposals  seems  inappropriate ■ 

Based  on  the  information  displayed  and  the  alternatives  presented, 
the  single  line  alternative  appears  to  best  meet  gas  transportation 
goals.  Further,  if  located  with  the  alignment  changes  suggested  in 
Chapter  4,  delivery  goals  would  be  met  and  environmental  impacts 
would  be  further  reduced.  In  regard  to  the  minor  alignment  change 
in  northern  Idaho  and  the  Moyie  River  area,  there  does  not  appear  to 
be  a  reasonable  way  to  avoid  the  upper  two  Moyie  River  crossings. 
Routing  away  from  the  Moyie  River  through  Round  Prairie  avoids  the 
lower  six  river  crossings  and  subsequent  conflicts  with  the  lower 
river  area. 

It  is  recocmended  that  the  single  line  alternative,  with  minor 
alignment  changes,  be  considered  the  best  alternative  of  those 
proposed  in  Part  IV.  The  minor  alignment  changes  help  minimize 
impacts  for  the  Moyie  River,  John  Day  River,  the  Yonna  Valley  and 
the  Tehena -Colusa  Canal  Crossing. 


If  the  need  for  a  gas  pipeline  system  through  the  Nevada  Area 
overweighs  the  single  pipeline  alternative,  it  is  reccnsaended  the 
Stanfield  alternative  be  used.  This  eliminates  one  of  tne  two 
proposed  lines  between  King sg ate  and  Stanfield.  This  alternative 
involves  one  larger  line  north  of  Stanfield  and  eliminates  con¬ 
struction  of  277  miles  of  pipeline.  Located  along  suggested  miner 
alignment  changes ,  it  avoids  impacting  tne  lower  Moyie  River ,  the 
Umatilla  National  Forest  relocation,  the  Umatilla  Indian  Reservation 
and  spawning  areas  in  the  Iteatilla  River.  Reduced  environmental 
impacts,  along  with  reduced  construction  costs,  are  presented  in 
this  alternative.  Other  immediate  distribution  advantages  may  be 
available  to  the  Northwest  Pipeline  Company . 

It  is  realized  that  other  gas  transmission  alternatives  are  being 
studied  and  may  be  viable,  e.g.  ,  LSG  system.  Based  on  the  material 
available  and  National  Forest  System  resources  values,  we  cannot 
recocmend  ra^ or  gas  pipeline  route  changes  or  alternatives  between 
Kiogsgate  and  the  San  Franc isco-Los  Angeles  areas. 

Sincerely , 


Deputy  ChieX 
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United  States  di  payment  of  agriculture 
FOREST  SERVICE 

R-l 


UnitedStates  Department  of  Agriculture 

FOREST  SERVICE 
D-8 


R«rty  to  8420  Other  Agencies  Environnental  Statements 
(2300) 


SEP  2  6  1975 


subject  Draft  Environnental  Impact  Statement  - 

Alaska  Natural  Cas  Transportation  System 

TO  Chief 


The  attached  memorandum  was  prepared  by  District  Ranger  Sara  Halvorsen, 
Custer  National  Forest,  after  reviewing  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
draft  environmental  impact  statement.  The  Northern  Border  states  pipe¬ 
line  will  pass  through  a  portion  of  the  Little  Missouri  National  Grass¬ 
lands. 


This  sane  information  was  given  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  team 
leader,  Al  Leonard,  earlier  this  year.  However,  it  is  still  valid  and 
should  be  considered  in  our  response  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management's 
draft  environnental  impact  statement. 


STEVE  YUM  Cl  / 

Regional  Forester 


Attachment 


cc:  Custer  National  Forest 
Dick  Bryant  -  R-6 
Recreation  and  Lands 
Programs  and  Legislation  (WO) 


REPLY  TO: 


SUBJECT: 


TO 


8420  Other  Agencies  Environmental  September  19,  1975 
Statements 
(2720) 

Comments  on  Part  V,  Northern  Border,  EIS  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Director 

Office  of  Environmental  Project  Review 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


The  Border  States  Pipeline  from  Saskatchewan  to  Penn¬ 
sylvania  will  pass  through  McKenzie  County,  North  Dakota, 
and  specifically  cross  1.7  miles  of  U.  S.  Forest  Service 
lands.  The  area  is  in  Sections  15,  22,  23,  and  24  in 
T-148-N ,  R-98-W  or  approximately  14  miles  southeast  of 
Watford  City,  North  Dakota.  The  following  comments  are 
based  on  the  EIS  for  the  Badlands  Unit  of  the  Little 
Missouri  National  Grasslands  which  was  sent  to  CEQ  on 
September  19,  1974. 

The  present  alignment  will  cross  several  different  types 
of  land,  including  the  Upland  Grasslands  Ecosystem,  the 
Rolling  Grasslands  Ecosystem  and  the  Upland  Breaks  Eco¬ 
system.  The  Upland  Grasslands  is  an  area  interspersced 
with  steep  sided,  rounded  hills  composed  of  local  bedrock, 
usually  friable  sandstones  and  shales.  The  soils  are 
clayey  and  sandy  loams  with  approximately  30%  rock  out¬ 
crops.  The  ecosystem  suitability  chart  rates  the  area 
as  medium  compatibility  with  the  physical,  biotitic  and 
other  characteristics.  Particular  attention  should  be 
paid  to  mass  failure  hazard,  water  erosion  and  wind  ero¬ 
sion  during  alignment  considerations.  -  ' 

The  Rolling  Grasslands  are  gently  sloping  divides,  ridges 
and  hills  with  shallow  clayey  and  sandy  soils.  Glacial 
remains  are  evident  on  the  surface.  Pipeline  construc¬ 
tion  is  compatible  with  the  physical  aspects  of  the  eco¬ 
system  but  rates  medium  suitability  with  the  biotitic 
and  other  sections.  Items  of  particular  interest  are  | 

threatened  or  unique  species  and  big  and  small  game.  ; 

The  Upland  Breaks  are  steep,  vertical  faces  of  bedrock, 
generally  shales,  poorly  cemented  sandstones  and  numerous 
thin  lignite  beds.  These  areas  have  a  high  degree  of 
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susceptibility  to  earth  flows  and  slumps.  Soils  are  shallow 
sandy  and  clayey  loams  which  lie  on  weathered  bedrock.  The 
ecosystem,  suitability  is  low  for  all  areas  within  this  unit. 
Areas  of  interest  include  mass  failure  hazard,  slopes  be¬ 
tween  40  and  70°,  and  visual  attractiveness. 


A  slightly  altered  alignment  through  this  area  in  T-148-N, 
R-98-W  could  minimize  or  eliminate  potential  problem  areas. 
We  suggested  that  a  route  be  located  on  the  south  side  of 
the  existing  county  road  between  Sections  21  through  24  to 
reduce  the  area  in  the  Upland  Grasslands  and  eliminate 
crossing  the  Upland  Breaks  Ecosystem.  Rough  Creek  can  be 
crossed  in  the  SE*s  of  Section  16  at  the  present  county  road 
crossing. 


This  alignment  will  allow 
for  maintenance  work,  and 
destruction . 


c  ^ 


SAM  D.  HALVERSON 
District  Ranger 


easier  installation,  better  access 
the  least  amount  of  environmental 
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Table  1 

POUNDS  OF  BULK  SEED  NEEDED  FOR  ONE  POUND  OF  PURI  LIVE  SEED 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
FOREST  SERVICE 


Percent 

Purity 

95 

90 

5? 

Percent  Germination 

60  75  70  65 

6o 

55 

95 

1.1 

1.2 

1.3 

1.3 

l.U 

1.5 

1.7 

1.8 

1.9 

90 

1.2 

1.3 

1.3 

l.U 

1.5 

1.6 

1.8 

1.9 

2.0 

85 

1.3 

1.3 

l.U 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

2.0 

2.1 

80 

1.3 

l.U 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

1.9 

2.1 

2.2 

T5 

l.U 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

1.9 

2.1 

2.2 

2.  U 

TO 

1.5 

1.6 

1.7 

1.8 

1.9 

2.0 

2.2 

2.  U 

2.6 

65 

1.7 

1.8 

1.8 

1.9 

Table  2 

2.1 

2.2 

2.U 

2.6 

2.0 

GUIDE  TO  SEEDING  RATES  —  PURE  LIVE  SEED 


Lbs.  per 

Lbs.  per 

Satire  Grasses 

Acre 

Tame  Grasses 

Acre 

Alkali  eacaton 

1.5 

Creeping  foxtail 

U.5 

Beard-lees  vildrye 

6.0 

Created  vheatgrass 

6.0 

Big  bluestem 

5.0 

Intermediate  vheatgrass 

8.0 

Canada  vildrye 

6.0 

Pubescent  vheatgrass 

7.5 

Green  needlegraaa  1/ 

6.o 

Russian  vildrye 

5.5 

Indiangrass 

5.0 

Smooth  brorne 

6.0 

Little  bluestem 

U.o 

Sudangrass 

20.0 

Needle- and- thread 

7.5 

Tall  vheatgrass 

10.0 

Nut  tall  alkal  i  grass 

1.5 

Prairie  sar.  dreed 

3.5 

Lbs.  per 

Reed  canarygrasa 

U.5 

Le£umes 

Acre 

Sand  bluestem 

7-0 

Sideoats  grama 

6.0 

Alfalfa 

U.5 

Slender  vheatgrass 

5.5 

Birdsfoot  trefoil 

3.0 

Svitchgrass  1/ 

3.5 

Red  clover 

u.o 

Western  vheatgrass  1/ 

7.0 

Sweet  clover 

3.5 

1 /  Disregard  germination  of  seed  from  current  year's  harvest.  Use  "tetra- 
test"  for  potential  germination;  or  assume  a  figure  of  70f. 
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reply  to:  8420  Review  of  Other  Agencies  Environmental  S 
(2700) 

subject:  Draft  Environmental  Statement  -  Alaska  Natural 

Transportation 

to:  Regional  Forester  -  Region  6 

Atten:  Dick  Bryant,  Watershed  Mgt. 

Bob  Sipe 


Reference  the  W.O.  memorandum  of  August  7,  1S75,  on  the  above  subject 
We  appreciate  Dick  Bryant  bringing  us  a  copy  of  the  draft  E.I.S.  for 
our  review  and  consents.  Our  comments  cover  the  proposed  West  Coast 
(San  Francisco  Leg  and  Los  Angeles  Leg)  as  they  affect  the  Forests  in 
this  Region. 

I.  San  Francisco  (Antioch)  Leg  (Oregon-Califcrnia  Stateline  to 
Antioch  passing  through  the  Modoc,  Shasta  and  Lassen  Forests), 
PG&E. 


1.  Part  IV,  Vol .  1,  Sec.  1.1.4 


extension  of  Right-of-Way  beyond  100'  was  not  covered  by 
original  analysis.  This  cc-rtainly  would  have  an  impact  on 
some  areas.  It  needs  a  paragraph  in  the  E.I.S.  stating  these 
proposed  extensions  of  R/W  will  he  coordinated  on  the  ground 
with  the  land  management  agency  involved! 


2.  (4.1.4  Mitigating  Measures  in  the  Proposed  Actions  (SF)  & 

4.1.5  (LA)). 


II. 


All  through  the  E.I.S.  the  Mitigating  measures  are  addressed 
by  "Should  be  done,  etc."  The  word  "Should"  needs  to  be 
replaced  with  the  word  "Will"  or  the  E.I.S.  will  simply  bcccm; 
good  advice.  As  land  managers  we  should  be  saying  "This  is 
what  will  be  happening  to  the  resources  if  the  pipeline 
proposal  is  ok'd  and  this  will  be  required  to  mitigate  the 
adverse  effects".  If  the  public  and  land  management  agencies 
buy  the  E.I.S.,  then  the  E.I.S.  becomes  a  document  from  which 
to  write  the  license  or  permit. 
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Los  Angeles  (Cajon)  Leg  (Nevada-California  Stateline  to  near 
Adelanto  crossing  the  Inyo  National  Forest).  Southern  California 
Gas  Company. 

We  cannot  find  anywhere  in  the  report  the  fact  that  Southern 


I 
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California  Gas  Company  has  applied  for  a  right-of-way  which 
affects  the  last  16  miles  of  this  leg  and  has  been  withdrawn 
from  the  application  filed  with  Interior  on  November  15,  1974. 
(See  copy  of  attached  application).  The  proposed  LA  Leg 
pipeline  would  now  appear  to  terminate  near  Adelant  (Adelanto 
Compressor  Station)  and  not  near  Cajon,  and  therefore  does  not 
affect  the  San  Bernardino  Forest.  Our  conments  apply  only  to  the 
proposed  route  (applicant's  prefered  route)  crossing  of  Inyo 
Forest. 


1. 


Desert  country  was  not  included  as  high  wind  erosion  potential. 
Portion  on  Inyo  N.F.  is  and  should  be  covered.  Part  IV, 

Vol.  4,  pg  1617  &  1618,  Section  3. 1.5. 2. 
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2.  Backfilling  of  trench.  Should  require  compacting  on  Inyo 
because  of  the  wind  erosion.  Any  mound  left  would  soon 
blow  away. 


3.  The  Inyo  proposed  alternate  route  should  be  developed  to  show  f 
its  apparent  advantage  over  the  proposed  route.  Part  IV,  ■  ? 

Vol.  4,  pg.  1928  -  1930.,  Section  4. 1.5. 4.  | 


4.  Statement  weak  throughout.  Says  should  do  — -  not  shall  do. 
Not  strong  enough  in  Sections  4.1.4  and  4.1.5. 


5.  Needs  clarification  on  why  the  "cold  desert"  was  separated 
from  the  "hot  desert"  at  Aberdeen.  Part  IV,  Vol. 3,  pg.  1261, 
Section  2. 1.5. 6-2. 


6.  Only  says  alternate  routes  should  be  studied.  Should  say 
they  will  be  studied. 
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7.  Does  not  mention  the  wild  horses  and  burros  on  the  Inyo 
National  Forest. 

Part  IV,  Vol.  3,  pg.  1286,  Section  2. 1.5. 7. 

Part  IV,  Vol.  4,  pg.  1681. 
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8.  Big  Game  migration  routes,  Inyo  National  Forest.  Deer  in 
the  White  Mountains.  Part  IV,  Vol.  4,  pg.  1676,  Section 
3. 1.5. 7. 

9.  Does  not  take  a  stand  whether  or  not  the  pipe  should  be 
removed  after  abandonment.  Only  discusses  some  additional 
impacts.  Section  1.1. 5. 8. 

10.  In  Owens  Valley  but  not  on  the  Inyo  National  Forest.  No 
mention  of  crossing  the  L.A.  aoueduct  (2  times). 

Part  IV,  Vol.  3,  pg.  966,  Section  1.1. 5. 4. 


I 

II 


11.  Does  not  definitely  specify  whether  communities  along 
route  will  receive  any  of  the  gas. 

Part  IV,  Vol.  3,  pg.  1379,  Section  2. 1.5. 9. 

One  weakness  we  note  in  the  draft  E.I.S.  is  that  it  fails  to  discuss 
any  route  other  than  the  "preferred  routes".  This  is  particularly 
true  on  the  Kingsgate-Los  Angeles  Alternative. 

Also,  the  E.I.S.  appears  weak  in  discussing  the  combined  Kingsgate  to 
Los  Angeles  via  Antioch  (Part  VI,  Vol.  1,  pg.  419).  Figure  8.1.3 
(Map  showing  location  of  West  Coast  pipeline  routes)  could  impact  the 
Angeles,  Los  Padres,  Sequoia  or  San  Bernardino  Forests. 

We  also  feel  the  final  E.I.S.  needs  to  have  the  stipulations  included. 
These  are  the  stipulations  (Exhibit  "D")  which  you  submitted  to  the 
Chief  with  your  letter  of  December  23,  1974,  (2770  Licenses)  and  were 
reviewed  and/or  developed  by  representatives  of  Regions  1,  5  and  6. 


*•  L 


'■  '  DOUGLAS  R.  LEISZ 
I,  Regional  Forester 

Enclosure 
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Comments  By  Subject 
on 

ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Part  I  and  IV 


Comments  as  numbered  relate  to  subject  groupings  as  outlined  in  Draft  EIS. 

1.  Description  of  the  Proposed  Action. 

How  acreage  figures  indicated  were  derived  is  not  clear.  Since  there  are 
existing  gas  pipelines,  rights-of-way  with  variable  widths  on  different 
ownerships,  and  joint  use  possibilities,  it  is  recommended  the  premise  of 
how  acreage  needs  were  computed  be  displayed.  Type  of  ownership  could  be 
further  delineated  in  the  report.  The  Los  Angeles  pipeline  does  not  show 
needed  rights-of-way  by  ownership  for  the  proposed  project.  Only  the  San 
Francisco  line  shows  some  breakdown  by  Federal  ownership.  Comparative 
acreages  would  help  show  the  effect  on  land  ownership  whether  private. 
State,  or  Federal  properties. 


There  is  no  indication  of  how  controls  over  the  proposed  project  would  be 
affected  by  the  numerous  Federal  authorizations.  It  is  assumed  that  grant 
instrument  stipulations  based  on  needed  mitigation  measures  will  become 
part  of  the  permits,  easements,  etc.,  that  would  be  issued  (reference 
sections  1.1. 4. 9  and  1.1. 5.9). 
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Under  function,  purpose,  or  project  justification  of  the  pipeline  there  is 
no  indication  of  any  cost  benefit  analysis  or  related  cost  comparison  sum¬ 
maries  that  might  be  available  in  other  portions  of  the  report.  It  is  sug¬ 
gested  that  at  least  a  cost  comparison  be  made  of  the  proposed  versus 
alternate  transmission  systems. 


ai 


We  cannot  find  anywhere  in  the  report  the  fact  that  Southern  California  Gas 


Company  has  applied  for  a  right-of-way  which  affects  the  last  16  miles  of 
the  Los  Angeles  leg  nor  that  such  has  been  withdrawn  from  the  application 
filed  with  Interior  on  November  15,  1974.  The  proposed  Los  Angeles  leg  of 
the  pipeline  would  now  appear  to  terminate  before  it  reaches  Cajon.  As  such 
it  would  not  affect  the  San  Bemadino  Forest. 


2*. 
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Description  of  the  Environment. 

The  premise  under  which  acreage  figures  were  computed  should  be  displayed. 
This  would  help  clarify  how  and  what  acreages  are  involved,  including 
private. 


Throughout  the  section,  general  value  terms  are  utilized.  Additional 
quantification  of  values  would  help  define  the  magnitude  of  the  particular 
resource  being  described. 


The  great  soil  group  classification  shown  in  Part  IV  pages  184  and  1145 
should  be  reviewed.  In  reference  to  figure  2.1. 5.4-2  the  1969  print  of  the 
SCS  soil  distribution  map  (sheet  86  published  by  USGS)  indicates  the  soil 
group  is  Cryandept  rather  than  Arigixaroll. 


|Z4 


In  regard  to  development  of  the  landscape  sensitivity  ratings,  the  proce¬ 
dures  found  in  National  Forest  Landscape  Management  Volume  2,  Chapter  1  may 
be  more  applicable.  It  appears  as  if  the  criteria  developed  was  based  on 
the  original  visual  management  system  rather  than  the  most  current  one. 

This  in  turn  may  modify  some  of  the  ratings  made. 


2.5* 


The  desert  country  was  not  included  under  high  wind  erosion  potential  on  the  I 
Inyo  National  Forest.  Subsequently,  applicable  mitigation  measures  including  B  ^ 
compaction  of  backfill  materials  should  be  required.  Because  of  wind  erosion  I 
any  mounds  left  would  soon  be  blown  away  unless  stabilized.  ® 


Within  the  mitigation  measure  section,  minor  alignment  changes  are  discussed. 
The  descriptive  environmental  section  does  not  fully  cover  some  of  the  re¬ 
sources  in  the  suggested  realignment  areas.  Technical  data  for  the  Moyie 
River  -  Round  Prairie  area  of  North  Idaho  is  available  through  the  planning 
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effort  we  are  making  in  regard  to  the  Moyie  Wild  and  Scenic  River  study  and 
the  adjacent  unit  area  plan. 


There  appears  to  be  an  error  in  the  Bonner  County  tax  revenue  figure  found 
on  pages  IV  -  851,  and  IV  -  1402. 

There  needs  to  be  clarification  on  why  the  "cold  desert"  was  separated  from 
the  "hot  desert"  at  Aberdeen  (ref.  Part  IV,  IV  -  1261). 

The  wild  horse  and  burros  on  the  Inyo  National  Forest  are  not  mentioned  in 
Part  IV  of  the  draft. 

In  the  Owens  Valley  area  the  possibility  of  crossing  the  Los  Angeles  aque¬ 
duct  twice  is  not  mentioned. 


I 

|  zl 

l 


Some  of  the  resource  data  base  available  between  the  two  proposed  lines 
where  they  parallel  each  other  seems  to  vary.  They  should  be  correlated  as 
to  presentation  or  sources.  For  example,  part  of  the  economic  data  presented 
differs.  One  report  used  a  1974  source  while  the  other  used  material  with 
a  1967  date. 
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Environmental  Impacts 

Good  recognition  in  regard  to  the  multitude  of  resource  impacts  has  been 
made.  It  is  recognized  many  cannot  be  easily  quantified  and  the  relative 
significance  in  many  cases  can  only  be  judgemental.  If  additional 
quantification  is  available,  it  would  help  clarify  the  information  presented. 


Possible  effects  of  Big  Game  migration  routes  on  the  Inyo  National  Forest 
and  deer  in  the  White  mountains  should  be  included  in  the  report  (ref.  Sec. 
3.1. 5.7). 


With  the  multiple  impacts  that  can  be  expected  the  importance  of  making 
sure  the  mitigation  of  impacts  is  visible  in  the  construction  process  cannot 
be  over-emphasized.  Adequate  mitigative  controls  should  be  visible  and  of 
everyday  concern. 


Mitigation  Measures. 

Within  the  draft  EIS  the  analysis  of  mitigation  measures  the  use  of  agency 
and  interdisciplinary  teams  for  site-plan  and  contract  specification 
development  is  recommended.  It  is  recommended  that  agency  and  interdiscip¬ 
linary  teams  be  utilized  not  only  for  contract  or  site  plan  specification 
development,  but  to  develop  needed  requirements  in  the  form  of  stipulations 
to  be  included  in  any  grant  documents.  Such  stipulations  should  be  set 
forth  not  only  in  any  granting  authority  but  should  be  included  as  a  portion 
of  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  This  would  help  display  how 
mitigation  measures  would  be  used  as  typical  land  use  requirements. 

Draft  stipulations  as  to  how  they  could  pertain  to  National  Forest  lands  are 
enclosed  for  your  consideration.  It  may  be  the  term  Licensee  should  more 
appropriately  be  Permittee  or  Grantee.  Draft  stipulations  follow  stipula¬ 
tion  outline  as  used  in  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline. 

The  need  for  resource  people  to  be  involved  in  on-the-ground  site-planning 
and  contract  requirement  development  points  out  the  need  for  their  involve¬ 
ment  during  the  actual  construction  process  to  help  insure  minimizing  impact 
damage.  In  addition,  due  to  the  multitude  of  possible  impacts  at  least  equal 
mitigation  efforts  should  be  used  on  private  as  well  as  public  lands.  For 
example,  topsoil  conservation  and  restoration  should  be  an  overall  mitiga¬ 
tion  method  and  not  applied  just  where  an  individual  landowner  might  think 
to  require  such. 

The  lack  of  resource  information  for  the  minor  alignment  areas  makes  it 
difficult  to  compare  impacts  and  resource  values  between  the  proposed 
routing  and  suggested  changes.  This  information  along  with  additional  impact 


7 


quantification  would  be  very  helpful. 


It  is  difficult  to  understand  the  statement  in  the  Overview  (Part  I 
page  1-416  concerning  additional  mitigation  measures.  This  indicates  "the 
latter  group  of  measures"  (additional  mitigating  geotechnical  or  environ¬ 
mental  control  measures  as  suggested  by  the  Department)  .  .  .  "are  not 
assumed  active  in  the  environmental  impact  analysis."  The  enactment  of 
only  the  applicant's  proposed  mitigating  measures  seems  inappropriate. 

There  are  variations  between  what  each  applicant  proposes.  Stipulations  or 
requirements  developed  by  an  interdisciplinary  approach  could  be  used  and 
made  a  requirement  of  any  authority  granted  for  construction.  These  addi¬ 
tional  mitigation  measures  along  with  stipulations  should  become  an  active 
and  integral  part  of  the  EIS.  Otherwise  stated  conclusions  reach  in  section 
five  are  not  applicable.  The  government  has  a  greater  fundamental  respon¬ 
sibility  than  the  Applicants  to  see  that  explicit  environmental  and  technical 
mitigation  measures,  requirements  and  stipulations  are  developed  to  alleviate 
avoidable  impacts  (reference  III-1133). 
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B 

Adverse  Effects  Which  Cannot  Be  Avoided. 

There  appears  to  be  conflict  between  Part  I  and  other  parts  of  the  report 
as  to  what  constitutes  unavoidable  effects.  The  Overview  (Part  I)  indicates 
those  residual  effects  where  only  the  applicants  proposals  were  enacted. 

Other  Parts  seem  to  vary  as  to  whether  or  not  all  mitigating  measures  are 
utilized. 

It  is  recommended  that  this  section  display  what  the  public  could  expect 
to  encounter  if  the  line  was  constructed  with  anticipated  construction 
controls.  Controls  should  include  not  only  the  applicants,  but  also  those 
that  would  be  applied  by  different  governmental  entitites  under  existing 
laws  and  regulations. 

Alternatives 

The  sections  on  alternatives  are  somewhat  confusing  as  to  the  three  obvious 
alternatives  available  to  the  Secretary  of  Interior.  There  is  no  real  dis¬ 
cussion  of  deferring  a  decision  to  consider  redesign,  rerouting,  alignment 
changes,  or  alternate  systems. 

The  alternatives  identified  in  Part  IV  are  only  really  comparable  in 
relation  to  their  basic  pipeline  lengths.  The  alternatives  are  not  presented 
in  such  a  way  as  to  permit  independent  equal  evaluation  with  what  the 
applicants  propose.  The  environmental  descriptions  are  not  adequate  to  allow 
true  evaluation  quantitatively  and  qualitatively  between  benefits,  costs, 
and  environmental  risks  for  each  of  the  alternatives.  Comparable  information 
should  be  presented  to  help  make  the  best  decision  regarding  gas  transmission 

In  regard  to  the  information  presented  in  Part  IV,  we  recommend  the  alterna¬ 
tive  of: 
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changes  discussed  in  the  draft  EIS,  Part  IV  under  Mitigation. 
-  Demands  the  redesign  of  the  pipeline  system  from  Kingsgate  to 
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One  large  combined  pipeline  following  minor  alignment  changes  from 

Kingsgate  to  Los  Angeles  via  the  San  Francisco  area. 

-  Such  an  alternative  would  deliver  needed  gas  supplies  to  Stanfield, 
Cajon,  and  Antioch. 

-  Require  less  pipeline,  and  reduce  impacts. 

-  Allow,  if  needed,  later  expansion  of  a  system  via  Nevada  to  Southern 
California. 

-  Utilize  an  existing  energy  corridor. 

-  The  combined  alternative  should  utilize  minor  alignment  changes  as 
discussed  in  Part  IV  for  the  Moyie  River  realignment  through  Round 
Prairie,  the  John  Day,  Yonna  Valley,  and  Tehana-Colusa  Canal  crossing. 

-  Requires  redesign  of  the  pipeline  to  accommodate  proposed  gas  trans¬ 
mission  needs  of  the  two  applicants  (PG  S  T,  PGE,  and  ITA(A),  So  Cal), 
along  with  working  agreements. 
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Stanfield  and  would  require  working  agreements  between  the  applicants. 


It  is  acknowledged  that  other  transmission  alternatives  may  be  viable 
(e.g.,  LNG  system).  However,  at  this  time  we  cannot  recommend  other  routes 
or  alternatives  in  the  lower  48  states  between  Kingsgate  and  the  San 
Francisco-Los  Angeles  areas. 


Other  alternative  methods  of  lessening  environmental  impacts  may  be 
available.  The  question  of  why  is  additional  clearing  along  existing  pipe¬ 
lines  needed  has  been  presented  to  the  reviewers.  By  constructing  in  the 
opposite  direction  from  the  original  construction,  it  would  appear  only 
the  original  clearing  width  would  be  needed.  Such  presumes  that  equipment 
could  operate  over  the  existing  pipeline. 


Second  priority  for  a  line  from  Kingsgate  southward  should  be  given  to  a 
combined  larger  line  from  Kingsgate  to  Stanfield  (277  miles).  From 
Stanfield  south,  as  needed,  additional  pipelines  could  be  constructed. 
This  alternative 

-  Eliminates  277  miles  of  dual  system. 

-  Reduces  impacts  and  overall  construction. 

-  Allows  ITA(A)  the  possibility  of  delaying  construction  south  of 
Stanfield. 

-  Better  utilizes  existing  energy  corridors. 

-  Avoids  the  Umatilla  National  Forest  relocation,  the  Umatilla  Indian 
Reservation,  and  spawning  areas  in  the  Umatilla  River. 

-  The  combined  alternative  should  utilize  the  recommended  alignment 
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If  the  Round  Prairie  minor  alignment  change  in  Northern  Idaho  is  utilized, 
its  location  should  be  coordinated  with  possible  rerouting  of  U.S.  highway 
95.  It  is  realized  in  utilizing  the  Round  Prairie  alignment  there  is 
probably  no  feasible  way  to  avoid  the  upper  two  Moyie  River  crossings. 
However,  as  indicated  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System 
evaluation  guidelines  "New  public  utility  transmission  lines,  gas  lines, 
water  lines,  etc.,  in  river  areas  being  considered  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  System  are  discouraged.  However,  where  no  reasonable  alternative 
exists ,  additional  or  new  facilities  should  be  restricted  to  existing 
rights  of  way."  (underlining  added).  The  Round  Prairie  realignment  appears 
to  be  a  reasonable  alternative. 
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In  regard  to  displaying  alternatives,  especially  in  the  Overview,  a 
matrix  display  of  the  effects  of  each  alternative  against  major  criteria 
groups  would  help  in  their  evaluation. 


The  National  System  of  Transportation  and  Utility  Corridor  Study  by 
Department  of  Interior  dated  July  1,  1975,  stated  that  with  present  data 
it  would  be  difficult  to  establish  a  utility  corridor.  This  may  be  true, 
but  the  opportunity  to  combine  another  gas  pipeline  in  an  existing  energy 
corridor  exists  today.  We  should  be  taking  advantage  of  combining  utilities 
in  single  corridors  when  possible.  We  cannot  favor  impacting  the  environment 
with  additional  corridors  where  adequate  need  is  not  displayed. 


A  recommendation  contained  in  the  Corridor  Study  states:  "That  during  the 
period  in  which  the  information  base  and  evaluation  of  energy  transmittal 
projects  are  being  developed,  for  lands  in  the  Western  States,  Federal  land 
managing  agencies  be  directed  to  grant  individual  right-of-way,  only  after 
making  a  determination  of  the  feasibility  and  practicality  of  combining 
Individual  rights-of-way  into  joint  use  on  or  across  Federal  Lands.  Such 
should  apply  to  these  proposals  and  be  contained  in  the  final  EIS. 
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This  position  is  further  supported  by  the  study  indicating  that  a  57  percent 
savings  in  new  surface  disturbance  for  two  48-inch  pipeline  can  be  expected 
if  built  adjacent  to  another  pipeline  in  normal  soil. 


EXHIBIT 

ROAD  MAINTENANCE  SPECIFICATIONS 
A.  General  Road  Maintenance  Specifications 

Licensee  shall  perform  road  maintenance  work  made  necessary  by  his  use. 
Maintenance  will  be  to  the  extent  needed  to  protect  roads  from  seasonal 
weather  damage,  to  safeguard  soil  and  water,  and  assure  the  safety  of  the 
road  users  as  follows: 

1)  Obstructions 

a.  Currently  remove  obstructions  such  as  slides,  fallen  timber, 
rock,  overhanging  brush,  or  brush  obstructing  road  sight  distance.  Materi¬ 
al  removed  from  slides  or  other  sources  shall  be  deposited  at  locations 
chosen  with  the  objective  that  such  material  will  not  erode  into  streams, 
lakes  or  reservoirs.  Material  shall  not  be  wasted  over  vegetated  road 
fills,  unless  approved  by  the  Forest  Officer  in  charge. 

b.  Licensee  shall  remove  brush,  limbs,  saplings  or  other  obstruc¬ 
tions  to  visibility  that  are  within  5  feet  of  road  shoulders.  Trees  over 

4  inches  DBH  may  be  limbed  and  not  entirely  removed  if  approved  by  the  Forest 
Officer  in  charge. 

2)  Drainage 

a.  Keep  drainage  ditches  and  culverts  functioning  and  clear  of 

debris. 

b.  Repair  fills  and  sunken  grades. 

c.  Repair  or  replace  culverts,  bridges,  signs,  ca tt leguards ,  and 
other  facilities  damaged  or  destroyed  by  the  permittee’s  operations. 

3)  Blading 

a.  Licensee  shall  maintain  existing  cross-section  of  dirt  or 
gravelled  roads  by  blading  and  shaping  surface  and  shoulders.  Banks  shall 
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not  be  undercut.  Berms  will  be  removed,  except  where  indicated  by  the  Forest 
Officer  in  charge.  Established  berms  shall  be  maintained  and  additional  berms 
shall  be  placed  where  needed  to  protect  fills. 

b.  While  performing  road  maintenance  work,  permittee  shall  avoid 
fouling  gravel  or  bituminous  surfaces  by  covering  them  with  earth  or  debris 
from  side  ditches,  slides,  or  other  sources.  Licensee  shall  avoid  blading 
surface  material  off  surface  of  roads.  Any  surfacing  fouled  by  permittee's 
operation  shall  be  replaced  immediately. 

c.  Licensee  shall  perform  preventive  maintenance  at  end  of  each 
hauling  season  to  minimize  weather  damage  during  the  non-hauling  period. 

This  may  include  cross-ditching  and  blading  to  remove  ruts  or  other  surface 
irregularities  which  would  interfere  with  normal  runoff  and  cleaning  ditches 
and  culverts. 

4)  Dust  Abatement 

Licensee  shall  abate  dust  to  prevent  loss  of  fines  in  the  road  sur¬ 
face  and  provide  good  visibility.  Dust  abatement  will  be  conducted  in  such 
a  manner  that  water  quality  in  roadside  streams  and  recreation  environment  will  be 
protected.  Arcadia  dust  oil,  diluted  asphalt  emulsions,  and  sulfite  liquor 
are  approved  dust  palliatives.  Water  may  be  used  if  available  and  approved 
in  writing  by  the  Forest  Officer  in  charge. 

5)  Other 

a.  Licensee  shall  replace  or  repair  all  telephone  lines,  structures, 
and  improvements  not  necessarily  related  to  roads  that  are  damaged  by  his 
operations. 

b.  All  lost  loads  of  logs  must  be  removed  from  the  road  surface 
immediately  and  picked  up  within  a  reasonable  time  interval  without  damage 
co  the  road. 


EXHIBIT 

SPECIFICATIONS  FOR  SLASH  DISPOSAL 

The  following  disposal  measures  are  effective  on  both  private  and 
National  Forest  land  within  the  National  Forest  or  Forest  Service  protective 
area: 

A.  All  flammable  debris  on  the  right-of-way  and  that  from  danger  trees 
alongside  the  right-of-way  shall  be  piled  and  burned,  chipped,  buried,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of  within  the  right-of-way,  or  as  directed  by  the  Forest 
Officer  in  charge.  "Debris"  will  include  tops,  branches,  unmerchantable  and 
unsalvaged  trees,  snags,  and  down  logs,  cut  brush  and  rotten  wood  whether 
caused  by  the  clearing  operations  or  existing  there  previously  in  areas 

in  which  slash  has  not  been  disposed  of.  General  principles  relating  to 
the  size  and  location  of  piles,  and  method  of  piling,  shall  be  specified 
by  the  Forest  Officer  in  charge:  provided .  that  broadcast  burning  of  slash 
and  debris  may  be  authorized  in  writing  by  the  Forest  Officer  in  charge  if 
and  when  conditions  justify.  Snags  felled  within  the  danger  tree  area  out¬ 
side  the  exterior  boundaries  of  the  right-of-way  need  not  be  burned. 

B.  Between  the  inclusive  dates  of  the  closed  fire  season  and  at  other 
times  when  unusual  weather  conditions  so  justify,  written  permits  shall  be 
secured  from  the  Forest  Officer  in  charge  if  any  burning  is  to  be  done. 
During  this  period,  piled  debris  may  be  burned  only  during  safe  periods 
and  in  such  amounts  that  it  may  be  extinguished  at  once  upon  the  approach 
of  dangerous  fire  weather.  Patrolmen  will  be  required  on  any  burned  area 
during  dangerous  fire  weather  until  danger  of  holdover  fires  is  past  in 
the  opinion  of  the  Forest  Officer  in  charge. 


c.  Reinforcement  of  the  road  subgrade  by  spot  surfacing  shall  be 
done  where  necessary. 

d.  All  landing  and  logging  slash  within  the  specified  widths  of 
the  road  right-of-way  shall  be  completely  removed  and  disposed  of. 
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C.  Burning  of  debris  shall  be  done  in  a  manner  and  at  times  satisfactory 
to  the  Forest  Officer  in  charge.  The  Licensee  should  have  on  the  ground  at 
all  times  when  burning  is  in  progress  and  during  the  entire  fire  season, 
unless  relieved  in  writing  by  the  Forest  Officer,  a  representative  who  shall 
be  authorized  to  receive  and  carry  out  on  behalf  of  the  permittee  any  and  all 
notices  and  instructions  given  by  the  Forest  Officer  in  charge  in  regard  to 
burning  and  fire  precautions. 

D.  At  all  times  when  burning  is  in  progress,  the  permittee  shall  have 
on  the  project  a  sufficient  number  of  men  to  keep  the  fires  under  control. 

The  size  of  the  crews  and  their  personnel  shall  be  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  Forest  Officer  in  charge. 

E.  Burning  on  steep  sidehills  and  other  places  where  fire  hazard  is 
great  will  call  for  the  presence  of  extra  fire  squads  and  extra  tools  and 
equipment  as  required  by  the  Forest  Officer  in  charge. 

F.  Where  necessary  in  the  judgment  of  the  Forest  Service  for  the 
control  of  slash  fires  and  the  protection  of  residual  trees  on  or  adjacent 
to  the  cleared  area,  fire  lines  shall  be  constructed  by  the  Licensee. 

Such  fire  lines  shall  be  located  and  constructed  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Forest  Service  and,  insofar  as  is  practical,  shall  be  constructed  by 
tractor  with  bulldozer  attachment.  On  and  adjacent  to  the  fire  line  all 
dead  trees  and  stubs  shall  be  felled  and  all  flammable  material,  inclu¬ 
ding  slash,  reproduction  and  debris,  shall  be  pushed  or  otherwise  moved 
into  the  area  to  be  burned.  The  cleared  width  ordinarily  need  not  exceed 
that  of  the  bulldozer  blade  used  in  construction,  but  additional  width  may 
be  required  if  considered  necessary  for  safety  in  burning.  When  deemed 
necessary  in  the  judgment  of  the  Forest  Service,  a  continuous  line,  cut 

to  mineral  soils,  shall  be  provided  on  the  exterior  edge  of  the  cleared 
area,  which  line  shall  not  be  required  to  exceed  3  feet  in  width.  The 
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fire  line  shall  be  completed  as  to  any  unit  of  the  cleared  area,  as  required 
by  the  Forest  Service.  Where  creeks  are  used  as  fire  lines,  logs,  slash  and 
debris,  sufficient  to  allow  the  slash  fires  to  spread,  shall  be  removed  from 
the  channels  so  used. 


14.  The  Los  Angeles  aqueduct  is  not  crossed  by  the  proposed  future 
expansion.  The  Owens  River  is  crossed  twice  as  indicated  in 
the  Final  EIS,  Table  8. 1.5. 6-7,  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

15.  The  statement  describes  the  delivery  of  gas  along  the  pipeline 
route  on  Page  1  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

16.  A  discussion  of  the  alternatives  is  presented  on  Pages  405-433 
of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

17.  A  discussion  of  the  Kingsgate  to  Los  Angeles  via  Antioch 
alternative  route  was  expanded  on  Pages  410-414  of  the  Los 
Angeles  Volume. 

18.  See  number  8  above. 

19.  A  breakdown  of  acreage  deviation  is  not  provided.  However, 

Page  11  gives  a  breakdown  of  acreage  for  the  Rye  Valley  north 
portion.  Land  requirements  are  also  provided  in  Table  1.1. 5. 4-1. 
Federal  lands  crossed  are  indicated  on  Page  13  for  that  portion 
north  of  Rye  Valley,  Oregon.  A  breakdown  of  the  land  require¬ 
ments  for  the  proposed  future  expansion  are  found  on  Pages  29 
and  30  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

20.  A  partial  list  of  Federal,  State,  and  County  departments  which 
will  take  part  in  permit  authorization  is  presented  on  Pages  31 
and  32  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume.  Page  313  indicates  the  role 
Federal,  State,  and  other  agencies  will  have  regarding  stipula¬ 
tions  prior  to  issuance  of  a  permit. 

21.  An  evaluation  of  environmental  impacts  of  alternative  routes 
is  included  in  Section  8  of  the  Final  EIS.  A  cost  benefit 
analysis  is  not  .included. 

22.  Under  the  most  recent  application,  no  right-of-way  has  been 
applied  for  south  of  Rye  Valley,  Oregon. 

23.  See  number  19  above. 

24.  The  soils  section  was  revised. 

25.  Sensitivity  ratings  have  been  dropped  from  the  text  of 
the  report. 

26.  See  number  5  above. 

27.  Data  from  these  sources  were  used  in  the  Final  EIS  beginning 
on  Page  405  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  and  Page  298  of  the 
San  Francisco  Volume. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Forest  Service 
dated  October  8,  1975 


1.  Comments  were  noted,  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

2.  Comment  resulted  in  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS.  (See  Pages  16 
and  313  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume.) 

3.  Comment  resulted  in  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS.  (See  Pages  313-329 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume.) 

4.  The  most  recent  application  does  not  seek  a  right-of-way  south 
of  Rye  Valley,  Oregon  at  this  time.  The  proposed  future 
expansion  will,  as  described  on  Pages  28-31  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Volume,  terminate  near  Cajon,  California. 

5.  Pages  270  and  271  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  indicate  there  will 
be  a  high  potential  for  wind  erosion  along  most  of  the  proposed 
future  expansion.  The  route  through  the  Inyo  National  Forest 

is  specifically  mentioned  on  Page  261  In  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

6.  The  statement  points  out  that  the  crown  will  disappear  due  to 
settling.  Page  343  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  points  out  that 
compaction  of  fill  areas  would  hasten  soil  restoration. 

7.  The  alternative  routes  are  described  on  Pages  415-433  of 
the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

8.  Stipulations  are  not  included  in  the  EIS.  No  change. 

9.  This  information  was  taken  from  Stoddard  &  Smith,  1955,  Page  47. 

10.  See  number  7  above. 

11.  Page  280  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS  describes 
wild  horses  and  burros  present  in  the  Inyo  National  Forest. 

12.  Big  game  migration  routes  are  mentioned  on  Page  278  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Volume.  Deer  in  the  Inyo  National  Forest  are 
discussed  on  Page  150  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

13.  Discussion  of  pipeline  abandonment  can  be  found  in  several  places 
in  the  statement  (Pages  28,  272,  etc.).  However,  the  statement 
does  not  "take  a  stand"  regarding  pipe  removal  following 
abandonment.  A  description  of  the  impacts  of  leaving  or 
removing  the  pipe  is  presented. 


28.  This  data  was  changed.  See  Table  2. 1.5. 9-2,  Los  Angeles  Volume 
and  Page  365,  San  Francisco  Volume. 

29.  See  number  9  above. 

30.  See  number  11  above. 

31.  See  number  14  above. 

32.  This  data  was  revised. 

33.  See  number  12  above. 

34.  The  use  of  interdisciplinary  teams  is  discussed  in  several  parts 
of  the  EIS  as  part  of  a  specification  development  group.  The  EIS 
does  not  contain  stipulations.  Mitigative  measures  discussed  in 
Section  4  will  provide  a  base  from  which  stipulations  will 

be  developed. 

35.  Comment  noted,  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

36.  Minor  route  relocations  were  expanded  in  Section  8  in  the  Los 
Volume  and  on  Page  357  In  the  San  Francisco  Volume.  Additional 
measures  were  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

37.  A  reference  was  included  in  the  specific  geographic  volumes  in 
which  an  interdisciplinary  team  was  discussed. 

38.  The  Overview  Volume  does  not  include  additional  measures  in 
its  analyses.  These  measures  are  considered  in  the  specific 
geographical  volumes. 

39.  The  Final  EIS  includes  this  type  of  analysis. 

40.  The  alternative  route  sections  were  revised. 

41.  See  number  40  above.  A  cost  benefit  analysis  was  not  included. 

42.  See  Pages  410-414  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  discussion  of 
this  alternative. 

43.  This  alternative  was  considered  as  part  of  the  Kingsgate  to 
Los  Angeles  via  Antioch  route.  The  analysis  was  made  for 
entire  route  realizing  all  or  any  part  of  it  could  be 
constructed. 

44.  For  pipeline  integrity  and  safety  reasons,  construction  equip¬ 
ment  would  not  be  allowed  to  operate  over  existing  pipelines. 

No  change  In  EIS. 
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45.  Under  the  new  application.  The  Round  Prairie  alignment  change 
has  been  incorporated  as  part  of  the  proposed  route.  Coordina¬ 
tion  with  local  State  and  Federal  agencies  will  assure  that 
possible  rerouting  of  Highway  95  will  be  taken  into  consideration. 

46.  Matrix  displays  of  the  alternatives  are  included  in  the  Overview 
and  Alternatives  Volumes. 

47.  Where  feasible,  the  pipeline  follows  existing  corridors.  Under 
the  new  proposal,  approximately  20  miles  of  pipeline  does  not 
follow  the  existing  PGT  pipeline.  Much  of  this  20  miles  segment 
follows  an  existing  road. 


I  nikil  Stnti ?  department'  ‘  Intx 

U.ol.OCICAL  SUKVJ. i 
kl-sTON,  VIRGINIA  22U:tt 


AUG  1 1  ti/S 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 

Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Washington,  D.C.  20240  » 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  July  25  enclosing  a  copy 
of  the  environmental  statement  on  the  "Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System"  for  review. 

In  light  of  the  participation  of  the  Geological  Survey 
in  preparation  of  the  environmental  statement  and  since 
we  expect  to  assist  in  responding  to  the  comments  of 
other  reviewers,  we  prefer  not  to  submit  review  comments 

Sincerely  yours. 


-  /  ■  f'/jr 

^  iU  ,  vi 

Acting  Director  C 


Save  Energy  and  You  Serve  America! 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Geological  Survey 
August  11,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  no  response  was  required  in  the  Final  ETS. 


Regional  Director,  Rocky  Mountain  Region 
Superintendent,  Theodore  F.ooccvclt  O 


Subject:  Revleo  of  Draft  Environmental  Ir.?oct  Statement  on  tho 
Alaska  Natural  Cas  Transportation  System 

We  ha vo  reviewed  Part  V,  North  Border,  Volumes  1,  2.  and  3,  of  the 
su  Jcct  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  have  the  followln" 
comments:  '* 


PART  V,  NORTH  PPRDRR ,  VQT.T^'7.  1  OF  3 

1. 1.3.2  location,  page  V-021 


?rorth  Dakota 

If  the  proposed  pipeline  crosses  twenty  nilea  upstream  (southwest) 
from  Willis ton.  North  Dakota,  it  will  bo  very  close  to  Fort  Union 
Trading  Post  National  Historic  Site  and  Port  Barthold  State  Historic 


I 
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Figure  1.1.3. 2-1,  Project  T.ocation  !lap  -  should 
River  and  its  confluence  with  tho  Mlosouri  River 


chow  the  Yellovfttono 


I 


l 


„  ,,  - - - mnica cions 

Tower  -  bo.  H  coraunicntlon  rover  lo  very  clone  to  the  northern  bor¬ 
der,  of  tha  horch  Unit  of  Theodore  r.ooocvelc  national  llonorlal  Vork. 
For  aesthetic  puroofsos,  It  shoul.l  not  be  skylighted  near  Thoodoro 
Rooeovolt  National  Memorial  Park. 
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Lead  in  power  lines  to  conpresoor  stations,  measuring  -  delivery 
locations,  connuinicotionsf acilitios .  and  mainline  block  v.ilvn  instal¬ 
lations  should  bo  undergrounded  to  miniraUo  tho  visual  impact. 
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PART  V.  NORTTT  r.CRPfR,  VfT.lTMF  2  0**  3 


'h°  “r3t  P"««™Ph.  c:,c  Fort  T^iPord  Military  p00t 

«  -  ts^sss 


i 

i 


PA^T  V.  NORTH  CQRD^.  VQLP*r  3  OF  3 

iiaaiipas.' 

^  TrlTs  but’"viuld“pc',- 

v.tlon.  *  K°  °0e°C"':  o£  eh"  F°«  Cert  hold  Indian  Fn.cr- 

S:;;r;i‘‘;T“  s;,r- 

Placcc  S2“-  an<*  othcr  n"«aa  on  tho  Re.C1»ter  oC  Historic 

SH-SSrysri. 
*5*2*8*^3233*2* 
s  «=  aSHsr  k» 
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.'SOD)  JOD  o.  usasna 
John  0.  Lancaster 

JOLancaster :plt  09/16/75 


Response  to  Comments  from 
The  National  Park  Service 
dated  September  16,  1975 


1  Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  result  In  a  change  in  the  final 
EIS. 

2  New  project  location  map  shows  this  confluence;  Figure  1.1. 3. 2-1 
in  the  North  Border  Volume. 

3  The  Applicants'  original  proposal  has  been  ammended  since  the  Draft 
was  released.  This  site  was  deleted  in  the  ammendment. 

4  This  mitigation  measure  is  mentioned  in  section  4. 1.3. 4,  North  Border 
Volume  of  the  final  EIS  under  Recreation  and  Esthetics,  measure 

No.  10. 

5  These  two  sites  are  mentioned  on  page  444  of  the  Final  EIS,  2.1.3.12 
History.  They  are  not  mentioned  under  specific  sites  in  this  portion 
as  they  are  not  expected  to  be  impacted. 

6  This  designation  was  added  in  Table  2.1.3.13-2,  Trails  and 
Waterways. 

7  The  alternative  route  of  concern  in  this  comment  has  been  deleted 
in  the  Final  EIS. 

8  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

9  This  alternative  is  deleted  in  the  Final  EIS. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 
WASHINGTON,  DC.  20240 


L7619-HQ 

OCT  2  8  1975 


Memorandum 


To: 


Through: 

From: 


Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attention:  EIS  Task  Force,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System 


uc  '*V>  > r 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  Parks  >  ^ \C’  ' 
Associate  Director,  Park  System  Management 


Subject:  Review  of  Draft  Environmental  Statement  on  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System  (DES  75-44) 


As  requested  in  your  letter  of  July  25,  1975,  we  have  reviewed  the 
subject  statement.  It  is  recognized  that  much  additional  effort  is 
required  to  identify  specific  project  environmental  impacts  and  to 
develop  measures  to  avoid  or  mitigate  these  impacts.  Our  principal 
concern  is  the  development  of  procedures  to  minimize  adverse  Impacts  to 
recreational  and  cultural  resources.  Additional  information  should  be 
included  in  the  final  statement  describing  what  specific  steps  will  be 
taken  by  the  government  and  by  the  applicant  during  the  remainder  of  the 
decisionmaking  process  which  will  lessen  the  overall  environmental  costs 
of  the  project. 


1 


We  offer  the  following  specific  consents: 


1:316-326  -  It  is  recognized  that  not  all  properties  of  cultural  significance 
within  the  project's  area  of  adverse  impact  have  been  identified.  We 
advise  that  presently  unidentified  and  uninvestigated  sites  be  located 
and  analyzed  prior  to  the  taking  of  any  action  that  would  irreversibly 
cause  adverse  impact  to  them.  Those  steps  to  be  taken  that  will  ensure 
that  this  occurs  should  be  described  in  the  final  statement. 


I 
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1:395-396  -  Similarly  since  the  extent  of  cultural  and  paleontological 
resources  is  not  definitely  known,  since  the  exact  alignment  of  the 
pipeline  is  not  defined,  and  since  the  specific  impact  avoidance  and 
mitigating  measures  have  not  been  developed  it  is  lnq>ossible  to  assess 
environmental  impacts  with  any  degree  of  certainty.  The  procedure  that 
will  be  followed  to  ensure  that  the  impacts  cultural  and  paleontological 
resources  are  properly  assessed  and  considered  during  specific  phases  of 
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the  decisionmaking  and  planning  process  should  be  stated  in  the  final 
statement.  It  is  inappropriate  to  schedule  completion  of  specific 
impact  assessment  and  mitigating  measures  implementation,  at  that  point 
in  the  planning  process  immediately  prior  to  or  during  construction.  A 
more  appropriate  place  in  the  planning  process  to  require  completion  of 
specific  impact  assessment  and  mitigating  measures  development  is  just 
prior  to  that  phase  when  a  specific  alignment  is  selected. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  overview  contain  a  summary  of  the  magnitude  of 
overall  impacts  and  a  description  of  the  types  of  impacts  that  are 
probable. 
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1:426  -  The  overall  concepts  proposed  by  the  applicant  for  the  mitigation 
of  adverse  impacts  to  historical,  archeological  and  unique  area  values 
appear  to  adhere  to  Congressionally  defined  national  policy  to  conserve 
these  resources.  Adequate  provisions  to  ensure  that  this  occurs  should 
be  Included  in  the  proposal.  We  suggest  that  the  applicant  be  provided 
with  detailed  guidance  in  developing  specific  measures  to  implement  this 
policy  during  the  remainder  of  his  planning  process.  Recommended 
specific  measures  are  outlined  below. 

1:448  -  Accomplishment  of  detailed  archeological  survey  work  should  be 
scheduled  well  before  final  on  the  ground  staking  of  the  pipeline  centerlint 
This  work,  as  well  as  the  development  of  appropriate  mitigating  measures, 
should  be  completed  at  such  time  to  afford  alteration  in  route  alignment. 

The  preferred  approach  to  follow  upon  discovery  of  a  significant  cultural 
site  is  to  avoid  it  and  to  permit  preservation  in  situ.  Although 
salvage  is  preferable  to  destruction  it  should  only  be  commenced  as  a 
last  resort. 

To  proceed  with  implementation  of  national  cultural  resource  preservation 
policy  "in  the  most  economical  manner"  is  inconsistent  wiLh  the  goals  of 
this  policy.  We  suggest  that  this  criterion  be  struck  and  that  one  be 
established  to  reflect  adherence  to  national  policy. 

1:474  -  Through  proper  identification  procedures  and  through  the  iraplementat 
of  proper  avoidance  and  mitigating  measures  much  of  the  adverse  effects 
described  should  not  occur.  It  should  ba  pointed  out  that  destruction 
of  known  cultural  sites  will  only  occur  after  completion  of  consultation 
as  outlined  in  36  CFR  Part  800. 

1:475  -  Undoubtedly  much  of  the  described  adversity  to  recreation  and 
aesthetic  values  will  likewise  be  reduced  through  implementation  of 
proper  mitigating  measures. 

1:504-505  -  The  discussion  of  the  project's  short-term  use  versus  long¬ 
term  productivity  of  cultural  and  paleontological  resources  is  inaccurate. 

By  disturbing,  destroying  or  removing  these  resources  the  potential  to 
study  them,  in  situ,  is  lost.  Furthermore,  there  is  adversity  associated 
with  disturbance  of  resources  in  relation  to  other  resources  in  the 
vicinity. 
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It  is  true  that  knowledge  in  the  fields  of  paleontology  and  huaan  culture 
will  be  enhanced  due  to  implementation  of  measures  to  mitigate  adverse 
impact.  However  it  should  be  recognized  that  the  potential  for  providing 
knowledge  by  those  resources  that  are  to  be  impacted  would  remain  uaaffecte 
if  the  project  were  not  to  occur. 

11:907  -  Delays  in  installation  of  the  pipeline,  as  described  in  paragraph 
3,  should  be  avoided  by  completion  of  adequate  surveys  and  development 
of  mitigating  measures  at  the  proper  tlae  in  the  planning  process. 

11:1164-1166  -  The  special  mitigating  measures  proposed  by  the  applicant 
are  Inadequate  and  do  not  appear  to  comply  with  Congress ionally  mandated 
national  policy.  All  areas  of  potential  adverse  impact  should  be 
surveyed  and  appropriate  measures  to  mitigate  this  ir^>act  should  be 
properly  developed. 

11:1167-1169  -  The  additional  mitigating  measures  described  should  be 
further  developed  through  consultation  with  the  '.National  Park  Service 
and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation.  Proper  scheduling  of 
surveys  and  development  of  specific  mitigating  aeasures  should  avoid 
many  unnecessary  construction  delays  and  associated  economic  penalties. 

IV:453  -  It  appears  that  no  National  Natural  Landmarks  will  be  affected 
by  the  project  in  this  section  of  the  pipeline.  However  a  potential 
landmark  has  been  Identified  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  route. 

This  site  is  Camas  Meadow  located  about  two  miles  north  of  Spangle  in 
Spokane  County ,  Washington.  This  small  (about  five  acres)  but  excellent 
stand  of  Camas sia  quaaasn  is  a  remnant  of  a  formerly  extensive  cacas 
meadow  used  by  Indians. 

IV:658-660  -  The  indicated  quantity  of  cultural  resource  sites  to  be 
affected  by  the  project  is  an  estimate  and  additional  surveys  will 
undoubtedly  identify  considerably  more  sites. 

IV:1478-1483  -  The  data  presented  on  these  pages  demonstrates  that 
considerable  benefit  will  result  through  more  intensive  surveys  in  chat 
added  information  will  be  available  in  order  to  make  informed  decisions 
during  the  planning  process. 

IV: 1889  -  Please  refer  to  the  cosments  for  page  1:448. 

IV: 1969  -  The  impacts  described  on  this  page  portend  the  potential 
adversity  to  cultural  resources  that  could  result  from  the  project.  The 
implementation  of  adequate  identification  and  mitigating  aeasures  should 
lessen  the  loss  to  cultural  resources  considerably. 
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V: 838-875  -  Please  refer  to  consents  for  pages  IV: 658-660. 

V:976  -  Dependant  upon  the  specific  alignment  selected  there  may  occur 
adverse  impact  to  Two-Top  Mesa  National  Natural  Landmark. 

V:1430  -  Please  refer  to  comments  for  page  IV: 1969. 


Iw 
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We  recommend  that  the  permit  issued  by  the  Department  and  that  other  1 

licenses  and  permits  issued  by  other  Federal  agencies  contain  a  provision 
that  would  bind  the  applicant  to  a  procedure  that  would  give  proper 
consideration  to  cultural  resources. 

We  believe  that  the  most  straightforward  and  trouble-free  seans  of 
assuring  quality  control,  proper  phasing  of  surveys  and  investigations  £ 
with  construction  schedules,  and  all  coordination  and  procedural  compliance 
with  the  various  State  and  Federal  jurisdictions,  is  for  the  entire 
sequences  of  work  to  be  administered  by  the  Departmental  Consulting 
Archeologist  utilizing  funds  received  from  the  permittees  under  existing 
authorities  including  Section  4  of  the  Historic  Sites  Act  of  1935  (49 
Stat.  666)  and  Section  6  of  the  Archeological  and  Historic  Preservation 
Act  of  1974  (88  Stat.  174).  In  general  we  suggest  that  the  following 
steps  would  be  involved: 

1.  Once  the  specific  corridor  has  been  selected,  but  prior  to  the 
specific  selection  of  an  alignment,  field  survey  would  be  undertaken  to 
locate  sites  of  historic,  archeological,  or  architectural  significance. 

2.  All  sites  that  are  located  shall  be  professionally  evaluated  for  the 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  this  evaluation  reviewed  by  the 
Departmental  Consulting  Archeologist  and  the  Division  of  the  National  ^ 

Register. 

3.  The  location  of  all  significant  sites  to  be  affected  by  construction 
would  be  reviewed  by  the  agency  official  in  consultation  with  the  Departmental 
Consulting  Archeologist  with  the  construction  contractor  to  determine 
whether  feasible  routing  alternatives  exist  which  would  avoid  affecting  | 
significant  sites,  ir.  ail  cases  "effect"  would  be  cecerrined  in  consult.:::, 
with  the  Departmental  Consulting  Archeologist  in  accordance  with  the 
criteria  for  effect  of  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (36 

CFR  Part  800) . 

4.  If  there  must  be  effect  upon  a  significant  site  listed  in  or  determined 
eligible  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  the  Departmental 
Consulting  Archeologist  will  consult  with  appropriate  persons  and  prepare 

a  feasible  plan  for  mitigating  of  the  irretrievable  data  that  would  be 
lost. 
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5.  This  proposal  or  plan  would  be  provided  to  the  appropriate  State 
Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  then  to  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  for  concurrence  or  comment. 

6.  Upon  receipt  of  concurrence  and  cot^)letion  of  procedures  provided 
for  in  36  CFR  Part  800,  the  Departmental  Consulting  Archeologist  will 
arrange  for  the  necessary  investigations  or  documentation  and  will 
monitor  the  conduct  of  this  work. 

7.  After  excavation  of  pipe  trenches,  all  open  exposures  would  be 
examined  by  a  qualified  archeologist  for  evidence  of  buried  archeological 
sites  unless  the  geological  situation  precludes  this  possibility. 

In  this  regard  we  would  be  happy  to  continue  to  work  with  you  to  develop 
a  programmatic  approach  to  this  planning  requirement  that  will  enable 
this  project  to  proceed  ahead  smoothly.  The  obvious  next  step  Is  to 
present  the  detailed  program  to  the  Advisory  Council  and  to  achieve  an 
agreement  with  them.  We  would  be  pleased  to  participate  in  those  discussio: 

We  hope  that  these  comments  will  be  useful  in  the  development  of  the 
proposal  and  the  final  environmental  statement. 


Response  to  Comments  from 
The  National  Park  Service 
dated  October  28,  1975 


1  The  EIS  was  expanded  to  reflect  such  comments.  Mitigating  measures 
proposed  by  the  Applicant  and  additional  measures  not  mentioned 

by  the  Applicant  are  furhter  discussed  in  the  geographic  volumes 
(section  4)  and  referred  to  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

2  Steps  that  the  Applicant  proposed  and  those  required  by  law  for 
identification  of  cultural  sites  were  further  described  under 
mitigating  measures  in  the  Overview  Volume  (section  4.0V. 12,  page 
193). 

3  See  #1  above. 

4  A  summary  of  impacts  is  included  in  the  Overview  Volume  beginning 
on  page  135. 

5  The  Overview  Volume  has  been  revised  to  contain  a  summary  of  overall 
impacts.  Overview  Volume  (page  135). 

6  See  #  1  above. 

7  The  preferability  of  preservation  as  opposed  to  excavation  of  a 
site  is  discussed  in  the  Overview  Volume,  pages  167  and  206. 

8  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  text  and  the  section  re¬ 
written  (See  Overview  Volume,  4.0V.12). 

9  Chapter  5  has  been  revised.  The  statement  "That  some  known  sites 
may  be  passed  through,"  has  been  deleted. 

10  Chapter  5  has  been  revised  and  mitigating  measures  have  been  considered 
in  evaluating  impacts  in  the  Overview  Volume,  5.0V.13  (recreation 

and  esthetics). 

11  Suggestions  have  been  considered  in  the  revisions  of  chapter  6 
(see  pages  211-214). 

12  Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

13  Additional  measures  for  mitigation  of  impact  on  historic  and 
archeological  features  are  contained  in  the  Final  EIS  beginning 
on  page  402. 
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NATIONAL  SCIENCE  FOUNDATION 

WASHINGTON.  O  C.  205 SO 
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Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

The  EIS  has  been  modified  to  reflect  this  comment,  see  page  352 
in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

See  #  16  above. 

See  15  above. 

See  #  18  above. 

See  I?  2  above. 


OFFICE  OF  THE 
ASSISTANT  Ol*£CTO* 
FO«  ASTRONOMICAL. 
ATMOSFMERIC.  EARTH. 
AND  OCEAN  SCIENCES 


October  28,  1975 


The  Honorable  Kent  Frizzell 
Acting  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Office  of  the  Secretary 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Frizzell: 

Several  individuals  in  the  National  Science  Foundation  have  had 
^opportunity  to  review  your  draft  EIS  on  «  A  «  *  *tural 


Sincerely  yours. 


Deputy  Assistant  Director 


UNITED  STATES 

NUCLEAR  REGULATORY  COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON.  O.  C.  J05SS 


OCT  3  0  B75 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  National  Science  Foundation  (NSF) 
dated  October  28,  1975 


Review  of  Draft  EIS  by  NSF  elicited  no  comment,  therefore  no 
change  was  indicated  for  Final  EIS. 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  July  25,  1975,  requesting  comments 
on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  "Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System". 

In  accord  with  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  Guidelines,  the 
staff  review  concentrated  only  on  those  areas  for  which  the  Nuclear 
Regulatory  Commission  (HRC)  has  special  expertise  or  jurisdiction  by 
law.  Therefore,  only  the  impacts  of  these  proposed  actions  on  the 
radiological  health  and  safety  of  the  general  public  and  on  any  NRC 
licensed  facility  were  assessed. 

In  this  regard,  the  staff's  review  of  the  DEIS  indicates  that  the 
proposed  high  pressure  natural  gas  pipeline  would  pose  qualitatively 
higher  accident  risk  to  nuclear  power  plants  than  current  pipelines. 
Therefore,  should  the  final  routing  of  the  pipeline  approach  within 
10  miles  of  any  nuclear  power  plant,  the  NRC  staff  should  be  notified 
so  that  a  specific  hazards  analysis  can  be  performed  which  reflects 
the  local  topography  and  meteorological  conditions.  This  analysis 
will  serve  to  determine  what  action,  if  any,  is  required  to  assure 
that  the  safety  of  these  nuclear  power  plants  is  not  adversely 
affected.  To  assist  you  in  this  determination.  Enclosure  1  is  a  list 
of  coordinates  of  present  and  proposed  nuclear  power  plant  sites  within 
the  continental  United  States.  Those  sites  in  states  through  which  the 
proposed  pipeline  now  passes  are  asterisked.  Although  the  pipeline 
rights-of-way  have  not  been  finalized,  it  is  noted  that  the  proposed 
route  passes  through  Cordova,  Illinois,  which  is  also  the  site  of  the 
2  Unit  Quad  Cities  Nuclear  Generating  Station. 
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EXCLOSURE  1 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings  -  2  - 


OCT  JO  B75 


Enclosure  1  contains  specific  comments  regarding  the  accident  analysis 
performed  in  the  DEIS  for  large  gas  leaks.  The  staff  routinely  evaluates 
pipeline  hazards  to  nuclear  power  plants  and  the  experience  gained  in 
performing  these  evaluations  provided  the  basis  for  the  comments. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  conment  on  the  DEIS.  If  you  have  any 
questions  concerning  these  comments,  we  will  be  happy  to  discuss  them 
with  you. 


Sincerely, 


t —  '  /  /  /  ' 

Daniel  k.  Muller,  Assistant  Director 
for  Environmental  Projects 
Division  of  Reactor  Licensing 


Enclosures : 

As  stated 

cc:  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  (5) 


COORDINATES  OP  NUCLEAR  POWER  PLANTS 
OPERATING,  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION,  OR  PROPOSED 

October  9,  1975 


STATION 


LATITUDE 


LONCIILSE 


Arkansas  1  6  2  35/18/42  93/13/15 

Arkansas 

*  Arnold  42/05/54  91/46/21 

Iowa  *  . 

Atlantic  Gen.  Station  39/28/20  74/15/20 

off  Ksw  Jersey 

Bailly  41/38/30  87/07/30 

Indiana 

Barton  32/45/00  86/24/00 

Alabu*'-- 


*  Beaver  Valley  112  40/37/18  80/26/06 

Pennsylvania 

Belief once  l  &  2  34/42/32  85/55/36 

Alabama 


Big  Reck  Point 
Michigan 


45/21/32 


85/11/45 


Black  Fox  36/07/01 

Oklahoma 


95/32/54 


Blue  Hills 
Texas 


31/08/39 


93/41/32 


STATION 

LATITUDE 

LONGITUDE 

STATION 

LATITUDE 

LON  Cl  TIDE 

Boardman  1  &  2 

Washington 

45/40/35 

119/49/00 

Comanche  Peak  162 

Texas 

32/17/49 

97/47/07 

Brown's  Ferry  1,2,3 

Alabama 

34/42/13 

87/07/16 

Cook  162 

Michigan 

41/58/44 

86/33/43 

Brunswick  1  &  2 

North  Carolina  * 

33/57/32 

78/01/15 

Cooper  , 

Nebraska 

40/21/41 

95/38/17 

Braidwood 

Illinois 

41/14/37 

88/13/44 

Crystal  River  #  *» 

Florida 

28/57/  24 

82/42/02 

Byron  142 

Illinois 

42/04/30 

39/16/55 

* 

Davis-Besse  1,2,3 

Ohio 

41/35/42 

83/05/11 

Calloway 

Missouri 

38/45/42 

91/46/52 

* 

Diablo  C  anyon  16  2 

Calif  or  nia 

35/12/41 

120/51/08 

Calvert  Cliffs  162 
Maryland 

38/25/39 

76/25/35 

* 

Dres<ten  1,  2 ,  6  3 

Illinois 

41/23/23 

88/16/17 

Catawba  162 

South  Carolina 

35/03/05 

81/4/10 

Douglas  Point  162 

Maryland 

38/26/44 

77/15/24 

Charlestown  R.  I. 

Rhode  Island 

41/21/49 

71/39/38 

* 

Duane  Arnold 

Iowa 

42/05/54 

91/46/21 

Cherokee 

South  Carolina 

35/02/12 

81/30/43 

I  * 

Erie 

Ohio 

41/20/44 

82/28/49 

Clinch  River 

Tennessee 

35/53/24 

84/22/57 

Farley  162 

Alabama 

31/13/21 

85/06/42 

Cllntop 

Illinois 

40/10/19 

88/50/03 
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STATION  LATITUDE  LQWCITUPE 

STAI1CB  LATITUDE  LOKCITUDS  f 

Fenti  2  4  3  41/58/41  83/15/34 

Michigan 


Fitzpatrick 

New  York 

43/31/19 

76/23/54 

Forked  River 

New  Jersey 

*  . 

39/48/36 

74/12/36 

Fort  Calhoun 
Nebraska 

•% 

41/31/12 

96/04/50 

Fort  Calhoun  2 
Nebraska 

41/31/19 

96/04/44 

Fort  St.  Vrain 
Colorado 

40/14/40 

104/52/27 

Fulton 

Pennsylvania 

39/45/50 

76/14/15 

Ginn  a 

Hew  York 

43/16/39 

77/18/30 

Grand  Gulf 
Mississippi 

32/0/27 

91/2/53 

i 


Bartsville 

Tennessee  • 

36/21/15 

86/05/10 

Batch  162 

Georgia  s 

31/56/05 

82/20/40 

Hope  Creek 

39/27/46 

75/32/08 

New  Jersey 

Humboldt  Bay 

California 

40/44/31 

124/12/20 

Hutchins'-  Island 

Florida 

27/20/26 

.80/14/49 

Indian  Point  1 

Nev  York 

41/15/57 

73/56/06 

Indian  Point  263 

New  York 

41/15/57 

73/56/06 

Greene County 
Sew  York 


42/09/00  73/54/41 


Islote  18/29/7  *  66/36/58 

Puerto  Rico 


Greenwood  263 
Michigan 


43/05/31 


82/41/40 


Jaeesport 
Sew  York 


40/59/24 


72/35/39 


Haddaa  Keck 
Connecticut 


41/38/56 


72/29/57 


Kewaunee  44/19/34  87/31/27 

Wisconsin 


-  7  - 


STATION 

LATITUDE 

LONGITUDE 

STATION 

LATITUDE 

L0KCITUD1 

Koshkoaong 

Wisconsin 

42/51/29 

88/53/19 

LaCrosse 

Wisconsin 

43/33/36 

91/13/42 

Nine  Mile  Point  1 

Kew  York 

41/31/19 

76/23/54 

LaSalle  162  * 

Illinois 

41/14/24 

88/40/12 

Nine  Kile  Point  2  * 

New  York 

41/31/19 

76/23/54 

Line rick  162 

Pennsylvania 

40/13/12 

75/35/24 

North  Anna  1,2, 3,4 

Virginia 

38/03/48 

77/47/13 

Maine  Yankee 

Maine 

43/57/02 

69/41/48 

Oconee  1,  2  6  3 

South  Carolina 

34/47/40 

82/53/55 

Marble  Hills 

Indiana 

38/26/00 

85/26/53 

Oyster  Creek 

New  Jersey 

39/48/50 

74/12/41 

McGuire  162 

North  Carolina 

35/25/59 

80/56/55 

Palisades 

Michigan 

42/19/24 

86/1S/52 

Midland  162 

Michigan 

43/35/10 

84/13/8 

Palo  Verde 

Arizona 

33/23/25 

112/51/45 

Millstone  1 

Connecticut 

41/18/32 

72/10/04 

*  Peach  Bottom  1,  2  6  3 
Pennsylvania 

39/45/33 

76/16/08 

Millstone  263 

Connecticut 

41/18/32 

72/10/04 

a  Pebble  Springs 

Oregon 

45/42/05 

120/08/17 

Montague 

Massachusetts 

42/34/34 

72/31/36 

Perkins 

North  Carolina 

35/50/53 

80/27/10 

Monticello 

Minnesota 

45/20/03 

93/50/55 

4  Perry  162 

Ohio 

41/48/03 

81/08/36 
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STATION 

LATITUDE 

LONCITUDE 

76/13/30 

STATION 

LATITUDE 

UC3CITTDZ 

Perryman 

Maryland 

39/26/15 

*  San  Onofre  1 

33/22/53 

117/31/17 

California 

Pilgrim  1  &  2 

41/56/40 

70/34/41 

Massachusetts 

*  San  Onofre  263 

33/22/53 

117/31/17 

California 

Plun  Brook 

41/23/11 

82/41/02 

Ohio 

Prairie  Island 

46/37/25 

92/38/04 

Minnesota  s 

Seabrook  162 

42/53/53 

70/51/05 

Rev  Hampshire 

Point  Beach  1  &  2 

44/16/35 

87/31/08 

Wisconsin 

Public  Service  1,  2 

42/53/53 

70/51/05 

New  Hampshire 

Sequoyah  .62 

35/13/31 

85/05/13 

Tennc-,..  ;e 

Quad  Cities  1  &  2 

41/43/38 

90/20/30 

Illinois 

Shearon  Harris  1,2,3  6  4 

35/33/00 

78/57/22 

North  Carolina 

Rancho  Seco 

38/20/46 

121/07/08 

California 

Sborehaa 

40/57/30 

72/52/00 

New  York 

River  Bend 

30/45/26 

91/19/54 

' 

Louisiana 

Skagit 

48/32/0 

122/07/26 

Washington 

Robinson 

34/24/12 

80/09/30 

South  Carolina 

•  • 

Somerset 

New  York 

43/21/33 

78/35/55 

Salem  16  2 

39/27/46 

75/32/03 

New  Jersey 

South  Texas 

Texas 

28/47/42 

96/02/53 

San  Joaquin 

California 

35/39/35 

119/29/25 

St.  Lucie 

Florida 

27/20/55 

80/14/47 

-  10  - 

-  11  » 

STATION 

LATITUDE 

LONGITUDE 

STATION 

LATITUDE 

LOBCITtJDE 

Vermont  Yankee 

42/46/49 

72/3G/57 

Vermont 

Summer 

South  Carolina 

34/17/54 

81/18/55 

Vogtle  162 

33/08/31 

81/45/53 

Georgia 

Sunsnlt 

39/31/21 

75/41/11 

Waterford 

30/00/00 

90/28/12 

Louisiana 

Sun  Desert 

California  n 

33/27/07 

114/47/00 

Watts  Bar  162 

Tennessee 

35/36/10 

84/47/25 

Surry  1,2,3  6  4 

37/10/00 

76/41/50 

38/14/20 

95/41/20 

Virginia 

Kansas 

Sterling 

New  York 

43/23/11 

76/39/01 

WPPSS  1 

Washington 

46/28/03 

119/18/51 

WPPSS  2 

U6/28/17 

U9/15/59 

Susquehanna  1  &  2 

41/06/00 

76/09/00 

Wash  i  r  jton 

WPPSS  4 

46/28/33 

119/19/05 

Pennsylvania 

Washington 

Three  Mile  Island  142 

40/09/12 

76/43/37 

WPPSS  3,  5 

46/57/11 

123/ 28/ 11 

Pennsylvania 

Washington 

Trojan 

46/02/15 

122/53/06 

42/43/41 

72/55/29 

Oregon 

Massachusetts 

Turkey  Point  3  &  4 

Florida 

25/26/02 

80/19/54 

Yellow  Creek 

Alabama 

34/57/24 

88/12/57 

Tyrone 

Wisconsin 

44/41/50 

91/49/56 

*  2imcer  16  2 

Ohio 

33/51/55 

84/13/45 

Vidal 

California 

34/10/25 

114/27/46 

*  Zion  142 

Illinois 

42/27/34 

87/48/23 
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ENCLOSURE  2 


COMMENTS  ON  ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS 

TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM  DEIS 


The  following  comments  were  generated  as  a  result  of  the  staff  review  of 
the  DEIS  for  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System. 


1.  Natural  gas  pipelines  operated  above  about  1000  psi  have  qualitatively 
different  leak  accidents  than  corrcnon  gas  transmission  lines.  This  is 
due  to  the  fact  that  Joul e-Thompson  expansion  of  natural  gas  at  these 
higher  pressures  will  form  gas  clouds  having  negative  buoyancy.  The 
location  classification  contained  in  49  CFR  192  is  based  upon  observed 
leak  consequences  of  much  lower  pressure  pipelines  which  produce 
buoyant  gas  clouds  under  accident  conditions.  This  Federal  Regulation 
appears  inadequate  as  a  safety  standard  with  which  to  judge  the  proposed 
1680  psi  pipeline,  since  it  assumes  that  ground  level  flammable 
concentrations  are  likely  to  extend  no  more  than  201  meters  (1/8  mile) 
from  the  pipeline  in  the  event  of  a  blowout.  Hazard  from  delayed 
Ignition  of  flammable  clouds  as  a  result  of  failure  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  extends  at  least  an  order  of  magnitude  farther.  The  staff's 
calculations,  based  on  the  same  techniques  routinely  used  to  evaluate 
pipeline  hazards  to  nuclear  power  plants  indicate  tnat  the  lower 
flammable  limit  might  not  be  reached  for  a  distance  of  5.6  miles  under 
adverse  meteorological  conditions. 


z 


2.  The  "worst  case"  accident  proposed  (Part  V)  still  assumes  that  adjacent 
block  valves  will  close  in  a  timely  manner.  The  worst  case  should 
consider  the  blow-out  to  occur  a_t  one  block  valve,  with  the  considera¬ 
tion  that  adjacent  block  valves  may  fail  to  automatically  close,  or 
that  foul  weather  prevents  manual  closing.  The  current  accident  rate 
with  lower  pressure  transmission  lines  indicates  about  TO’1*  major  leaks 
per  year  per  mile,  such  that  the  accident  described  is  not  the  "worst 
case,"  but  can  be  expected  to  happen  several  times  during  the  life  of 
the  pipeline. 
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3.  The  number  of  block  valves  estimated  for  the  pipeline  (Table  I.OV.1-1) 
appears  inadequate  to  comply  with  the  block  valve  spacing  requirements 
of  49  CFR  192  over  the  entire  length  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  If  it 
Is  proposed  that  greater  spacing  be  used  in  the  Canadian  wilderness, 
the  increased  consequences  of  pipe  leaks  in  this  area  should  be  treated. 


I 


Response  to  comments 
of  the  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission 
dated  October  30,  1975 


1.  This  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  changes  to  the  final  EIS. 

2.  This  "worst  case"  accident  was  deleted  from  the  EIS.  See  item  #3  below. 

3.  "Worst  case"  accidents  are  described  on  pages  185-186  of  the  Overview 
Volume.  These  are  actual  worst  case  conditions  which  have  occurred 
rather  than  a  theoretical  model. 

4.  This  has  been  changed.  See  Table  l.OV.1-3  on  page  8  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE _ 

204  E.  5th  Avenue,  Room  217,  Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 

October  9,  1975 

Thomas  DeRocca 
Hearings  Coordinator 
E.I.S.  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
1522  K  Street,  Room  530 
Washington,  DC  20006 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  - 
Soil  Conservation  Service,  Anchorage,  Alaska 
dated  October  9,  1975 


1.  The  soils  information  in  the  Final  EIS  has  been  revised  in 
consultation  with  The  Soil  Conservation  Service. 

2.  Mitigation  measures  concerning  revegetation,  proposed  by  the 
Applicant,  are  discussed  on  pages  379-386  of  the  Final  EIS, 
Alaska  Volume. 


Dear  Mr.  Dcllocca: 

We  have  reviewed  the  State  of  Alaska  portion  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  Our 
personnel  worked  with  and  provided  information  to  the  Task  Force  that 
prepared  the  statement.  The  Task  Force  that  developed  the  environmental 
impact  statement  is  commended  for  their  efforts.  The  statement  repre¬ 
sents  considerable  effort  in  the  collection  of  available  basic  data  and 
in  effectively  presenting  numerous  pertinent  facts  throughout  the  report. 

We  have  the  following  general  comments  to  offer: 

There  are  a  few  corrections  needed  as  noted  by  the  Task  Force  in  the  dis-  ft 
cussion  of  Soils.  We  suggest  the  Task  Force  review  and  consult  with  the  ft  I 
Soil  Conservation  Service's  State  Soil  Scientist  to  assure  the  section  g3 
is  corrected  for  the  final  statement.  • 

The  discussion  on  re-vegetation  would  be  strengthened  if  it  were  noted  ft 
that  reseeding  would  be  done  in  conformance  with  standards  and  specifi-  ft 
cations;  and  that  the  standards  and  specifications  comply  with  the  inter-  ft 
agency  "Vegetative  Guide  for  Alaska".  ft 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  attending  the  hearings  and  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

.  'V/ 

^  /sy/'  "s' 

Weymeth  E.  Long 
State  Conservationist 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE 


Washington,  0.  C.  20250 

OCT  17 1975 


Continents  on  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

In  response  to  your  letter  of  June  19,  1975,  we  have  reviewed  the  draft 
environmental  Impact  statement  entitled,  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System."  This  statement  was  prepared  In  seven  parts  consisting  of  a 
total  of  17  volumes  and  contains  extensive  descriptions  and  discussions 
of  the  probable  impacts  of  construction  of  a  pipeline  system  to  convey 
natural  gas  from  Alaska  to  the  selected  points  In  the  lower  48  states. 

Our  coirments  on  this  statement  are  included  as  an  enclosure  to  this 
letter.  Thank  you  for  providing  us  the  opportunity  to  review  this  draft 
Impact  statement. 


Sincerely, 


R.  H.  Davis 
Administrator 


Enclosure 


1.  Section  2.  (Description  of  the  Environment) 

There  appears  to  be  a  general  lack  of  uniformity  in  the  descriptive 
material  for  the  various  proposed  pipeline  segments.  Soils  descriptions 
are  particularly  weak  for  the  Alaskan  and  Canadian  segments.  We  suggest 
that  the  technical  soils  information  be  strengthened  in  the  Canadian  and 
West  Coast  segments  and  that  terminology  be  simplified  to  layman's  terms. 

The  vegetation  descriptions  also  appear  to  be  difficult  to  understand 
because  different  systems  of  classification  are  used  in  the  various 
segments.  We  suggest  that  a  uniform  approach  to  vegetation  description 
be  used  to  make  these  sections  more  understandaDle. 


2.  Section  3*  (Environmental  Impacts) 

Most  impact  sections  appear  to  represent  general  estimates  of  impacts 
instead  of  being  specific.  We  recognize  that  because  of  the  nature  of 
the  applicant's  proposal,  much  of  the  mitigation  is  conditional.  We  are 
particularly  concerned  about  anticipated  crop  losses  at  a  time  of  world 
food  shortages.  Without  proper  replacement  of  topsoil  and  disposal  of 
excess  subsoils,  significant  crop  losses  may  continue  for  many  years  on 
portions  of  the  pipeline  right-of-way.  The  Soil  Conservation  Service 
strongly  recommends  that  adequate  assurances  be  given  that  agricultural 
land  will  be  restored  to  full  production  after  installation  of  the  pipeline 

In  support  of  this  same  objective,  we  believe  the  EIS  should  discuss  in 
detail  the  practices  and  procedures  that  will  be  used  to  assure  adequate 
restoration  of  privately-owned  lands  and  prevention  of  erosion  during 
the  const  ruction- restoration  period. 


3.  Section  4.  (Mitigating  Measures) 

Since  the  proposed  mitigating  measures  are  part  of  the  proposed  project, 
we  suggest  that  consideration  be  given  to  including  them  in  Section  1 
(Descriptions  of  Project).  If  mitigating  measures  are  to  be  a  separate 
section,  we  suggest  that  they  precede  the  section  describing  impacts, 
since  they  are  an  important  factor  in  determining  actual  net  in^acts. 

We  endorse  the  suggested  proposal  by  the  Department  of  Interior  that 
teams  of  local  technicians  assist  in  the  final  route  location  (overview 
pages  437~438) .  There  is  a  great  deal  of  site  specific  information  at 
the  local  level  that  could  oe  used  to  minimize  environmental  impacts 
and  make  mitigation  more  effective. 


Comments  on  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 


2 


4.  Section  8  (Alternative  Routes) 


There  appears  to  be  a  lack  of  uniformity  in  the  treatment  of  alternative 
routes.  While  the  subject  is  covered  in  great  depth  in  the  Alaska  segment 
(1100  pages)  and  Canadian  segment  (500  pages),  it  is  treated  very  lightly 
in  the  west  coast  segment.  We  suggest  that  the  treatment  of  west  coast 
alternative  routes  be  strengthened.  We  also  suggest  that  a  map  of  the 
entire  system  showing  the  relationship  of  segment  alternatives  to  each 
other  be  included  to  help  the  reader  in  understanding  the  relative  merits 
of  the  alternative  routes. 


4- 


Response  to  consnents  received 
from  U.S.  Soil  Conservation 
Service,  Wash.  D.C. 
dated  October  17,  1975 


Soils  descriptions  for  the  Alaskan  and  Canadian  segments  were 
completely  revised  by  the  U.S.  Soil  Conservation  Service. 
Vegetation  descriptions  were  also  revised  in  the  Final  EIS  to 
incorporate  uniformity  and  make  the  descriptions  store  easily 
understood. 


5.  Overview 


Because  of  the  large  volume  of  information  contained  in  the  total  draft 
EIS,  most  readers  will  probably  limit  their  attention  to  the  overview 
section.  For  this  reason,  we  recommend  that  this  section  be  strengthened. 
In  particular,  a  more  detailed  treatment  of  impacts  and  alternatives  is 
recommended.  More  illustrations  of  the  total  system  would  improve  the 
overview.  It  would  also  be  desirable  if  sentences  could  be  included  in 
the  overview  summary  explaining  why  each  discussed  energy  alternative 
should  not  be  selected  in  place  of  the  gas  pipeline  (pages  546  £  548). 

This  is  done  for  some  alternatives  (such  as  petroleum  and  long  term 
energy  sources)  but  is  not  done  for  synthetic  gas  and  oil  (page  547)  or 
nuclear  power  (page  549). 
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2.  The  impact  sections  were  developed  based  on  the  Applicants' 
proposal.  His  proposed  mitigating  measures  relating  to  land 
restoration  are  described  and  evaluted  in  part  4  of  each  geo¬ 
graphic  volume. 

3.  Comnents  were  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

4.  The  treatment  of  alternative  routes  was  strengthened  for  the 
west  coast  segments.  A  map  showing  alternative  routes  has  been 
included  in  the  Overview  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS  Figure  8.0V. 3-1. 

5.  The  Overview  Volume  was  completely  rewritten  and  expanded  with 
more  Illustrations.  Reference  to  discussions  of  alternative 
energy  sources  contained  in  Part  8-E  of  the  Alternatives  Section 
was  included  in  the  Overview  Volume. 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Anchorage,  Alaska 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
by  Mr.  Frederick  Boness 

Assistant  Attorney  General  for  the  State  of  Alaska 
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MR.  FREDERICK  BONESS- 

Good  morning  -  my  name  is  FREDERICK  BONESS.  I  am  an 
Assistant  Attorney  General  for  the  State  of  Alaska. 

Attorney  General  Gross  is  Chairman  of  the  State's  gas  pipe¬ 
line  task  force  and  the  Department  of  Law  acts  as  the  lead 
or  coordinating  department  on  gas  pipeline  matters. 

The  comments  I  shall  make  today  contain  analysis  of  the  EIS 
developed  by  other  State  Departments  as  well  as  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Law. 

I  would  like  to  make  clear  that  my  comments  today  do  not 
cover  everything  the  State  shall  have  to  say  on  this  EIS. 
Limitations  of  time  and  the  fact  that  the  State's  total  re¬ 
view  of  the  EIS  is  not  yet  complete  require  that  my  comments 
today  address  only  certain  of  the  issues  raised  by  the  Im¬ 
pact  Statement.  The  State  will  submit  written  comments  by 
October  27,  as  allowed  by  the  Department  of  Interior's 
notice  announcing  the  draft  impact  statement. 

I  would  like  to  address  some  of  the  changes  and  additions 
which  I  believe  must  be  made  in  the  draft  statement  to  make 
the  final  document  a  useful  decision-making  tool. 

First,  the  Final  Impact  Statement  must  describe  the  most 
up-to-date  version  of  the  action  proposed  by  Arctic  Gas. 

This  may  be  difficult  since  their  plans  change  with  some 
degree  of  regularity.  Nevertheless,  it  is  important.  For 
example:  in  describing  the  proposed  action  the  impact 
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statement  states  that  the  applicant  will  add  water  to  snow 
roads  if  insufficient  snow  is  available  to  construct  ice 


roads.  Yet  in  testimony  before  the  Federal  Power  commission 
Arctic  Gas  has  maintained  that  it  would  not  construct  the  ice 
roads  under  any  circumstances.  changes  of  this  type  are 
significant  since  they  reduce  the  options  available  to  Arctic 


Gas  and  increase  the  chances  that  cost  escalations  and  delays 
will  occur. 


The  impact  statement  often  refers  to  future  construction  of 
compressor  stations  within  2-to-5  years  after  completion  of 
the  basic  project.  Again,  in  testimony  before  the  FPC, 
Arctic  Gas  has  denied  that  there  is  any  timetable  for  con¬ 
struction  of  compressor  stations  in  Alaska.  The  Arctic  Gas 
position  is,  of  course,  unrealistic  but  what  must  be  made 
clear  in  the  impact  statement  is  that  the  2-to-5  year 
estimate  is  based  on  analysis  by  Interior,  if  indeed  it  is. 

* 

Second:  the  final  impact  statement  must  contain  a  more  de¬ 
tailed  explanation  of  the  analysis  behind  the  conclusions 
and  recommendations  contained  in  the  impact  statement.  The 
impact  statement  character ires  the  Arctic  Gas  construction 
schedule  as  'highly  idealired  and  presumptive'.  Elsewhere 
the  statement  concludes:  'The  entire  problem  of  constructing 
pipeline  1st  the  hostile  environment  of  the  North  Slope  of 
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Alaska  within  the  time  frame  of  approximately  five  months 
must  be  addressed,  all  contingencies  provided  for,  and 
ability  demonstrated  to  complete  the  project  to  establish 
chilled  gas  flow  prior  to  summer  thaw'.  Alaska  is  in  full 
agreement  with  those  statements  ■  we  believe  they  are 
correct.  But  we  are  concerned  because  the  impact  state¬ 
ment  does  not  adequately  present  the  analysis  which  under¬ 
lies  these  conclusions. 

* 

On  its  face  Arctic  Gas  does  have  a  plausible  construction 
and  logistic  timetable.  To  those  not  experienced  in  arctic 
and  subarctic  engineering  and  construction  the  plan  may  seem 
emrainently  reasonable.  It  is  not  until  one  starts  to  get 
to  the  detailed  questions  that  the  infeasibility  of  the 
Arctic  Gas  plan  becomes  apparent.  For  example,  what  are 
the  chances  that  sufficient  snow  will  be  available  each  year 
for  the  two  or  three  years  of  construction?  Where  will 
sufficient  water  be  obtained?  Will  workers  be  able  to 
sustain  the  rates  of  productivity  necessary  to  complete  the 
project  when  temperatures  fall  to  -35°? 

The  answers  to  these  and  many  similar  questions  have  led 
State  experts  to  conclude  that  the  Arctic  Gas  plan  cannot 
be  accomplished  for  the  price  and  in  the  time  frame  they 
are  projecting.  The  Department  of  Interior  has  apparently 
concluded  likewise.  We  would  like  to  see  that  analysis 
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1 

contained  in  greater  detail  in  the  impact  statement  so  those 

l 

are  more  important  to  Alaskans  than  would  be  the  case  for 

2 

who  are  not  familiar  with  arctic  construction  will  better 

1 

a  gas  pipeline  which  promised  long  term  benefits.  Thus 

3 

understand  the  nature  of  the  problems  the  Arctis  Gas  project 

it  is  particularly  important  to  carefully  analyze  the  im- 

4 

confronts . 

4 

pact  on  Alaska  of  the  Arctic  Gas  project  during  its  con- 

5 

• 

5 

struct  ion  phase.  This  is  not  done  in  the  draft  EIS . 

6 

The  sections  of  the  impact  statement  dealing  with  the 

6 

* 

7 

economic  and  sociological  impact  in  Alaska  of  the  proposed 

7 

Third,  the  final  impact  statement  must  discuss  the  con- 

e 

action  fail  to  present  the  analysis  which  support  the 

8 

sequences  and  impacts  which  are  likely  to  flow  from  the 

9 

assertions  made  there.  The  discussion  in  this  section 

9 

unresolved  and  troubleaome  problems  which  the  present  draft 

10 

starts  off  with  a  questionable  assumption  that  construction 

10 

identifies.  If  Arctic  Ga9  is  unable  to  meet  the  ideal- 

n 

of  the  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  will  not  cause  a  significant 

11 

ized  construction  schedule,  what  consequences?  The  impact 

12 

number  of  unemployed,  nonresident  Alaskan  oil  pipeline 

12 

statement  does  not  address  this  issue.  Yet  the  matter  is 

13 

workers  to  remain  in  Alaska  -  and  proceeds  only  a  few  pages 

13 

crucial.  Will  it  mean  summertime  construction  in  the  wild- 

14 

later  to  an  equally  questionable  conclusion  that  the  Arctic 

5"  14 

life  range  in  order  to  complete  the  project  on  schedule  - 

15 

Gas  project  can  have  only  a  beneficial  effect  on  Alaska's 

15 

or  will  it  mean  delaying  completion  of  the  project  by  one 

16 

employment  and  unemployment  situation.  No  serious  effort 

16 

or  two  years?  or  will  it  mean  that  a  gravel  road  rather 

17 

is  made  to  explain  why  the  Arctic  Gas  project  will  not  cause 

17 

than  a  snow  road  will  be  utilized?  All  of  these  possibil- 

16 

laid-off  oil  pipeline  workers  to  remain  in  Alaska  awaiting 

18 

ities  drastically  reduce  the  merits  of  the  proposed  action 

19 

work  on  the  gas  pipeline.  No  attempt  is  made  to  analyze 

19 

since  they  increase  costs  of  the  project,  deprive  consumers 

20 

the  effect  of  the  seasonality  of  the  Arctic  Gas  project  on 

20 

of  ga9  in  the  Lower  48  for  longer  periods  of  time  than  an- 

21 

the  employment  and  unemployment  picture,  with  a  Trans- 

21 

ticipated,  and  greatly  increase  the  environmental  damage 

22 

Canada  gas  pipeline  the  State  will  be  deprived  of  an  op- 

22 

caused  by  the  project. 

23 

portunity  to  make  use  of  its  royalty  gas,  long  range  em- 

23 

The  draft  impact  statement  raises  a  number  of  serious  geo- 

24 

ployment  will  be  small,  and  revenues  may  be  low  -  therefore 

24 

technical  questions.  While  the  statement  does  not  conclude 

25 

short  terra  net  economic  effects  on  Alaska  during  con9tructio 

"  25 

that  a  buried,  chilled  gas  pipeline  cannot  be  constructed. 
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1 

it  certainly  makes  clear  that  successful  construction  will 

1 

final  statement  must  evaluate  the  cumulative  effect  of  these 

2 

require  considerable  detailed  information  about  soil  and 

2 

problems . 

3 

river  conditions.  The  consequences  of  this  fact  should 

3 

The  impact  statement  makes  clear  that  a  Trans-Canada  gas 

4 

be  discussed.  Will  frequent  modification  result  when  in- 

4 

pipeline  could  not  be  built  according  to  the  present  Arctic 

5 

field  inspection  and  analysis  show  that  actual  conditions 

5 

Gas  plan  and  timetable.  However,  the  impact  statement  does 

6 

differ  substantially  from  what  had  been  judged  from  photo- 

6 

not  go  on  to  discuss  the  timetable  which  would  be  required 

7 

graphs?  If  so,  will  this  cause  delays  or  increase  costs? 

7 

for  construction  of  a  Trans-Canada  pipeline.  This  must  be 

8 

• 

8 

done  -  even  if  it  means  that  the  Department  of  Interior  must 

9 

The  draft  statement  notes  that  sufficient  water  to  construct 

9 

conduct  independent  research  rather  than  merely  a  review  of 

10 

the  pipeline  in  winter  is  probably  not  available  and  further 

i  10 

Arctic  Gas  supplied  data.  Similarly,  if  the  Arctic  Gas 

11 

notes  that  Arctic  Gas  has  not  identified  sources  of  water. 

11 

construction  techniques  are  not  feasible  the  impact  statement 

12 

Hcwever,  other  than  to  point  out  that  if  available  water  is 

12 

should  consider  what  techniques  will  be  feasible.  Only  in 

13 

taken  from  fish  overwintering  areas  it  will  kill  the  fish  - 

to  13 

that  way  will  it  be  possible  to  make  a  true  comparison  be- 

14 

the  impact  statement  does  not  follow  through  on  this 

14 

tween  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal  and  a  Trans-Alaska  pipeline. 

15 

problem.  Will  a  gravel  pad  be  required  if  sufficient 

15 

* 

16 

water  is  not  found?  or  will  water  be  hauled  over  long 

16 

The  fifth  and  final  point  I  would  like  to  make  about  the 

17 

distances  from  a  few  central  points?  This  latter  action 

17 

impact  statement  concerns  the  Department  of  Interior's 

18 

would,  of  course,  increase  costs  and  most  likely  also  delay 

18 

treatment  of  alternative  route  and  systems,  including. 

19 

the  project. 

19 

specif ically, - a  Trans-Alaska  pipeline  -  LNG  system.  In 

20 

* 

20 

January  of  this  year  the  Department  of  Interior  and  PPC, 

21 

Pourth,  the  final  impact  statement  must  attempt  to  pull 

21 

then  working  as  a  team,  held  hearings  to  gain  public  input 

22 

together  in  a  single  section  an  analysis  of  the  feasibility 

22 

and  ideas  on  what  the  impact  statement  should  consider. 

23 

of  the  Arctic  Gas  project  as  proposed.  The  report  identi- 

23 

Those  hearings  were  well  attended  in  Alaska.  The  most  fre- 

24 

fies  a  number  of  problem  areas  in  the  present  Arctic  Ga9 

24 

quently  made  comment  in  Alaska  and  elsewhere  was  that  the 

25 

application,  a  few  of  which  I  have  discussed  above.  The 

25 

impact  statement  should  review  all  the  alternative  routes 
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and  systems  to  the  same  degree  of  specificity  as  the  Arctic 
Gas  prime  route  was  reviewed.  The  present  draft  impact 
statement  surely  does  not  meet  that  goal.  But  what  is  even 
more  distressing  than  this  failure  is  the  attitude  with 
which  this  responsibility  was  approached.  The  Department 
of  Interior  may  attempt  to  excuse  its  failure  to  address 
the  Fort  Yukon  route  or  the  LNG  submarine  concept  with  the 
same  degree  of  specificity  on  the  grounds  that  the  appli¬ 
cants  did  not  provide  the  same  quantity  and  quality  of  data 
for  these  alternatives  and  that  Interior  did  not  choose  to 
expend  the  funds  needed  to  acquire  such  data.  3ut  this 
argument,  whatever  its  validity,  does  not  apply  to  the 
Trans-Alaska  gas  pipeline.  El  Paso  Alaska  has  filed  an 
application  for  this  route  with  the  PPC  and  submitted  cer¬ 
tain  environmental  data.  This  information  was  readily 
available  to  the  Interior!  Furthermore,  additional  en¬ 
vironmental  data  is  available  from  the  TAPS  impact  state¬ 
ment  and  from  the  actual  experience  being  gained  by  Alyeska. 
Interior’s  decision  not  to  make  full  use  of  this  data  and 
conduct  a  proper  environmental  analysis  of  the  Trans- 
Alaska  route  it  most  unfortunate. 

There  are  two  competing  proposals  for  gas  pipeline  routes, 
that  of  Arctic  Gas  for  a  Trans-Canada  route,  and  that  of 
El  Paso  for  a  Trans-Alaska  route.  We  ask  that  in  the 
final  impact  statement  the  Department  of  Interior  make  use 
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of  available  data,  including  the  Department's  own  consult¬ 
ants  studies  comparing  the  two  pipeline  routes,  and  present 
an  improved  analysis  of  the  Trans-Alaska  alternative.  The 
decision  on  which  route  the  gas  pipeline  should  follow  will 
effect  the  entire  nation.  The  Department  of  Interior  final 
SIS  will  be  distributed  and  reviewed  across  the  nation,  and 
we  believe  if  it  is  to  be  a  document  which  assists  indivi¬ 
duals  in  deciding  for  themselves  which  pipeline  route  is 
best,  the  SIS  must  contain  a  well  developed  and  careful 
comparative  analysis  of  the  competing  proposals. 

Thank  you! 

* 

JUDGE; 

Any  questions  from  the  panel?  (NO  RESPONSE) .  I  would 

like  to  ask  you  one  question;  if  the  final  draft  environment¬ 
al  statement  does  include  this  additional  data  which  you  have 
suggested  would  it  not  entail  further  hearings  to  invite 
public  comments  on  what  I  would  think  might  be  a  complete 
new  set  of  data  figuring  and  require  further  public  hearings: 
Do  you  feel  that  would  be  necessary  or  what  would  be  your 
comment? 

MR.  BONES S : 

Well  let  me  explain  it  this  way:  questions  raised  -  this  is 
true  of  all  environmental  impact  statements  where  they  go 
through  a  draft  -  public  comments  and  input  -  in  some  cases 


? 
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public  hearings  that  have  effect  on  the  final  document 
when  it's  put  out.  If  the  public  requests  additional  in¬ 
formation  you  include  it  in  that  final  document  and  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Interior  responds.  That  problem  exists  in  every 
case.  In  the  specific  case  involving  the  Trans-Alaska 
pipeline  and  the  Trans-Canada  pipeline  I  think  one  way  to 
respond  to  this  is  to  look  at  the  amount  of  attendance  which 
has  occurred  so  far.  This  is  a  massive  document  -  people 
are  not  going  to  make  any  attempts  to  read  it  all  but  will 
most  likely  read  those  sections  which  relate  to  them.  I 
think  careful  comparison  of  information  is  likely  to  be  the 
thing  that  should  be  reviewed  in  the  most  detail,  it  may 
be  the  case  that  hearings  would  be  appropriate  if  substan¬ 
tial  revisions  were  incorporated  -  it  may  be  the  case  but 
then  it  may  not  really  be  necessary.  We  are  concerned  from 
the  point  of  view  that  it’s  not  something  which  is  being 
made  available  across  the  country  .  Here  in  Alaska  most  of 
the  people  are  quite  familiar  with  the  proposal  -  but  I  can 
assure  you  that-that's  not  the  case  in  the  Lower  48  and 
therefore  we  anticipate  that  people  will  be  looking  at  this 
document  to  assist  them  in  making  a  comparative  kind  of  de¬ 
cision  and  the  document  just  doesn't  provide  information  to 
do  that. 

JUDGE; 

Well  would  it  not  mean  that  this  would  be  almost  -  well. 
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not  just  implementation  of  additional  data  but  an  entirely 
different  type  of  document  -  if  we’re  going  to  be  reviewing 
all  the  possible  alternatives  routes  -  and  of  course  the 
purpose  of  this  hearing  was  to  review  only  the  Impact  State¬ 
ment  as  to  this  proposed  route.  I  don't  know  what  the  De¬ 
partment  is  going  to  do  if  they  prepare  impact  statements 
on  alternative  routes,  whether  that  would  be  in  conjunction 
with  this  or  if  it's  an  entirely  separate  type  of  draft 
environmental  statement.  But  if  you  add  it  to  this  docu-* 
ment  which  is  -  -  -  well  it  seems  to  me  it's  almost  a  sepa¬ 
rate  thing  in  itself  to  make  a  draft  environmental  statement 
of  the  alternative  route  and  the  data  that  you  suggested. 

MR.  BOSES S; 

No,  I  don't  believe  that’s  the  case.  You  see  the  position 
of  the  State  as  with  many  other  people  that  participated  in 
these  hearings  in  January  is  that  the  draft  Environmental 
Policy  Act  requires  a  careful  review  of  alternative  actions. 
We  believe  that  the  Department  of  Interior  under  that  mandate 
alone  has  the  responsibility  to  consider  alternatives. 

Now  they  did  settle  on  a  viable  alternative  -  we  considered 
a  number  of  different  kinds  of  alternative  systems  as  well 
as  alternative  groups.  But  we  believe  that  in  light  of  the 
fact  this  tremendous  amount  of  information  is  available  to 
Trans-Alaska  route  it  really  is  not  helpful  to  ignore  much 
of  the  information  and  treat  it  to  the  degrees  which  they 
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did.  You  the  problem  -  -  and  again,  one  which  la  faced 

in  all  environmental  impact  statement.  -  and  that  la.  how  do 
you  deal  with  altemativea .  The  Department  ha  a  repaonded  to 
that  problem  by  treating  the  alternative  in  a  rather  general 
broad  term/terma.  How  that  haa  uaually  drawn  critlciam  along 
environmental  groupe  and  othera  but  nothing  haa  come  of  it. 
The  fact  ia  that  if  the  Information  ia  available  the  Depart¬ 
ment  really  doean't  have  much  Juatif ication  (in  our  view) 
for  not  treating  that  alternative  fully.  Normally  the  De¬ 
partment  will  eay  -well  we  cannot  go  out  and  atudy  countleaa 
altemativea  becaua.  we'll  have  to  apend  half  a  million  dol¬ 
lar.  on  engineering  atudie.  and  ao  forth  and  we  don't  feel 
that  we  are  required  to  do  ao  under  the  Act.  I  don  t  -hlr. 

that  applie.  here  and  I  really  don't  aee  any  rea.on  why  the 
environmental  impact  atatement  did  not  codas  up  with  two  kind, 
of  available  data.  ia  particularly  intere.ting  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  Department  of  Interior  itaelf  haa  proved 
it.  finding,  in  the  way  it  wa.  worded,  that  it  waa  atudying 
and  comparing  the  bind  of  frame-orb  of  the  two  leading 
pipeline  propoaala.  You  aee  what  we're  concerned  about  i. 
the  fact  that  people  will  look  at  the  impact  atatement.  -ill 
aee  the  tremendou.  anount  of  information  on  the  Arctic  Gaa 
proposal  and  the  .mall  amount  of  information  by  comparison  ■ 
on  the  El  Paso  proposal  and  will  conclude  from  that  document 
that  the  Tran.  Canada  pipeline  i.  the  beat  route  for  them  - 
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whereas  if  they  had  seen  the  comparative  document  they  might 
be  led.  -e  believe,  to  feel  that  the  Trans-Alaaba  gaa  pipe¬ 
line  could  be  developed  sooner  and  deliver  gaa  acroa.  border 
and  down  to  the  Lower  48. 

MR.  COXa: 

You're  aware  that  the  PPC  ia  writing  an  impact  atatement  of 
the  El  Paso  application  are  you  not? 

KR.  BOSESS: 

Definitely.  It's  unfortunate  that  the  Department  of 
interior  and  the  PPC  had  to  disband  the  -orbing  arrangement 
which  they  had  -  it  would  have  saved  perhaps  a  considerable 
amount  of  paper  worb  and  duplication  -  but  Che  fact  that  the 
PPC  has  adopted  what  we  hope  will  mahe  a  good  comparison 
(in  my  mind's  eye- view)  the  Department  of  Interior 
it's  libely  to  have  far  more  manpower  and  expertise  in  the 
field  than  the  PPC.  The  Department  of  Interior  has  people 
who  have  gained  experience  to  worb  on_the  pipeline  and  who 
have  been  in  Alasta  for  a  long  time  and  are  acquainted  with 
the  special  problems  of  arctic  engineering.  To  my  bnowledge 
there  are  very  few  people  who  would  fill  that  bind  of  require¬ 
ment  worbing  for  the  PPC.  The  impact  statement  is  based 


on  the  facta  that  the  people  up  here  come  to  Alasba  -find 


there’s  certainly  no  substitute  for  hard  experience. 

MR.  CCAN: 

The  only  other  thing  I’d  like  to  state  -  I’n  not  going  to  as< 
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any  questions  on  your  submittal  this  morning  but  I  would 
like  to  defer  my  questions  until  I  see  your  final  submittal 
on  October  27th.  I  do  have  some  questions  but  I’ll  wait 
until  I  see  your  final  submittal. 

JUDGE: 

We  would  be  willing  of  course  if  questions  were  submitted, 
to  make  comments  which  I  suppose  your  office  -  the  Governor's 
office  might  propose. 

MR.  BONESS : 

Certainly.  The  State  is  willing  to  work  with  you  people  in 
preparing  the  impact  statement  and  I  think  I’ve  done  so  at 
this  time.  If  in  some  way  the  statement  here  today  appears 
to  be  particularly  harsh  it  is  because  it's  addressed  not 
only  to  the  people  preparing  the  statement  here  but  those 
people  who  set  the  policy  in  preparing  the  statement. 

JUDGE: 

Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Boness.  Is  there  anyone  else 

present  at  this  time  who  desires  to  make  a  statement?  (NO 
RESPONSE) .  If  not,  we  are  closing  this  hearing  in  Anchorage 
and  and  will  start  the  hearings  in  Fairbanks  on  Monday, 
September  28th,  at  9:00  A.M. 

THANK  YOU! 

END 

OP 

ANCHORAGE 

hearing: : 
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Testinony  of  Frederick  Boness,  Assistant  Attorney  General 
To  Department  of  Interior  Hearings  on  the  Gas  Pipeline 
Anchorage,  Alaska 
September  26,  1975 

Good  Morning.  My  name  is  Frederick  Boness. 

I  am  an  asssistant  attorney  genera]  for  the  State  of  Alaska. 
Attorney  General  Gross  Is  (i/aimar.  of  the  States  gas  pipe¬ 
line  task  force  and  the  Department  of  Law  acts  as  the  lead 
or  coordinating  department  on  gas  pipeline  matters.  The 
consnents  I  shall  xake  today  contain  analysis  of  the  EIS 
developed  by  other  State  Departments  as  well  as  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Law.  I  would  like  to  make  clear  that  my  comments  today 
do  not  cover  everything  the  State  shall  have  to  say  on  this  EIS. 
Limitations  of  time  and  the  fact  that  the  State’s  total 
review  of  the  EIS  is  not  yet  complete  require  that  my  comments 
today  address  only  certain  of  the  issues  raised  by  the  Impact 
Statement.  The  State  will  submit  written  comments  by  October 

27  as  allowed  by  the  Department  of  Interior's  notice  announcinr 

/C\ 

the  draft-impact  statement. 

I  would  now  like  to  address  some  of  the  changes  and 
additions  which  I  believe  must  be  made  in  the  draft  statement 
to  make  the  final  document  a  useful  decision-making  tool. 

First,  the  Pinal  Impact  Statement  must  describe  the  most  up- 
to-date  version  of  the  action  proposed  by  Arctic  Gas.  This 
may  be  difficult  since  their  plans  change  with  some  degree  of 
regularity.  Nevertheless,  it  is  important.  For  example. 
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in  describing  the  proposed  action  the  impact  statement  states 
that  the  applicant  will. add  water  to  snow  roads  if  insuffi¬ 
cient  snow  is  availabe  erV  construct  ice  roads.  ri?Bart 
Vol  ,3-^  n.  91U .  Yet,  in  testimony  before  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  Arctic  Gas  has  maintained  that  it  would  not 
construct  ice  roads  under  any  circumstances.  Changes  of 
this  type  are  significant  since  they  reduce  the  options 
available  to  Arctic  Gas  and  increase  the  chances  that  cost 
escalations  and  delays  will  occur. 

The  impact  statement  often  refers  to  future 
construction  of  compressor  stations  within  2  to  5  years  after 
completion  of  the  basic  project.  Again,  in  testimony  before 
the  FPC  Arctic^^as  has  denied  that  there  is  any  timetable 
for  contruction  of  compressor  stations  in  Alaska.  The  Arctic 
Gas  position  is,  of  course,  unrealistic  but  what  must  be  made 
clear  in  the  impact  statement  is  that  the  2  to  5  year  estimate 
is  based  on  analysis  by  Interior,  if  indeed  it  is. 

Second,  the  final  impact  statement  must  contain  a 
more  detailed  explanation  of  the  analysis  behind  the  con¬ 
clusions  and  recommendations  contained  in  the  impact  statement. 
The  impact  statement  characterizes  the  Arctic  Gas  construction 
schedule  as  "highly  idealized  and  presumptive."  ( 
i,  n  fJ\  Elsewhere  the  statement  concludes: "The  entire 

problem  of  constructing  a  pipeline  in  the  hostile  environment 
of  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska  within  the  time  frame  of  approx¬ 
imately  5  months  must  be  addressed,  all  contingencies  provided 
for,  and  ability  demonstrated  to  complete  the  project  to 


establish  chilled  gas  flow  prior  to  summer  thaw."  fPSrt 
II,  Vol^-3-rT5Tr6J(2) .  Alaska  is  in  full  agreement  with  those 
statements.  We  believe  they  are  correct.  But  we  are  con¬ 
cerned  because  the  impact  statement  does  not  adequately  present 
the  analysis  which  underlies  these  conclusions. 

On  its  face,  Arctic  Gas  does  have  a  plausible 
construction  and  logistic  timetable.  To  those  not  experienced 
in  arctic  and  subarctic  engineering  and  construction  the  plan 
may  seem  emminently  reasonable.  It  is  not  until  one  starts  to 
get  to  the  detailed  questions  that  the  infeasibility  of  the 
Arctic  Gas  plan  becomes  apparent.  For  example,  what  are  the 
chances  that  sufficient  snow  will  be  available  each  year  for 
the  two  or  three  years  of  construction?  Where  will  sufficient 
water  be  obtained?  Will  workers  be  able  to  sustain  the  rates 
of  productivity  necessary  to  complete  the  project  when  temperatures 
fall  to  -35°?  The  answers  to  these  and  many  similar  questions 
have  led  ^jtate  experts  to  conclude  that  the  Arctic  Gas  plan  cannot 
be  accomplished  for  the  price  and  in  the  time  frame  they  are  pro¬ 
jecting.  The  Department  of  Interior  has  apparently  concluded 
likewise.  We  would  like  to  see  that  analysis  contained  in 
greater  detail  in  the  impact  statement  so  those  who  are  not 
familiar  with  arctic  construction  will  better  understand  the 
nature  of  the  problems  the  Arctic  Gas  project  confronts. 

The  sections  of  the  impact  statement  dealing  with 
the  economic  and  sociological  impact  in  Alaska  of  the  proposed 


action  fail  to  present  the  analysis  which  support  the  assertions 
made  there.  (Part  II7-Vo3rrc^^pTE2^B?9) .  The  discussion 
in  this  section  starts  off  with  a  questionable  assumption 
that  construction  of  the  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  will  not  cause 
a  significant  number  of  unemployed,  nonresident  Alaskan 
oil  pipeline  workers  to  remain  in  Alaska  and  proceeds  only  a  few 
pages  later  to  an  equally  questionable  conclusion  that  the 
Arctic  Gas  project  can  have  only  a  beneficial  effect  on  Alaska's 
employment  and  unemployment  situation.  No  serious  effort  is 
made  to  explain  why  the  Arctic  Gas  project  xvi 3 1  not  cause  laid- 
off  oil  pipeline  workers  to  remain  in  Alaska  awaiting  work  on 
the  gas  pipeline.  No  attempt  is  made  to  analyze  the  effect  of 
the  seasonality  of  the  Arctic  Gas  project  on  the  employment 
and  unemployment  picture.  With  a  Trans-Canada  gas  pipeline  the 
State  will  be  deprived  of  an  opportunity  to  make  use  of  its 
royalty  gas,  long  range  employment  will  be  small,  and  revenues 
may  be  low,  therefore,  short  term  net  economic  effects  on  Alaska 
during  construction  are  more  important  to  Alaskans  than  would  be 
the  case  for  a  gas  pipeline  which  promised  long  term  benefits. 
Thus  it  is  particularly  important  to  carefully  analyze  the  impact 
on  Alaska  of  the  Arctic  Gas  project  during  its  construction 
phase.  This  is  not  done  in  the  draft  EIS. 

Third,  the  final  impact  statement  must  discuss  the 
consequences  and  impacts  which  are  likely  to  flow  from  the 
unresolved  and  troublesome  problems  which  the  present  draft 
identifies.  If  Arctic  Gas  is  unable  to  meet  the  idealized 
construction  schedule,  what  consequences?  The  impact  statement 
does  not  address  this  issue.  Yet  the  matter  is  crucial.  Will 
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it  mean  summertime  construction  in  the  wildlife  range  in 
order  to  complete  the  project  on  schedule?  Or,  will  it 
mean  delaying  completion  of  the  project  by  one  or  two  years? 

Or  ,  will  it  mean  that  a  gravel  road  rather  than  a  snow  road 
will  be  utilized?  All  of  these  possibilities  drastically 
reduce  the  merits  of  the  proposed  action  since  they  increase 
costs  of  the  project,  deprive  consumers  of  gas  in  the  lower 
48  for  longer  periods  of  time  than  anticipated  and 
greatly  increase  the  environmental  damage  caused  by  the  project. 

The  draft  impact  statement  raises  a  number  of  serious 
geotechnical  questions.  While  the  statement  does  not 
conclude  that  a  buried,  chilled  gas  pipeline  cannot  be 
constructed,  it  certainly  makes  clear  that  successful  construc¬ 
tion  will  require  considerable  detailed  information  about  soil 
and  river  conditions.  The  consequences  of  this  fact  should 
be  discussed.  Will  frequent  modification  result  when  in-field 
inspection  and  analysis  show^  that  actual  conditions  differ 
substantially  from  what  had  been  judged  from  photographs? 

If  so  will  this  cause  delays  or  increase  costs? 

The  draft  statement  notes  that  sufficient  water  to 
construct  the  pipeline  in  winter  is  probably  not  available  and 
further  notes  that  Arctic  Gas  has  not  identified  sources  of 
water.  However,  other  than  to  point  out  that  if  available 
water  Is  taken  from  fish  overwintering  areas  it  will  kill  the 
fish,  the  impact  statement  does  not  follow  through  on  this 
problem.  Will  a  gravel  pad  be  required  If  sufficient  water  is 
not  found?  Or  will  water  be  hauled  over  long  distances  from 
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a  few  central  points?  This  latter  action  would,  of  course, 
increase  costs  and  most  likely  also  delay  the  project. 

Fourth,  the  final  impact  statement  must  attempt 
to  pull  together  in  a  single  section  an  analysis  of  the 
feasibility  of  the  Arctic  Gas  project  as  proposed.  The  report 
identifies  a  number  of  problem  areas  in  the  present  Arctic 
Gas  application,  a  few  of  which  I  have  discussed  above.  The 
final  statement  most  evaluate  the  cumulative  effect  of  these 
problems . 

The  impact  statement  makes  clear  that  a  Trans-Canada 
gas  pipeline  could  not  be  built  according  to  the  present 
Arctic  Gas  plan  and  timetable.  However,  the  Impact  statement 
does  not  go  on  to  discuss  the  timetable  which  would  be  required 
for  construction  of  a  Trans-Canada  pipeline.  This  must  be 
done;  even  if  it  means  that  the  Department  of  Interior  must 
conduct  independent  research  rather  than  merely  review  of 
Arctic  Gas  supplied  data.  Similarly,  if  the  Arctic  Gas  con¬ 
struction  techniques  are  not  feasible  the  impact  statement  should 
consider  what  techniques  will  be  feasible.  Only  in  that  way 
will  it  be  possible  to  make  a  true  comparison  between  the  Arctic 
Gas  proposal  and  a  Trans-Alaska  pipeline. 

The  fifth  and  final  point  I  would  like  to  make 
about  the  impact  statement  concerns  the  Department  of  Interior’s 
treatment  of  alternative  routes  and  systems,  including,  spec¬ 
ifically  a  Trans-Alaska  pipeline  -  LNG  system.  In  January  of 
this  year  the  Department  of  Interior  and  FPC,  then  working  as 
a  team,  held  hearings  to  gain  public  input  and  ideas  on  what 

the  impact  statement  should  consider.  Those  hearings  were 
well  attended  in  Alaska.  The  most  -frequently  made  comment 


in  Alaska  and  elsewhere  was  that  the  impact  statement  should 
review  all  the  alternative  routes  and  systems  to  the  same 
degree  of  specificity  as  the  Arctic  Gas  prime  route  was 
reviewed.  The  present  draft  impact  statement  surely  does  not 
meet  that  goal.  But  what  is  even  more  distressing  than  this 
failure.  Is  the  attitude  with  which  this  responsibility 
was  approached.  The  Department  of  Interior  may  attempt  to 
excuse  its  failure  to  address  the  Fort  Yukon  route  or  the  LNG 
submarine  concept  with  the  same  degree  of  specifity  on  the 
grounds  that  the  applicants  did  not  provide  the  same  quantity 
and  quality  of  data  for  these  alternatives  and  that  Interior 
did  not  choose  to  expend  the  funds  needed  to  acquire  such  data. 
But/fhis  argument,  whatever  its  validity,  does  not  apply  to 
the  Trans-Alaska  gas  pipeline.  El  Paso  Alaska  has  filed  an 
application  for  this  route  with  the  FPC  and  submitted  certain 
environmental  data.  This  information  was  readily  available 
to  Interior.  Furthermore,  additional  environmental  data  is 
available  from  the  TAPS  impact  statement  and  from  the  actual 
experience  being  gained  by  Alyeska.  Interior’s  decision 
not  to  make  full  use  of  this  data  and  conduct  a  proper 
environmental  analysis  of  the  Trans-A]aska  route  Is  most 
unfortunate. 

There  are  two  competing  proposals  for  gas  pipelines 
routes,  that  of  Arctic  Gas  for  a  Trans-Canada  route  and  that  of 
El  Paso  for  a  Trans-Alaska  route.  We  ask  that  in  the  final 
impact  statement  the  Department  of  Interior  make  use  of  available 
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data.  Including  the  Departments  own  consultants  studies  comparing 
the  two  pipeline  routes,  and  present  an  improved  analysis  of  the 
Trans-Alaska  alternative.  The  decision  on  which  route  the 
gas  pipeline  should  follow  will  effect  the  entire  nation. 

The  Department  of  Interior  fina]  EIS  will  be  distributed 
and  reviewed  across  the  nation,  and  we  believe  If  it  is  to 
be  a  document  which  assists  individuals  in  deciding  for  them¬ 
selves  which  pipeline  route  is  besl^  the  EIS  Must  contain  a 
well  developed  and  careful  comparative  analysis  of  the  competing 
proposals. 

Thank  you. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Assistant  Attorney  General,  State  of  Alaska 
at  the  Anchorage,  Alaska  Public  Hearing 
September  25  and  26.  1<J7S 


1.  The  EIS  was  revised  to  conform  with  the  revised  application. 

2.  The  reference  to  2-5  years  was  deleted.  See  page  1  of  the 
Alaska  Volume.  Not  changed  on  page  24  -  statement  still 
valid  per  application. 

3.  Changed  -  data  submitted  by  Applicant  indicates  the  schedule 
could  be  met.  But  consequences  of  schedule  not  being  met 
are  discussed  on  page  412,  Alaska  Volume. 

4.  Same  as  #3  above. 

5.  Socio-Economic  study  done  by  the  University  of  Alaska  under 
contract  to  BLM  provided  data  for  refinement  of  impact  ana¬ 
lysis.  See  page  396,  Alaska  Volume. 

6.  No  change  -  these  questions  can  only  be  answered  during  final 
design,  on  a  site  specific  basis. 

7.  No  change  -  see  92  and  93  above. 

8.  Changed  -  see  pages  173-567,  Section  8.2.1,  Alternatives 
Volume  for  description  and  analysis  of  an  alternative  similar 
to  the  El  Paso  proposal. 
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COMMENTS  OF  THE  STATE  OF  ALASKA 
ON  THE 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
ON  ALASKAN  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 


General  Comments 


The  impact  statement  is  far  too  long  to  be  a 
manageable,  useful  document  for  decision  makers.  Several 
hundred  pages  are  devoted  to  mere  paraphrasing  of  Arctic  Gas' 
application.  Some  discretion  should  have  been  exercised  in 
selecting  the  significant  features  of  the  project  for  presen¬ 
tation  in  detail.  Less  significant  aspects  of  the  project 
should  have  been  presented  in  summary  form.  Also,  the 
document  is  very  repetitive  which  further  contributes  unnec¬ 
essarily  to  its  length. 

The  document  is  intricately  organized  in  terms 
of  categories,  subdivisions  and  subdivisions  of  the  subdivision:. 
However,  the  net  effect  of  this  organization  is  to  raise  form 
over  substance.  As  noted  the  document  is  repetitive.  It  is 
also  disjointed  and  even  contradictory  on  certain  matters. 

It  is  simply  not  possible  to  get  a  complete  picture  from 
beginning  Lo  end  on  any  particular  subject  without  turning 
through  more  than  a  thousand  pages,  selecting  out  paragraphs 
here  and  there. 

Where  the  impact  statement  questions  the  applicants 
plans,  procedure:-  or  analysis,  the  statement  should  present  the 
reasons  behind  tb:-  conclusions.  Furtheremore,  when  the  Departmcn 
of  the  Inferior  concludes  the  applicants  plans  are  unsound 
or  unrealistic,  the  impact  statement  must  identify  what 
alternative  courses  of  action  are  available  of  such  alternatives. 

The  impact  statement  fails  to  make  use  of  up-to-date, 
readily  available  data  .in  many  places,  but  especially  in  the 
analysis  of  socio-economic  impact  on  Alaska.  The  statement 
obviously  relied  1:  avily  on  an  analysis  prepared  by  consultants 
for  Arctic  Gas.  That  study  was  prepared  more  than  1  1/2  years 
acfo  and  used  as  input  data  projected  effects  of  the  TAPS 
pipeline.  Actual  d.-.tn  is  now  Available,  and  in  many  instances 
the.  actual  nu.r.bc-r;-  differ  substantially  from  those  which  were 
projected.  Use  of  .1970  census  data  is  also  unjustified  in 
view  of  the  recent  population  growth  in  Alaska.  Finally, 
the  impact  state  ..  nt  trejts  the  proposed  project  as  if  were 
the  only  development  lively  to  occur  in  Alaska.  No  effort 
was  made  to  integrate  and  evaluate  the  combined  effect  of  OCS 
development  with  the  simultaneous  construction  of  the  gas 
pipeline. 

The  discussion  of  alternative  Trans-Canada  routes 
as  wall  as  the  discussion  of  the  Trans-  Alaska  LNG  route  is 
inadequate  when  contrasted  with  treatment,  of  the  Arctic  Gas 


prime  route.  What  is  needed  is  a  summation  and  comparison 
of  the  significant  environmental  advantages  and  disadvantages 
of  each  route  so  that  decision-makers  and  others  may  make 
an  intelligent  review  of  the  options  available. 
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Part  I  -  Overview 


1:6.  What  is  the  basis  for  the  statement  that  planned  delivery 
is  4.5  Bcf/d  after  5  years  of  operation?  This  is  contrary  to 
testimony  given  by  Arctic  Gas  during  FPC  hearings.  Is  such  a 
rate  of  delivery  technically  feasible  and  consonant  with  sound 
conservation  practices? 

1:7.  The  statement  that  the  volume  of  gas  reaching  the  United 
States  after  5  years  would  be  2.25  Bcf/d  plus  Canadian  exports 
when  followed  by  the  statement  that  excess  capacity  would  be 
3.65  Bcf/d  suggests  that  Canadian  exports  may  be  substantial. 
The  impact  statement  should  provide  an  assessment  of  the  likely 
exports  which  will  be  available  from  Canada.  In  the  absence 
of  an  independent  assessment,  the  likelihood  of  substantial 
Candian  exports  must  be  discounted  in  the  light  of  recent 
Canadian  National  Energy  Board  policy.  (See  "Canadian 
Natural  Gas  Supply  end  Requirements,"  April,  1975  published 
by  the  WEB) 
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The  final  impact  statement  should  also  address  the 
question  of  whether  excess  capacity  of  3.65  Bcf/d  will  still 
exist  in  light  of  modifications  proposed  by  Northern  Borders 
and  Canadian  Arctic  Gas. 

1:10.  Th2  fact  that  4  1  alllion  cubic  feet  per  day  will  be  delivered 
to  tha  first  four  pur- 7.  stations  of  the  Trans-Alaska  Oil  pipeline  coupled 
with  the  potential  use  areas  alonj  the  route  thru  Fairbanks  and  then 
eastward  along  tha  Alar.kaa  Higl-.vay  to  Canada,  augments  the  potential 
desirability  of  this  route.  This  is  addressed  later  in  our  analysis 
of  alternatives. 

1:45.  In  the  last  paragraph  the  necessity  for  electrical  power  at 
each  valve  should  be  addressed  in  further  detail.  Will  power  lines 
be  required  and,  if  so,  where? 

1:79  (3).  The  location,  availability,  and  iupact  or  water  source 
locations  curt  be  addressed  in  detail.  It  is  one  of  the  greatest 
potential  problems  associated  vJLth  the  proposal. 

1:89.  In  the  event  oae  of  the  routes  affecting  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range  is  selected,  ve  believe  1.  nuance  of  a  peiclt  should 
be  bas^d  on  a  reeulre_ivnt  to  salvage  all  pipe,  etc.  because  without 
a  doubt  the  pipe,  will  eventually  be  forced  to  the  surface  by  frost 
action.  Detailed  plans  for  abandonment  Euct  be  provided  by  the 
applicant.  *  • ...  *  -v 

1:168  (1).  Erodabilitv  of  the  soil  should  be  qualified  with  the 
Gtatcaent  "provided  the  thermal  balance  i«  not  disturbed."  The 
Friaa  Route  actually  disects  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd  calving 

area. 
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1:216  (3).  Has  the  feasibility  of  collecting  seed  from  native  I  / J. 

vegetation  been  considered?  Will  the  chilled  pipe  reduce  the 

ground  surface  temperature  and  affect  the  revegetation  process?  i 


1:229-232.  This  brief  summary  of  Alaska's  economy,  focusing  on 
the  North  Slope  in  particular,  completely  ignores  the  importance 
of  public  activity  in  the  economic  structure.  No  mention  is  made 
of  the  historic  and  current  importance  of  Federal  and  State 
agency  expenditures  in  the  economy  of  the  larger  rural  communities. 
The  Naval  Arctic  Research  Laboratory  in  Barrow,  for  example, 
constitutes  a  major  portion  of  that  community's  economic  base. 

This  oversight  is  significant  in  that  large-scale  impacts  on 
public  service  costs  and  delivery  will,  in  Alaska,  have  a  very 
serious  effect  on  the  State's  overall  economy.  This  phenomenon 
must  be  kept  in  mind  during  any  analysis  of  the  socio-economic 
impacts  of  the  proposed  activity. 
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1-235.  This  section  on  employment  and  personal  income  would  be 
improved  if  figures  on  per  capita  incomes  in  Alaska  and/or  in  the 
North  Slope  study  area  were  given,  as  well  as  a  more  quantified 
indication  of  the  differences  in  income  levels  with  the  State. 


Also,  the  inference  that  Native  individuals  receive  "substantial 
sums"  from  the  $962.5  million  ANCSA  should  be  put  in  more 
perspective.  The  ;  CSA  was  not  intended  to  provide  income  to 
Natives;  a  brief  analysis  of  the  Act's  provisions  will  show 
that  individual  Natives  receive  only  small  amounts  of  money 
through  the  Act.  (For  example,  first-year  appropriations  under 
the  Act  resulted  in  an  individual  village  corporation  member's 
annual  entitlement  of  approximately  $181.25.)  The  Act,  however, 
provided  lands  and  funds  to  establish  large  corporate  investment- 
structures  to  compensate  Natives,  on  a  group  basis,  for  land 
rights  originally  abrogated  by  the  United  States.  As  a  result, 
the  major  portion  of  this  money  will  be  invested  or  banked  at 
much  lower  levels  of  individual  return  than  the  summary  figures 
indicate. 


1:238.  The  statement  that  "When  oil  is  being  produced  at  2  billion  I 
barrel s/day ,  Alaska  will  collect  a  royalty  of  $3 50  million  per  I 

barrel  of  wellhead  value"  is  unintelligible  and  provides  no  ^  I  )■ 

information  on  State  royalty  income  (also,  field  production  is  fl 

1,000  tir.s  overrated;  i.e. ,  actually  2  million  instead  of  ^ 

2  billion) . 


The  BLH's  expectation  of  a  "strong  expansion  of  forestry"  ■ 

in  Alaska  during  the  post-oil  pipeline  period  in  not  widely  held.  ■  |* 
Docs  BLM  have  an  independent  assessment  that  it  would  .share,  or  S 
is  this  statement  the  result  of  insufficient  analysis?  ■ 


I : 24 5-4 G.  The  population  figure  for  Kaktovik  and  Prudhoe  Bay 
shown  in  table  2.0V. 10-1  is  incorrect.  The  number  is  for  the 
entire  state  of  Alaska  (1970  census  number) .  Furthermore,  the 


population  count  is  seriously  out-dated  and  should  not  be 
used  as  a  baseline  unless  adequately  adjusted  to  reflect  recent 
population  increases. 

1:246.  A  population  figure  for  the  Prudhoe  Bay-Deadhorse  area 
of  212  appears  to  be  lifted  straight  from  the  1970  Census.  At 
last  count,  the  v/ork  force  at  this  development  complex  was 
several  thousand,  not  including  nearby  pipeline  construction 
personnel. 

1:253.  Alaska  has  11  organized  boroughs,  12  home  rule  cities, 

22  first  class  cities  and  107  second  class  cities  at  last  count. 
The  statement  that  "boroughs  are  comparable  to  counties  generally 
found  in  the  lower  48  States"  provides  little  information  on  the 
very  strictly  written  relationship  in  the  exercise  of  municipal 
powers  between  boroughs  and  cities. 

1:283.  Private  airstrips  are  located  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  but  their 
use  is  being  discouraged  in  favor  of  a  main  State-owned  airstrio 
at  Deadhorse,  in  the  interests  of  safety  and  with  oil  industry 
support . 

1:302.  The  name  "Village  of  Kaktovik"  seems  to  be  used  to  refer, 
in  different  places  in  Parts  I  and  II,  to  either  the  City  or 
the  ANCSA  village  corporation,  usually  in  terms  of  land  use 
management  and  control.  This  section  incorrectly  states  that  the 
City  of  Kaktovik  may  exercise  planning,  platting  and  zoning; 
cities  within  organized  boroughs  do  not  have  these  powers. 

1:304.  BLM  states  that  it  is  uncertain  "whether  Prudhoe  Bay, 
whose  residents  arc  now  mostly  temporary,  will  emerge  as  a 
permanent  population  center  .  ..."  A  permanent,  diversified 
community  at  Prudhoe  would  likely  result  in  increased  public 
costs.  The  possible  impact  of  this  additional  project  on  the 
"community"  nature  of  the  Prudhoe  Bay  development  should  be 
explored  further;  does  this  project,  in  effect,  make  the 
establishment  of  a  permanent,  non- industry  town  more  likely? 
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1:387-388.  This  section,  supposedly  presenting  an  overview  of 
socio-economic  impacts,  consists  of  only  the  vaguest  generalities. 
There  is  no  indication  that  impacts  nave  been  quantified  in 
even  the  most  limited  sense,  and  no  judgment  of  trade-offs  or 
net  benefits  is  given  or  is  possible  from  the  information  presented. 
In  short,  this  section  says  little  of  value. 


I' 


1:390-391.  This  section  on  land  use  impacts  .indicates  that 
some  major  socio-economic  impacts  could  be  generated  that  are  not 
mentioned  in  the  preceding  socio-economic  section.  To  quote. 
There  is  a  possibility  that  the  existence  of  a  transportation 
system  would  stimulate  an  increase  in  further  exploration  and 
possible  development  of  potential  oil  and  gas  basins  in  northern 
Alaska  and  Canada  as  well  as  the  coal  field  in  Montana  and  other 
parts  of  the  U.  S.  The  impacts  from  this  aspect  can  be  major  and 
of  national  significance. " 


)> 


The  offhand  treatment  of  this  point  here  and  in  later  detailed 
sections  indicates  that  the  BLM  is  not  fully  considering  its 
role  in  the  development  of  the  country's  energy  resources  in 
an  efficient,  coordinated  manner.  The  indirect  impacts  of  a 
project  on  the  economic  feasibility  of  additional  resource 
development  should  have  a  definite  place  in  the  BLM's  planning 
and  analysis. 

1:424  (3).  The  applicants  proposal  to  essentially  cause  no  harm  to 
fish,  their  habitat,  and  water  quality  is  a  preposterous  statement. 

All  these  things  shall  happen  to  a  degree.  Only  the  degree  of  adverse 
impact  can  be  mitigated.  No  pipeline  could  be  constructed  In  accord 
with  this  paragraph. _ _ 

I. 453  (3).  The  adverse  impacts  of  minute  concentrations  of  sulfur  dioxide 
to  vegetation  in  the  Arctic  must  be  addressed  here  and  in  other  part3 
of  the  statement. 

1:473.  Aside  from  the  unavoidable  short-term  economic  impacts 
listed,  the  AAGPC  project  is  likely  to  have  long-term  inflationary  I  ^ 
impacts  in  Alaska.  In  addition,  if  this  project  loads  to  the  It 

deregulation  of  natural  gas  prices  to  ensure  project  feasibility,  W" 
national  economic  changes  with  long-term  impacts  will  result. 

I:  480.  The  trade  off  suggested  by  the  impact  statement  is 
based  on  the  unproven  assumption  that  the  Arctic  Gas  project 
would  deliver  4.5  bcf/d. 

1:498(3).  What  mitigating  measures  are  developed  to  lessen 
impact  to  snow  geese  utilizing  the  ANWR? 

1:503.  Alter  a  discussion  of  the  historically  negative  effects 
of  development  projects  on  surrounding  subsistence  resources 
and  lifestyles,  the  BLM  analysis  concludes  with  the  rather 
idealistic  statement  that  "Such  a  long-term  trade-oil  should 
only  be  made  v/ith  the  full  understanding  and  consent  of  the 
people  affected."  In  actuality,  however,  the  views  of  the 
residents  of  Kaktovik  or  some  other  community  are  likely  to  nave 
little  effect  on  the  decision  to  proceed  with  the  project.  .. 
should  be  required  is  a  definite  commitment  by  the  appuc.nu  i<  \ 

take  positive  steps  to  replace  the  destroyed  subsistence  economy ^  f 
with  real  access  to  a  cash  economy.  For  instance,  the  appJ 1 c.r 
makes  no  commitment  whatsoever  to  hire  or  train  Alaska  b-ju/of. 
for  line  work.  If  social  costs  are  generated  by  the  applicant 
destruction  of  a  subsistence  economy,  perhaps  the  applicant 
should  be  required  to  meet  the  increased  costs  of  looci  scaup.,,  ^ 
public  welfare,  and  so  on,  which  are  later  suggested  a..  11,11  1,1 

for  the  loss  of  subsistence  resources.  I 
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1:510.  The  BLM's  suggestion  that  the  "Complete  removal  of  the 
pipeline  accompanied  by  rehabilitation  of  the  right-of-way 
would  avoid  the  great  majority  of  these  (safety)  risks" 
would  seem  to  duplicate  many  of  the  impacts  of  the  original 
pipeline  construction  project. 

1:545(1).  Would  not  any  pipeline  delivering  North  Slope  gas  to 
the  United  States  accomplish  the  same?  This  statement  should 
either  be  expanded  or  deleted. 


1:541-556.  The  section  on  Alternative  Energy  Sources  presented 
in  the  overview  indicates  the  relative  importance  of  adminis¬ 
trative  action  in  regard  to  the  nation’s  energy  consumption 
and  the  need  for  this  pipeline  project.  Page  542  states 
that  deregulation  of  gas  prices  would  result  in  the  market 
availability  of  more  gas  than  the  AAGPC  line  would  deliver; 
whether  the  AAGPC  gas  could  compete  in  pricing  under  deregulation 
is  not  made  clear. 
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The  BLM  report  also  indicates  that  even  the  limit  od  conservation 
measures  outlined  by  President  Ford  in  January  of  1975  would 
decrease  energy  consumption  by  several  times  the  amount  the 
AAGPC  line  will  produce. 


1:228-31.  This  discussion  is  highly  superficial  and  adds 
nothing  to  an  understanding  of  the  gas  pipeline  proposal. 

1:527.  The  use  of  gas  to  operate  the  reinjection  facilities 
until  gas  can  be  shipped  also  constitutes  a  commitment  of 
an  irretrievable  resource.  If  the  project  is  delayed  the 
quantity  of  resource  committed  to  this  purpose  is  increased. 


Part  II  -  Alaska  (3  Volumes) 


General  Comment:  The  draft  impact  statement  considers  applicants 
plan  to  use  snow  roads  but  does  not  adequately  evaluate  the 
feasibility  of  the  plan.  The  final  impact  statement  must  deal 
with  this  aspect  of  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal  in  a  direct  and 
comprehensive  manner.  The  final  statement  must  state  whether 
or  not  snow  roads  will  adequately  protect  the  tundra  in  light 
of  the  volume  of  heavy  traffic  which  will  travel  over  them. 

Will  sufficient  snow  be  available  at  the  times  applicant  will 
need  it?  Are  applicants  plan  for  collecting  or  manufacturing 
snow  feasible?  Arc  water  supplies  available?  If  not,  what 
alternatives  are  proposed?  What  are  the  impacts  of  these 
alternatives?  The  draft  impact  statement  raises  more  questions 
than  it  answers  concerning  applicant' s  planned  use  of  snow 
roads. 

11:38.  What  adverse  impacts  are  associated  with  the  wharf 
facility  and  causeway  at  the  staging  sites? 

11:79  (3).  Summer  stockpiling  of  material  on  a  floodplain 
should  be  avoided  if  planned.  The  Atlantic  Richfield  Company 
stockpiled  material  in  the  floodplain  of  the  Sagavanirktok 
River  several  years  ago  and  found  the  piles  did  not  drain  and 
froze  solid  rendering  the  material  nearly  unavailable. 

All  listed  activities  scheduled  to  occur  during  the  summer 
months  will  raise  havoc  with  wildlife  in  the  area.  These 
impacts  must  be  documented  and  assessed. 

11:98  (1).  Will  the  applicant  cut  the  tuudra  sc  that  it  can  be  reused? 

If  a  suitable  process  were  developed  this  could  certainly  reduce  the 
amount  of  revegetation  needed.  This  section  need9  clarification. 

11:107  (4).  What  transportation  method  does  the  applicant  propose 
to  use  during  the  summer  months  to  revegetate  the  area? 

(5).  Where  will  the  applicant  obtain  native  vegetation  seed? 

11:108  (1).  Has  the  applicant  demonstrated  that  striping  nntivc 
sod  to  be  replaced  is  practical  and  effective? 

11:117  (1).  Any  permit  issued  must  specifically  exclude  overland 
vehicle  use  during  the  summer  (thaw)  months.  Use  of  any  wheeled 
vehicles  would  cause  damage. 


11:104.  Although  the  ice  fog  itself  may  not  be  directly  I 

harmful,  indirectly  it  certainly  reduces  visability  which  can  13' 
lead  to  accidents  and  is  associated  with  periods  of  concentration  I 
of  harmful  air  pollutants.  P 


11:203.  The  oil  and  gas  field  shown  to  exist  in  ANWR  is 
speculative  and  should  be  deleted  from  the  map.  The  map  seems 
to  suggest  the  field  is  comparable  to  Prudhoe  Bay  in  size. 

Also  the  boundary  of  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4  is  the 
western  bank  of  the  Colville  River. 

11:251.  This  discussion  should  indicate  what  underlies 
the  soil,  (bedrock?  permafrost?) 

II ; 254  (3).  This  sentence  should  be  reworded  because  permafrost 
in  this  area  is  continuous  and  does  block  the  downward  migration 
of  water. 
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11:272.  We  are  not  aware  of  any  findings  of  ground  water  below 
the  permafrost  in  the  vicinity  of  applicants  pipeline  route. 
What  is  the  source  for  the  information  in  this  paragraph? 

11:273  (2).  British  Petroleum  is  exploring  the  ground  water  thaw  bulb 
adjacent  to  a  deep  river  channel  of  the  Kuparuk  River  this  winter.  These 
data  will  hopefully  be  available  end  may  be  of  use  to  the  applicant. 

11:277  (5).  Docs  the  applicant  plan  to  molt  lake  ice  as  a  source  of  water? 
We  encourage  use  of  ice  from  the  shallow  lakes  in  the  area  to  avoid  adverse 
impacts  to  the  fishery  resource. 


11:310  (1&2).  It  should  also  be  pointed  out  that  the  Porcupine  caribou 
herd  is  the  second  largest  in  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  population  estiinnl 
should  be  credited  to  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 


11:323.  Data  presented  on  this  page  must  be  revised.  For  instance.,  48 
musk  ox  were  released  in  1969  and  the  1973  estimate  of  surviving  adults 
was  29  not  2  as  stated. 

11:324.  The  musk  ox  transplant  has  been  termed  a  success  by 
The  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

11:349.  Use  of  the  term  "hair  seals"  is  not  accepted  terminology. 
Perhaps  the  statement  should  be  reworded  Lo  state  the  ratio  of  harbor 
to  bearded-ringed  seals  is  unknown. 

11:353  (4).  The  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  certainly  did  not 
consider -the:  polar  bear  a  land  animal  befoie  passage  of  the  Marine 
Mammal  Protection  Act. 


11:360  (3).  We  believe  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
has  identified  trumpeter  swans  nesting  locations  in  the  ANWR. 

11:370  (2).  The  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  has  estimated 
that  in  excess  of  400,000  snow  geese  utilize  the  ANWR.  They 
should  be  contacted  for  specifics. 

11:668.  The  figure  on  this  page  shows  the  effect  of  a  snow 
road  upon  the  active  layer,  not  the  effect  on  a  chilled  gas 
pipeline  as  labelled. 

11:672.  What  is  the  magnitude  and  consequence  of  the  water 
migration  described  here.  What  consequence  if  the  migration 
does  not  occur? 

11:677.  What  effect  will  the  ground  water  trapped  upslcpe  of 
the  pipeline  have  on  the  underlying  permafrost?  Will  it  affect 
the  thickness  of  the  active  layer? 

11:723  (2).  We  suggest  the  statement  regarding  the  rapid  natural 
healing  of  borrow  source  locations  on  floodplains  be  qualified  with  a 
statement  that  nearly  constant  surveillance  is  required  to  assure  the 
stipulations  regarding  the  borrow  source  are  closely  followed.  Also 
it  should  be  clarified  the  statement  is  directed  to  aesthetic  concerns 
and  not  to  the  effect  upon  the  hydrology  of  the  stream. 

11:740.  The  source  of  the  information  regarding  the  success 
of  exotic  plant  species  in  the  Arctic  should  be  cited.  What 
has  been  the  success  of  applicants  experiments  using  exotic 
plants? 

11:773  (2).  It  should  be  recognized  that  a  thousand  or  more 
caribou  likely  will  be  wintering  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project. 
The  impact  of  construction  activities  upon  these  wintering 
caribou  would  be  significant. 

11:788  (2).  Pregnant  polar  bears  do  not  "seem  to  require 
complete  quiet”  to  successfully  bear  a  young,  they  do  require 
solitude.  The  effects  of  construction  activities  on  polar 
bear  denning  and  reporduction  would  be  deleterious. 

11:826  (2).  The  assumption  that  the  Arctic  Gas  project  will 
not  cause  a  significant  number  of  unemployed,  nonresident 
Alaskan  oil  pipeline  workers  to  remain  in  Alaska  must  be 
explained  and  justified.  The  State's  experience  thus  far 
suggests  that  persons  seeking  employment  on  a  major  pipeline 
project  respond  very  slowly  to  the  job  market  which  cannot 
employ  them.  In  our  view,  it  is  possible  the  proposed  project 
could  aggrevate  unemployment  in  Alaska. 
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11:828-35.  This  section  does  not  address  adequately  the 
projects  impact  on  employment  and  income. 


11:829.  What  will  be  the  effect  of  high  project  employment 
in  winter  and  very  low  employment  in  summer? 

General  Comment:  Throughout  the  analysis  of  employment  and 
unemployment  effects,  the  impact  statement  fails  to  take 
advantage  of  the  most  up-to-date  data  available.  Rather  the 
analysis  relies  on  predicted  levels  of  employment  and  un¬ 
employment  which  actual  events  have  shown  to  be  inaccurate. 

11:839.  The  analysis  of  the  projects  impact  on  unemployment 
among  Alaskan  Eskimos,  Indians,  and  Aleuts  should  be  redone 
taking  into  account  the  actual  levels  of  native  employment 
achieved  by  the  oil  pipeline. 

11:842-43.  What  assumptions  are  made  about  the  continued 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  airfields  associated  with 
applicants  project?  Will  the  State  incur  any  costs  by  reason 
of  these  airfields? 


11:843-45.  The  impact  statement  should  consider  the  effect 
of  OCS  development  occurring  simultaneously  with  construction 
of  applicants  pipeline. 

11:844.(1).  Is  petroleum  drilling  and  production  expected  to 
occur  within  the  confines  of  the  ANWR? 


11:846-47.  If  the  North  Slope  Borough  is  already  taxing 
petroleum-re) ated  property  at  the  maximum  rate  of  per  capita 
revenue  allowed  by  State  law,  then  the  Artie  Gas 
facilities  will  not  increase  total  revenues.  This  possibility 
should  be  considered  in  the  final  impact  statement. 

11:868.  The  second  paragraph  should  be  updated.  The  all- 
weather  road  from  Fairbanks  to  Prudhoe  Bay  is  completed. 


11:871.  The  valuation  of  the  subsistence  harvest  of  the 
residents  of  Kaktovik  is  misleading.  The  quoted  price  of  the 
food  is  the  Anchorage  price.  It  would  cost  considerably  more 
to  purchase  such  food  in  Anchorage  and  ship  it  to  Kaktovik. 

More  significantly,  the  valuation  suggests  that  the  impact 
can  be  measured  in  dollar  terms  when  in  fact  the  real  impact  will 
be  a  reduction  in  Kaktovik' s  ability  to  function  as  a  self- 
sufficient  community. 

11:901  (1).  Even  considered  as  isolated  components,  the 
pipeline  and  block  values  will  have  a  major  adverse  impact  on 
existing  wilderness. 


11:966  (1).  we  hope  the  repair  Procedures  to  be  | 

impact  statement  is  prepared. 

IT- 1128  The  effects  of  diluting  and  then  spraying  phonal 
llelthe  land  must  be  fully  assessed  before  such  a  procedure 
is  approved. 

tt • 1147-1148  In  this  section,  ELM  concludes  that  the  income 

aresrjfftfts.-anisaasgi. 

cost/benefit  trade-offs  and  extend  of  221  Employment 

iElaly 8 is^i ^que stionable* ^but* accepts  AAGPfVs  -sumption 

that^no  significant  increases  in  public  costs  will 

11:1148-1150.  in  this  section,  BLM  quotes  AAGPC's  rubric 
about  developing  a  “balanced  local  economy  on  the  North 
Slope.  However,  there  is  no  BLM  ^oncerning  how 

employment  and  service  activity. 

BLM '  s  conclusions  on  the  infrastructure  impacts^f  the 

was  not  done,  BLM' s  conclusions  cannot  be  a. cceptod .  ( N ote . 

ffSSJFSS  create  seriou.. 

unemployment  conditions.) 

Finally,  the  BLM  agreement  that  t'  _  Pjojcct  may  "stem 
own  earlier  statement  regarding  cnployment,  ..ncmployMnt, 
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11*1152.  BLM 1 s  analysis  of  the  measures  needed  to  mitigate 
impacts  on  transportation  is  inadequate  and  ignores  BLM 1 s 
earlier  findings  on  pages  II:B42-343.  There,  BLM  predicued 
widespread  inflation  and  public  copt  increases  resulting 
from  competition  for  air  and  water  transportation  services. 

This  later  analysis  considers  only  the  impact  on  the 
transportation  facilities  themselves,  with  BLM  equating  an  _ 
increase  in  business  with  a  positive  impact.  The  October  .  . 

1975  military  airlift  to  Prudhoe  Bay  at  a  direct  cost  of  some 
$3  5  million  in  Federal  funds  plus  other  hidden  costs  indicates 
the  necessity  of  requiring  the  applicant  to  take  measures  which 
will  minimire  public  transportation  cost  increases.  (Require 
the  applicant  to  provide  its  own  cargo  services?  Contract 
for  emergency  services  in  advance,  so  airplane,  barge  and  tug 
sorviccs  will  be  available  when  needed?) 

tt  .  1153''  115.4.  In  its  consideration  of  the  mitigation  of  impacts 
on* subsistence,  BLM  again  employs  the  rationale  that  "a  balanced 
local  economv.h  will  more  than  compensate  for  the  loss  of 
subsistence  resources,  without  any  more  rigorous  analysis  of 
actual  ldtai  opportunity.  .  BLM's  own  analysis  of  the  impact 
on  Kaktovik  shows  that  leases  will  more  than  exceed  io^al 
opportunity  and  that  a  totlal  permanent  employment  on  the  North 
Slope  of  about  75  people  (with  no  commitment  to  local  hire) 
will  likely  provide  only  limited  opportunities  to  other  North 
Slope  residents. 

(Note:  On  page  11:878,  BLM  expects  the  impacts  on  Kaktovik’ s 

subsistence  economy  to  produce  a  local  welfare  economy  that 
cannot  be  mitigated  by  the  limited  AAGPC  opportunities.) 

11:1154-1157*  BLM’s  concern  over  the  absence  of  a  coordinated 
Federal,  State  and  local  planning  and  land  management  effort  is 
well  taken.  Docs  this  indicate  that  BLM  will  itself  begin  to 
analyze  the  interrelationships  between  its  own  development 
proposals  in  Alaska  (Lower  Cook  Inlet,  Gulf  of  Alaska,  Bering 
Sea,  etc.)  and  elsewhere  in  terms  of  employment,  unemployment, 
community  services,  transportation,  communication  needs  and 
attendant  public  costs? 

tt . H74  (4).  we  do  not  believe  the  abandoned  line  would  remain 

frozen  in  the  permafrost  soil  but  believe  portions  of  it  would 
be  forced  to  the  surface.  This  process  would  cause  the  right- 
of-way  to  appear  like  a  giant  molehill.  Subsequent  degradation 
to  adjacent  permafrost  soils  would  be  obvious.  Has  the 
applicant  provided  any  data  from  its  test  facility  at  Prudhoe 
Bay  which  relates  to  this  problem? 
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11:1180  (2).  This  statement  assumes  that  applicants  v/ill  have 
year-round  surface  access.  This  is  not  true  on  stale  lands 
where  during  the  thaw  months  rolligon  use  is  usually  permittee 
only  in  the  drier  tundra  areas.  Revegetation  practices  in 
the  Arctic  to  date  have  in  general  been  a  dismal  failure  and 
such  statements  by  the  applicant  must  not  be  accepted  without 
a  factual  basis. 

11:1198-1199.  V7e  wholeheartedly  concur  with  this  analysis  and 
laud  the  recommendation  that  other  modes  of  construction  other 
than  burial  be  considered. 

11:1235.  The  applicant  must  demonstrate  the  feasibility  of 
their  revegetation  program.  They  must  also  show  that  the 
frost  bulb  formed  around  the  pipe  will  not  alter  drainage 
patterns,  stream  channels,  and  water  temperature  regimes. 


In 


11:1238.  BLM  again  warns  that  high  unemployment  levels  may 
result  from  the  AAGPC  project;  however,  this  warning  is  not 
heeded  in  other  sections  of  the  DEIS  dealing  with  impacts  on 
public  services,  employment,  local  and  State  income ,  etc. 

11:1239.  The  Mainor"  dislocations  caused  by  transportation 
service  shortages  does  not  reflect  the  analysis  on  pages 
11:842-843.  There,  major  short-term  impacts  were  predicted. 

11:1239-1240.  The  conclusion  that  the  impact  on  Kaktovik 
will  be  "less  severe"  than  on  an  eg  ote  con*  mity  that 

has  had  no  previous  contact  with  large  development  projects 
seriously  misinterprets  the  actual  impacts  on  that  community. 

By  BLM's  own  admission,  Kaktovik  wil)  become  a  welfare  community 
with  no  requirement  for  mitigation  of  the  resulting  public 
costs  by  AAGPC  (see  page  11:078  of  the  DEIS). 


11:1241.  Because  of  the  high  cost  to  maintain  a  population  in  the  Arctic, 
the  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Alaska  Division  o£  Lands  does  not 
intend  to  dispose  of  any  state  lands  to  private  interesta.  The  thesis 
.  is  to  prohibit  perrr3nent  settlement  in  the  Arctic. 

11:1284.  Removal  of  the  willow  cover  may  also  alter  drainage 
patterns  if  the  willows  act  as  natural  snow  entrapment  areas. 

11*1333  We  suggest  a  reevaluatiou  of  the  offshore  proposal  be  made 
lit  III.  assumption  that  a  double  (Jocprd)  line  could  be  burled  offshore 
with  coT.ptcr.hor  stations  located  on  stm  t  and  Caaad.o.t  loads 
avoiding  the  necessity  for  compressor  stations  in  the  A... fhi  ob.ltet.v 
being  of  course,  to  reduce  as  such  impact  as  possible,  deluding  visual 
impact,  to  the  ANWR. 
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11:1335  (3).  The  Arctic  Ocean  is  not  a  conventional  area  and  we  encourage 
the  applicant  to  consider  developing  technology  to  use  ice  and  cold  as 
nn  advantage  rather  than  attempting  to  modify  temperate  and  tropical 
construction  methods  in  an  attempt  to  conquer  the  Arctic.  For  instance, 
we  suggest  the  applicant  consider  burying  during  the  winter  months 
a  double  line  following  the  shoreline  as  closely  as  possible  in  an 
area  of  less  than  6  feet  of  water.  This  is  the  area  of  bottom  fast 
anchor  ice  which  could  he  utilized  as  the  working  platform  as  it  i9 
already  level  and  would  require  no  gravel,  water,  or  snow  tor  its 
construction.  It  would  also  delete  the  necessity  for  expensive 
and  detrimental  access  road  construction,  stream  crossings,  etc. 

Biologically  the  nearshore  area  is  extremely  productive  during 

the  summer  months  but  during  the  winter  months,  the  area  is  essentially 

unproductive. 

The  position  oi  the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  is  that  an  offshore 
line  is  the  only  acceptable  route  affecting  the  ANWR.  The  other  routes 
proposed  by  the  applicant  are  1)  the  straif, blest  and  thereby  the  most 
economic;'!  and  2)  the  shortest  route  using  "conventional  construction 
methods"  skirting  the  AN.JR.  The  case  at  hand  is  a  classic  example  oi 
government  reacting  to  proposals  by  industry.  It  is  the  opinion  of  this 
department  that  Che  cou  iictnent  of  wildlife,  land,  wilderness  and  other 
values  by  cither  proposal  is  unrealistic  and  intolerable.  Again, 
the  only  1 «.  ration  for  a  nipefs)  affecting  the  AIH7R  is  either  in  the 
n  •  •  r.  ■'  pi  M  -  ■  )  riiim'  .  :  '  i. 

11:1340  (2).  If  a  double  line  were  utilized  and  properly  designed 
it  is  probable  that  only  one  of  the  liner,  would  be  damaged  and  the 
other  could  continue  to  supply  gas.  The  nearshore  area  would  be 
far  more  accessible  than  offshore  Locations  during  the  critical 
periods  listed  except  for  perhaps  at  the  mouths  of  major  rivers. 

Also  the.  periods  listed  are  not  major  periods  of  consumption  and  the 
reduced  supply  would  likely  not  cause  a  crisis. 

(3).  Cor  I as  presented  here  are  merely  a  justification  by  the  opplicant. 
lu  the  mi  1  of  this  <’■  '  .'.rtment  the  sanctity  of  ANWR  :e.  certainly  worth 
more  than  300  miJ.lj.rv>  dollars.  The  analysis  of  impact  must  clearly 
establish  the  value  of  retention  of  the  lest  area  of  the  Arctic  coastal 
plain  in  this  country. 

11:1347.  The  discussion  on  currents  is  inadequate.  Addition ej 
information  is  available  in  The  Co  a  si  and  Shelf:  of  the  Beau for . 
Seas,  edited  by  J.C.  Rood  and  J.E.  Satclr ;  see  articles  by 
u.J.  Mountain,  W.J.  Wiseman  o.t:  al,  and  )S.  Keinm.it*  and  p.  w. 
Barnes. 


11:1375  (2).  The  beach,  nearshore  and  offshore  pipeline  locations  and 
alternate  construction  methods  such  as  elevation  must  also  be  considered 
for  state  lands. 


11:1380  (2).  The  discussion  should  be  of  ringed  seals  not  ribbon  neals. 

11:1393  (1).  We  see  no  reason  why  an  offshore  pipeline  could  not  be 
constructed  In  one  summer  or  winter  season.  The  applicant  should 
address  this  in  detail. 

11:1399  (5).  Does  the  statement  that  an  offshore  alternative  would 
delay  delivery  of  natural  gas  at  least  5  years  have  any  factual  basis? 

11:1405  (1).  We  see  no  reason  why  fill  must  be  mounded  over  the 
offshore  lines  at  the  mouths  of  rivers.  These  mounds  could  either 
be  leveled  or  breaks  excavated  through  them.  If  not,  these  mounds 
would  obviously  be  removed  during  periods  of  high  discharge  anyway. 

11:1406  (1).  It  is  the  policy  of  this  department  not  to  allow  removal 
of  material  from  barrier  Islands  or  other  critical  areas. 


11:1410.  Estuarine  crossings  may  have 
than  stream  crossings.  Data  collection 
essential  to  resolve  this  question. 


greater  adverse  impact 
and  evaluation  is 


11:1412.  The  entire  food  web  will  be  affected  -  not  dust 
a  food  chain.  J 


11:1416.  In  the  previous  discussion  of  the  Prime  Route  we  did  not: 
see  the  statement  regarding  the  "threat  of  complete  loss  of  major 
reduction  of  herd  size"  of  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd.  Why  was 
this  omitted? 

11:1418.  A  nearshore  route  would  adversely  affect  musk  ox  because 
of  their  dependence  on  the  beach  area  for  winter  range,  but  this 
could  be  mitigated. 

11:1426.  Because  of  the  staging  activities  that  will  occur  along 
the  coast,  many  of  the  adverse  impacts  listed  hero  and  on  previous 
pages  could,  with  minor  revisions,  directly  apply  to  the  Prime  Route. 

11:1433  (?) .  Impacts  such  as  these  must  be  reconsidered  in  light 
of  the  suggested  nearshore  fast-ice  route  incorporating  a  double 
line  which  will  negate  the  need  for  compressor  stations  in  the 
ANWR. 


11:1440-42.  As  discussed  previously,  the  nearshore  fast  ice  route 
must  be  studied  in  detail.  Is  it  known  for  certain  that  the  sea 
bed  would  be  frozen  in  the  5-10  foot  water  depth  area?  Would  strudeling 
seriously  threaten  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline?  Since  bonethic 
organisms  are  absent  iu  the  area  of  bottom  fast  ice  during  the 
period  of  ice  cover,  would  winter  construction  severly  disturb 
the  productivity  of  this  a>ea?  In  summary  the  entire  offshore- 
discussion  must  be  rewritten. 
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11:1474.  Is  snowfall  on  the  coast  significantly  less  than  Inland 
along  the  Price  Route?  Snow  fencer,  on  sea  ice  and  subsequent  use 
of  machinery  would  certainly  cause  far  less  impact  than  on  upland 
locations. 


11:1478.  Are  there  any  deep  lakes  located  along  the  coast  or  Prime  Route? 
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11:  1840.  A  study  ought,  to  be  made  concerning  surface 
deposits. 

11:1857.  Land  slide  studies  certainly  would  be  required 
for  this  route. 

11:1860.  More  detailed  study  of  seismicity,  especially  active 
or  potentially  active  faults,  is  essent.itil. 

11:1941.  One  can  definitely  expect  micrometroiogical  changes 
due  to  compression  emissions.  Exhaust  would  certainly  produce: 
cloud  (fog)  and  perhaps  ice  fog  in  the  immediate  area. 
Temperature  increases  radiated  to  general  area  could  alter 
ecological  balance.  (see  II  -  2060  thru  2062) 


11:1480.  Concise  statements  such  as  these  should  be  the  theme  of  the 
final  draft  statement.  These  statements  also  apply  to  the  Prime  Route. 


II:  1558.  What  is  meant  by  "dramatic"  changes  in  the  thickness 
of  the  active  layer  when  the  surface  is  d.istrubcd. 


|P 


11.1608.  Are  figures  available  Lo  show  that  the  loss  of 
net  annual  primary  production  in  plant  life  in  the  locality 
of  the  pipeline  is  insignificant  compared  to  net  production 
in  the  surrounding  areas?  What  secondary  effects  might  the 
loss  produce  if  it  is  assumed  that  vegetation  is  used  maxi¬ 
mally  by  wildlife? 


Map  8  1  (shown  on  pages  II  -  18.17,  1020,  1821,  1823,  1825, 
1835,  1836,  1839,  1847,  1853,  1867,  1876,  1900, 
1.4  1917,  1969)  appears  to  incorrectly  represent 

TAPS  right-of-way  when  compared  to  diagram 
on  11-1807. 


Map  8.1  (shown  on  pages  II  -  2129,  2133,  2135,  2137,  2141, 
2159,  2164,  2170,  2179,  2196,  2204,  2241,  2330) 

1.5  Appear  to  incorrectly  show  the  Fairbanks  Route  since 

the  Ladue  Ki.vcr  option  is  not  included  as  shown 
on  page  II  -  2119. 


11:1838.  Prospective  gravel  sites  and  intensity  of  use  should 
be  identified.  Also  if  local  shortage  if.  anticipated,  alternative 
actions  must  be  identified  and  evaluated  lor  their  environmental 
impact. 
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11:1944.  The  tone  of  the  discussion  regarding  impact  seems 
to  be  directed  toward  the  final  facility.  No  discussion  is 
directed  toward  impact  during  construction.  It  would  be 
appropriate  to  include  statements  discussing:  how  to  bury 
under  rivers,  flood  plains,  mountain  sides,  etc.,  how  to 
insulate  buried  pipe  in  frozen  soils,  how  to  replace  soils 
without  undo  mixing  with  subsoil,  how  to  protect  surrounding 
environment  from  temporarily  removed  material  before  back 
filling,  how  to  deal  with  removal  of  vegetation? 

11:1947  (2).  This  objective  discussion  of  permafrost  should 
be  included  in  the  discussion  of  the  Prime  Route.  Of  the 
pipeline  routing  alternatives  considered  by  the  applicant, 
the  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  believes  the  only 
alternative  of  merit  is  the  Fairbanks  routing.  First  it  is 
proposed  to  be  located  in  a  developed  pipeline  corridor  where 
the  resource  agencies  possess  a  wealth  of  knowledge  of  the 
biological  resources  and  first  hand  knowledge  of  pipeline 
construction.  Year-round  construction  is  possible  along  an 
already  constructed  highway  and  if  the  pipe  were  buried  in  or 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  existing  road,  additional  adverse 
impact  to  .the  environment  would  be  minimized  as  would  additional 
requirements  for  gravel.  Camp  locations,  material  sources, 
and  all-weather  access,  staging  areas,  etc.  are  available. 
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An  important  factor  is  that  Alaska  would  have  the  option  of  utilizing 
some  of  its'  gas  within  the  state.  Utilization  of  natural  gas  to 
generate  electricity,  encourage  conversion  of  highway  vehicles  to 
operate  on  propane,  heating  of  homes  and  commercial  establishments 
with  natural  gas,  etc.  all  could  have  a  niarked  effect  on  improving 
the  quality  of  air  in  the  Fairbanks  area  which  because  oi  climatic 
factors  is  presently  one  of  the  worst  in  the  Nation.  This  potential 
must  be  extensively  assessed  in  the  final  draft  environmental  impact 
statement. 

The  statement  should  also  assess  the  positive  and  negative  impacts 
of  reducing  the  dependence  of  the  communities  along  the  pipeline  upon 
other  petroleum  products  which  presently  must  be  imported,  and  the 
potential  for  petrochemical  industrial  development  along  the  route. 


11:1956.  Discussion  of  impact  of  frost  heave  exposes 
hazardous  situation;  but  no  statement  is  made  on  how  this  problem 
will  be  dealt  with.  It  is  foreseeable  that  great  difficulty 
may  be  had  in  keeping  pipe  buried  due  to  heave  influence, 
especially  near  water  and  under  rivers  (note  difficulty 
Alyeska  had  with  its  pipe  under  rivers.) 


<?1 


Also,  using  auto  emissions  in  Fairbanks  as  an  example,  these 
produce  long  tc-rm  ice  fog.  Construction  equipment  cou.ld  be 
expected  to  have  the  same  result  in  specific  locations 
conducive  to  ico  fog  formation. 


11:1973.  To  get  water  from  larger  lakes  which  are  not 
immediately  adjacent  to  right-of-way  will  impose  wear  and 
tear  across  landscape  covered  during  transport  of  water.  Some 
statement  is  needed  on  the  type  and  magnitude  of  impacts 
and  protective  and  restorative  measures. 


11.2002.  No  impact  statement  evident  for  summer  repair  work. 

Such  action  would  in  itself  do  more  environmental  harm  than 
the  original  construction  (short  term  and  especially  long  term) . 
Any  repair  work  would  first  require  the  disassembly  of  previous 
work  -  techniques  involved  here  could  jeopardize  the  environmental 
stability,  for  example:  problem  of  getting  into  pipe  through  frost 
bulb,  cutting  out  section  of  bad  pipe,  welding  new  pipe,  water 
content  in  back  fill,  subsequent  heave,  drainage,  problems,  etc. 

11:2015.  A  minimum  flying  altitude  must  be  imposed  and  at  on 
altitude  adequate  to  protect  wildlife  populations. 

11:2030.  Siltation,  introduction  of  pollutants  and  loss  of 
dissolved  oxygen  are  not  only  possible  but  probable  impacts, 
with  potentially  significant  adverse  affects  on  the  viability 
of  fish  populations. 

11:2062.  6000  gallons  of  water  per  hour  released  as  vapor  would 

definitely  produce  fog  and  clouds  under  certain  conditions  and 
therefore  greater  humidity  and  possibly  local  precipitation  which 
would  subject  the  ecosystem  to  new  conditions.  The  feasibility 
of  recycling  for  human  use  should  be  explored.  Heat  production 
suggested  would  have  the  effect  of  warming  the  local  environment  - 
therefore  presenting  the  potential  for  thaw  permafrost,  leading 
to  adverse  .impacts  on  the  plant  and  possibly  animal  community. 

Can  this  be  harvested  and  recycled  to  heat  facilities? 

Concern  seems  to  be  expressed  primarily  for  human  populated 
areas  as  far  as  significant  impact.  There  ought  to  be  greater 
concern  for  plant  populations  and  their  short  and  long  term 
productive  capacity.  Also  concern  ought  to  be  greater  for 
animal  populations  resident  in  immediate  area  (like  Parka 
Squirrel) . 


11:1972.  Statements  concerning  methods  of  excavation  and  back¬ 
filling  are  needed;  also  depth  of  excavation.  Excavation 
depth  is  particularly  relevant  when  comparing  burial  on  sheltered 
vs  unsheltered  landscapes  and  when  crossing  streams  vs  elevated 
drier  terrain. 

11.1997.  Annual  seeding  and/or  fertilization  might  have  adverse 
impact  -  continual  treading  on  landscape  will  negate  any  natural 
revegetation.  Also  accumulated  fertilizer  may  become  pollutant 
in  water  system  and/or  toxic  to  certain  life  forms. 


11:200],  "The  exact  effects  are  unknown  and  probably  would  be 
of  lit  lie  consequence  to  regional  vegetation."  There  is  no 
basis  lor  this  assumption.  In  fact,  the  previous  statement 
suggests  just  the  opposite,  especially  who  this  now  water  source 
would  effectively  feed  the  frost  bulb. 


p! 


There  is  little  doubt  that  SO?  will  have  long  term  impact  causinc 
a  shift  in  lichen  populations-  Consider  the  productivity  (short 
and  long  term)  and  its  value  to  the  caribou. 

11.2066.  When  station  start-up  occurs,  150  mof  of  unborn  cl 
gas  will  be  released,  but  no  statement  is  made  regarding  the 
frequency  of  these  releases. 

11.2067.  No  statement  is  made  concerning  the  adverse  impacts 

of  unburned  gas  on  wild  fauna/flora  during  the  "temporary  period 
it  may  be  near  ground". 

Any  gas  leakage  will  result  in  extremely  explosive  conditions. 
Explosions  and/or  fire  could  have  pronounded  impact  on  this 
fragile  environment. 
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11.2068.  Noise  level,  although  apparently  not  disruptive  to 
man,  may  be  quite  disruptive  to  wildlife. 


11:2069.  The  justification  for  low  flying  aircraft  is  not  outlined 
and  ought  to  be  in  light  of  extensive  disturbance  (harassment) 
of  wildlife. 


11:2070.  Techniques  for  explosive  excavation  ought  to  be 
developed  and  impact,  determined  before  permits  are  issued  and 
actual  construction  starts. 


11:2084.  Inconsistent  consideration  is  given  to  sociological 
factors  of  the  Fort  Yukon  Route  vs  Fairbanks  Route. 


11:2279.  One  can  plan  on  subsequent  settlement  os  a  result 
of  both  weight  and  differential  thaw.  Pneumatic  compactors 
would  greatly  reduce  settlement;  however,  any  settlement  will 
threaten  pipeline  integrity. 

11:2281.  Reference  to  water  migration  fails  to  indicate  ret 
movement  of  water  on  an  annual  basis.  This  will  be  critical 
in  determining  long  range  stability  of  the  pipeline  in  a 
dynamic  permafrost. 

11:2297.  Rcfeence  to  "Water  Availability  under  Geological  and 
Environmental  Hazards"  incomplete. 

11:2302.  If.  it  true  the:  pipe  will  form  a  front  bulb  extending  up  to 
25  feet  laterally  from  the  pipe  and  36  feet  below  the  pipe?  Would 
surface  soils  be  frozen  or  cooled  to  the  point  where  revegetation  will 
either  not  occur  or  be  retarded?  Since  the  active  layer  on  the  North 
Slope  is  a  maximum  of  18  inches,  wo  suspect  the  balance  will  be  so 
impared  that  .it  will  likely  remain  frozen  year-round.  Will  drainage 
be  effected  to  the  point  where  the  permafrost  upslope  of  the  line  will 
degrade  forming  a  canal?  How  does  the  applicant  propose  to  reduce 
these  adverse  impacts? 
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11:2308.  Parallel  pipe  under  streams  to  be  alternatively 
used  is  suggested  as  control  of  frost  bulb  yet  no  reference 
to  spacing  of  pipe  nor  effectiveness  is  mentioned. 


11.2320-21.  Reference  made  to  bulb  hazard  .if 
is  not  entirely  destroyed  yet  no  statement  is 
planned  action.  burning  would  be  inexpensive 
this  would  also  have  intense,  local  .impact,  on 


cut  vegetation 
made  concerning 
and  easy;  however, 
permafrost. 


11:2324.  Introducing  new  plant  species  may  not  be  desirable 
should  one  or  more  become  established  and  dominant  in  the 
community. 

11:2327.  New  plant  communities  expected  to  grow  on  the  pipeline 
berm  are  not  identified. 

11:2328.  Lichens  are  not  only  an  essential  part  of  the  food 
web,  they  are  an  integral  part,  of  the  ecosystem  as  far  as  soil 
development  and  insolation. 

11:2329.  The  assumption  that  the  vapor  plume  would  be  of  little 
consequence  to  regional  vegetation  is  unsupported.  Potential 
increases  in  humidity  r.r.d  ice  fog  may  have  substantial  influence 
of  both  vegetation  and  permafrost. 

1:2349-2351.  New  regulations  will  undoubtedly  be  needed 
to  prohibit  harassment,  hunting  and  trapping  within  several 
miles  of  pipeline  right-of  way. 

1:2352.  Bears  will  probably  not  be  relocated  from  an  area 
if  they  become  a  nuisance  through  increased  encounters  with 
humans.  They  will  probably  be  destroyed. 

Denning  and  nesting  area  are  unique  to  the  bear  life  cycle. 
Protection  of  this  habitat  is  essential. 

II:9G8.  The  use  of  ACV’s  as  an  effective  mode  of  t.ransporatxon 
on  tne  North  Slope  has  not  be  adequately  demonstrated  at  this 
time.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  should  study  the  state 
of  the  art  and  assess  the  foasibil  ity  of  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal) 
for  repair  in  the  light  of  such  study.  Alternatives  should  be 
considered.  During  Spring  break  up  high  water  may  prevent,  the 
passage  of  heavy  equipment  needed  to  effectuate  a  repair. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  State  of  Alaska  -  Office  of  the  Attorney  General 
dated  October  24,  1975 


1  &  2.  The  FEIS  has  been  extensively  revised  and  shortened. 

3.  Discussion  of  mitigation  measures  has  been  revised.  See 
pages  363-409  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

4.  The  discussion  of  socio-economic  impact  has  been  revised 
to  reflect  new  data  availabe.  See  pages  290-297  in  the 
Alaska  Volume. 

5.  A  summary  of  significant  impact  has  been  incorporated  in 
the  Overview  Volume  of  the  FEIS. 

6.  Revised,  see  Overview  Volume,  1.0V.1,  Page  5  under  "Daily 
Volume  to  be  Transported". 

7.  No  projections  of  Canadian  exports  have  been  made  or  are 
expected  in  the  near  future.  See  Overview  Volume,  1.0V.1, 
page  5. 

8.  The  FEIS  has  been  revised  to  read  "...  an  excess  capacity 
of  1.6  Bcf/d."  in  light  of  the  modifications.  See  Overview 
Volume,  1.0V.1,  page  5. 

9.  Power  lines  will  not  be  required.  The  section  has  been 
rewritten.  See  Overview  Volume,  page  15. 

10.  The  water  availability  problem  is  discussed  in  the  Overview 
Volume,  page  146.  The  specific  locations  for  drawing  water 
are  currently  unknown. 

11.  The  sentence  referred  to  has  been  deleted.  The  permafrost 
layer  is  discussed  on  page  57  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

12.  Use  of  seeds  from  native  tundra  vegetation  is  discussed 
under  Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (chap.  4)  in  the  Alaska 
Volume. 

The  chilled  pipe  will  affect  revegetation  due  to  ground 
surface  temperature  change.  See  the  vegetation  section  (page 
65)  in  the  Overview  Volume  and  section  2. 1.1. 6  in  the  Alaska 
Volume. 

13.  The  section  questioned,  "History  of  Economic  Development" 
has  been  deleted  and  the  subject  incorporated  in  the  section 
on  "Historical  Resources"  page  119  in  the  Overview  Volume. 
Federal  Expenditures  is  included  in  discussion  on  "Local  Tax 
Structure  and  Base",  page  84  in  the  Overview  Volume. 


14.  Section  has  been  rewritten  to  incorporate  the  suggested 
information.  See  page  83  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

15.  The  section  "Local  Tax  Structure  and  Base"  has  been  re¬ 
written.  Two  million  has  been  substituted  for  2  billion.  See 
page  84  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

16.  The  section  "Future  Economic  Trends"  has  been  deleted  from 
the  final  Overview  Volume. 

17.  The  population  for  the  Kaktovik-Prudhoe  Bay  area  has  been 
corrected  to  3,385  (1970  data)  in  table  2.0V. 10-1.  Population 
increases  have  been  added  to  the  1970  count  in  the  Overview 
Volume,  page  86. 

18.  Section  2.0V. 10,  page  91  In  the  Overview  Volume  has  been 
rewritten  and  includes  the  information  provided. 

19.  Revised  per  suggestion,  see  "Transportation  Facilities", 
page  102  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

20.  Corrected,  see  Overview  Volume,  page  91  and  94. 

21.  It  is  uncertain  what  will  happen  to  Prudhoe  Bay  as  a  popu¬ 
lation  center.  No  impact  analysis  has  been  developed. 

22.  Section  on  economic  and  sociological  impacts  has  been  re¬ 
written  seperating  the  two.  See  page  159  and  160  in  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume.  Net  benefits  and  trade  offs  are  mentioned  on 
page  211  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

23.  Further  exploration  in  Northern  Canada  and  Alaska  is  dis¬ 
cussed  on  page  173  in  the  Overview  Volume.  The  sentences 
quoted  have  been  deleted. 

24.  The  Overview  mitigation  section  has  been  rewritten.  See 
pages  189,  190  and  192. 

25.  Impact  of  sulfur  dioxide  emissions  on  vegetation  is  dis¬ 
cussed  on  page  147  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

26.  Using  the  definitions  of  short  and  long-term  on  page  211, 
inflation  would  be  short-term,  see  6.0V. 3,  page  211  of 
the  Overview  Volume. 

27.  See  4.0V. 7,  page  192,  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

28.  Overview  chapter  6  has  been  completely  rewritten,  deleting 
the  statement  quoted.  See  pages  211-214  for  the  revised  dis¬ 
cussion. 

29.  Chapter  6  has  been  revised  and  the  quoted  statement  has 
been  deleted. 


30.  The  statement  has  been  deleted. 

31.  The  discussion  entitled  "Alternative  Energy  Source  (8.0V. 1) 
has  been  reduced,  deleting  the  section  commented  on.  See  the 
Alternatives  Volume,  section  8E  beginning  on  page  54. 

32.  This  discussion  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

33.  This  was  inadvertently  omitted  from  the  discussion  of  ir¬ 
retrievable  sources. 

34.  The  FEIS  has  been  revised  to  present  more  detailed  dis¬ 
cussion  of  snow  roads  to  be  used  by  the  Applicant.  See 
page  234,  Alaska  Volume. 

35.  Impacts  associated  with  wharf  and  causeways  at  staging 

sites  are  discussed  in  sections  3. 1.1. 5,  3. 1.1. 7  and  3.1.1.12. 
of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

36.  Summer  stockpiling  is  not  to  take  place  on  flood  plains. 

Summer  activity  impact  on  wildlife  has  been  identified  on 
pages  272  and  285  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

37.  The  Applicant  has  indicated  this  is  one  of  the  methods  to 

be  used,  however  the  exact  way  this  is  to  be  done  is  unknown. 
Refer  to  Alaska  Volume,  pages  379  to  384. 

38.  Not  known  what  type  of  transportation  the  Applicant  proposes 
to  use  during  the  revegetation  program.  See  Alaska  Volume, 
page  384  for  a  discussion  of  additional  measures. 

39.  Covered  in  Alaska  Volume,  pages  319  and  320. 

40.  This  map  has  been  deleted. 

41.  Suggestion  adopted  on  page  90  of  Alaska  Volume. 

42.  The  sentence  has  been  reworded.  See  page  94  of  the  Alaska 
Volume. 

43.  The  statement  is  general.  In  other  parts  of  the  State, 
ground  water  is  usually  found  below  the  permafrost  zone. 

No  change. 

44.  Information  from  British  Petroleum  Company  was  not  available 
at  the  time  the  FEIS  was  prepared. 

45.  The  Applicant  has  not  specifically  identified  all  of  the 
sources  of  water  to  be  used.  The  Applicant  is  still  investi¬ 
gating  sources.  See  page  263  of  the  Alaska  Volume  for 
reference  to  melting  ice. 

46.  The  population  data  used  in  the  FEIS  Is  from  Roseneau,  (1975). 


47.  This  statement  was  modified.  There  is  some  doubt  as  to  the 
exact  number  of  muskox  released  in  1969  but  52  is  approx¬ 
imately  the  number  released. 

48.  The  discription  of  polar  bear  has  been  rewritten.  See 
Chapter  2. 1.1-7,  page  132  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

49.  This  information  is  now  included.  See  page  138  of  the 
Alaska  Volume. 

50.  The  snow  goose  population  estimate  has  been  revised.  See 
page  139  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

51.  The  figure  has  been  changed  in  the  FEIS. 

52.  This  part  has  been  expanded  in  the  FEIS.  Refer  to  pages 
242  and  243  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 


Water  trapped  up  slope  of  the  pipeline  will  affect  the 
thickness  of  the  active  layer.  This  is  discussed  on  pages 
260  and  261  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

The  stipulations  to  accompany  any  right-of-way  permit  will 
contain  requirements  for  the  maintenance  of  borrow  areas, 
see  page  378  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

The  section  on  revegetation  has  been  revised  to  reflect 
new  information  received.  See  pages  379  to  384  of  the 
Alaska  Volume  for  these  changes. 

Discussed  on  page  268  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 


The  discussion  of  impacts  on  polar  bear  has  been  rewritten. 

See  Chapter  3. 1.1-7,  page  280-281  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

This  assumption  is  based  upon  the  timing  of  the  Applicant's 
proposal  to  delay  construction  of  the  Alaska  segment  until 
other  parts  of  the  total  system  has  been  constructed.  See 
pages  24  to  27  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

This  section  has  been  revised  to  add  more  information  and 
to  delete  unappropriate  material. 

No  change  made  in  the  FEIS  on  this  item. 

Attempts  to  obtain  actual  levels  of  native  employment  achieved 
by  the  oil  pipeline  project  have  produced  little  results  due 
to  the  large  fluctuation  in  numbers. 

This  has  been  incorporated  into  the  FEIS.  See  page  295  of 
the  Alaska  Volume. 
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63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

67. 

68. 

69. 

70. 

71. 

72. 

73. 

74. 

75. 

76. 

77. 

78. 

79. 

80. 


97. 

98. 

99. 

100. 

101. 

102. 

103. 

104. 

105. 

106. 

107 

108. 

109. 

110. 
111. 
112. 


Yes  it  is.  See  discussion  of  Impact  on  Land  Use,  Chapter 
3.1.1-11,  pages  303  to  309  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

This  has  been  taken  into  account.  See  page  295  of  the 
Alaska  Volume. 

This  has  been  done  in  the  FEIS  on  page  300  of  the  Alaska 
Volume. 

The  added  value  related  to  transportation  costs  have  been 
noted.  See  page  173  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

Text  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this.  See  page  309  of 
the  Alaska  Volume. 

See  page  410  of  the  Alaska  Volume  for  discussion. 

The  handling  of  methonal  solution  will  be  covered  in  stip¬ 
ulations  for  any  permit  issued. 

Such  analysis  is  important  but  not  part  of  the  EIS. 

This  section  of  the  report  has  been  changed  in  light  of 
these  comments. 

The  revised  FEIS  discusses  transportation  under  additional 
mitigating  measures. 

The  FEIS  has  been  revised  to  eliminate  this  inconsistency. 

No  change  in  text  required. 

Information  is  not  available  to  substantiate  the  probability 
that  the  pipeline  if  left  in  place  would  be  forced  to  the 
surface. 

The  stipulations  attached  to  any  right-of-way  permit  will 
address  methods  and  times  of  surface  access  as  well  as  the 
type  of  vehicles  which  will  be  permitted.  See  pages  411 
and  412  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

The  section  on  frost  heave  effects  has  been  modified.  Refer 
to  page  412  of  the  Alaska  Volume  for  unchilled  pipefrost 
heave  effects. 

The  Applicant  is  still  in  the  process  of  experimentation  of 
revegetation  techniques.  The  statement  points  out  likely 
adverse  effects  as  indicated.  See  pages  379  and  380  of  the 
Alaska  Volume. 

Comments  were  concured  with  and  changes  have  been  made 
accordingly  in  the  FEIS. 

No  change  in  text  required. 


Response  to  this  comment  is  the  same  as  //94  above.  It  was 
discussed  in  the  impacts  on  the  prime  route. 

See  air  quality  impacts  on  the  prime  route  for  a  discussion 
of  construction  equipment  emissions. 

This  is  also  covered  in  the  prime  route.  It  will  be  necessary 
to  construct  temporary  haul  roads  to  the  water  sources  the 
same  as  to  material  sites. 

These  impacts  were  covered  in  discussion  of  the  prime  route. 
See  pages  33  to  37  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  FEIS. 

These  impacts  are  referred  to  the  prime  route  discussion. 

See  page  340  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS  and  much  of  the 
material  deleted  with  reference  made  to  impacts  discussed 
in  the  prime  route. 

See  page  324  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

See  proposed  route  mitigation  section,  for  discussions  of 
a  blasting  plan. 

Changes  have  been  made  in  the  section  on  sociological  fac¬ 
tors  for  both  the  Fairbanks  and  Ft.  Yukon  alternatives. 

See  page  657  and  752  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

This  has  been  eliminated  from  the  FEIS. 

This  item  is  covered  in  the  impact  section  for  the  prime 
route  pages  252  to  254  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

See  page  264  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

See  page  264  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  FEIS. 

The  reference  to  bears  in  the  comment  has  been  deleted  from 
the  FEIS. 


81.  Statement  concurred  in,  see  page  437  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

82.  Refer  to  pages  449  to  452  and  page  477  of  the  Alaska  Vol¬ 
ume  for  discussion  of  offshore  alternative. 

83.  The  additional  information  cited  on  sea  currents  was  con¬ 
sidered  but  was  not  included  in  the  FEIS  because  of  the 
necessity  of  keeping  the  length  within  practical  limits. 

84.  We  agree  with  this  comment  and  mention  of  the  underwater 
mound  over  the  pipe  has  been  eliminated  in  the  FEIS. 

85.  The  statement  regarding  possible  use  of  material  from  the 
barrier  islands  has  been  removed  from  the  FEIS. 

86.  Discussed  on  page  480  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

87.  See  discussion  of  impacts  on  caribou.  Chapter  3. 1.1-7, 
page  272  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

88.  Similar  impacts  are  identified  for  the  prime  route. 

89.  The  nearshore  location  has  been  considered  as  a  minor  re¬ 
location  of  the  offshore  route.  Advantages  and  disadvantages 
have  been  listed  on  page  477  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

90.  The  factual  data  on  snowfall  along  the  coast  is  lacking. 

It  is  likely  that  more  snowfall  would  be  measured  here. 

91.  Information  is  lacking  on  the  depth  of  lakes  along  the 
coast.  No  change. 

92.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  FEIS. 

93.  Figures  are  not  available  to  quantify  losses.  That  is  why 
it  is  expressed  in  terms  of  relativity  to  the  surrounding 
area  of  like  vegetation. 

94.  Information  concerning  location  of  borrow  areas  is  lacking. 

If  this  alternative  is  selected  it  would  require  a  complete 
analysis  of  this  plus  many  other  factors. 

95.  Refer  to  response  // 94  which  also  applies  here. 

96.  Many  impacts  are  identical  or  similar  to  those  discussed 
in  the  prime  route  section.  To  avoid  duplication  these 
have  been  adopted  by  reference.  Those  stated  are  those 
which  are  peculiar  to  the  route  being  discussed. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Fairbanks,  Alaska 
September  28  and  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Don  Hopkins 

Director  of  Planning  and  Research,  State  Department  of  Development 
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MR.  HOPKINS: 

My  name  is  DON  HOPKINS,  I  have  been  a  resident  of  Alaska 
since  1953  and  of  Interior  Alaska  since  1955.  I  am  the 
Director  of  Planning  and  Research,  State  Department  of 
of  Development,  and  for  two  and  a  half  years  I  was  the 
Borough  Planning  Director  for  the  Fairbanks  North  Star 
Borough . 

I  have  prepared  a  short  written  statement  but  I  have  no 
copy.  More  basic  to  our  nation's  well  being  than  the 

condition  of  its  natural  environment  is  its  economic  en¬ 
vironment.  This  statement  is  not  meant  to  minimize  the 
importance  of  protecting  the  natural  environment  but  rather 
to  put  it  in  perspective  when  we  consider  the  total  welfare 
of  the  nation.  If  the  nation's  economy  fails  the  nation 
will  fall  -  and  all  of  these  environmental  orotections  will 
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have  been  for  no  avail,  and  our  economy  IS  in  trouble. 

We,  all  fifty  States,  must  have  an  economy  that  is  in  total 
efficient  -  efficient  enough  to  compete  successfully  in  the 
world  markets  with  other  nations.  Thus  the  cost  of 
transporting  Alaska's  natural  gas  and  other  factors  affect¬ 
ing  the  efficient  use  of  the  gas  are  of  prime  importance. 

The  cost  of  transporting  the  gas  to  the  southern  States 
will  be  very  high  by  either  an  overland  route  or  a  combined 
land  and  sea  route.  In  addition,  these  routes  will  re¬ 

quire  (I  understand)  from  9-to-13%  of  the  gas  to  transport 
and  the  overland  route  is  subject  to  the  same  price  increase 
tactics  as  are  being  used  on  our  oil  imports. 

The  best,  most  efficient  and  most  secure  use  of  Alaska's 
gas  and  other  natural  resources  is  to  have  them  processed 
and  used  in  Alaska.  The  people  of  America  should  come  to 
the  resources  rather  than  bringing  the  resources  to  them 
Such  use  also  will  produce  (in  my  opinion)  the  least  total 
damage  to  the  natural  environment. 

For  these  reasons  I  propose  that  the  United  Status  Govern¬ 
ment  undertake  a  settlement  program  for  Alaska  to  make 
possible  the  development  and  efficient  use  of  Alaska’s 
abundant  natural  resources. 

Two  major  programs  are  needed:  (1):  opening  of  Federal 
lands  for  private  use  and  (2)  subsidizing  the  movement  of 
private  industry  from  the  other  States  to  Alaska. 
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The  first  program  could  be  accomplished  in  part,  right 
now,  by  lifting  the  freeze  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior 
on  use  of  the  so-called 'D-l '  lands,  and  immediately  there¬ 
after  a  more  constructive  land-use  policy  could  be  de¬ 
veloped 

The  second  program  could  be  financed  out  of  part  of  the 
transportation  costs  for  the  natural  gas  which  would  be 
saved  if  the  gas  is  used  in  Alaska.  For  example:  if 

half  the  coat  of  transporting  the  gas  (if  it  was  trans¬ 
ported)  were  raised  by  a  tax  and  the  monies  so  raised 
were  used  to  move  industries  to  Alaska  -  then  the  other 
half  of  the  transportation  costs  would  be  saved.  In 
addition  to  the  cost  of  transportation  of  the  other 
Alaskan  raw  materials  which  would  be  used  in  the  State, 
would  also  be  saved. 

As  to  the  location  of  the  trans-Alaska  gas  line,  should  it 
be  built  (in  spite  of  the  logic  of  the  foregoing  argument) 
the  line  should  very  definitely  be  routed  in  Alaska  so  as 
to  go  south  of  the  Brooke  Range,  where  modern  societies 
can  function  efficiently  and  with  the  pleasures  that  come 
with  Alaska  living. 

Thank  you! 


.TUDOE : 

Are  there  any  cuestions  of  Mr.  Hopkins?  (NO  RESPONSE) . 
I  just  have  one,  possibly  out  of  curiosity:  -  at  least 
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one  aspect  of  your  presentation  was  diametrically  opposed 
to  that  of  the  previous  speaker,  Mr.  Swift  -  how  do  you 
feel  about  the  possible  use  of  the  natural  gas  in  the 
Interior? 

MR.  HOPKINS: 

I  do  definitely  favor  it  but  there  is  a  problem  with  con¬ 
version  in  the  State  at  this  time,  especially  in  the 
Fairbanks  area  but  the  community  I  believe  can  decide  in 
such  a  way  as  to  minimize  theeffects  of  the  conversion  by 
placing  them  on  higher  elevations.  Part  of  my  background 
was  also  as  a  meterologist,  I  have  been  a  weather  fore¬ 
caster,  and  I  do  believe  that  this  can  be  accomplished. 

JUDGE: 

Thank  you  Mr.  Hopkins.  That  concludes  the  people  who 
are  registered  to  speak  today  -  is  there  anyone  in  the 
audience  who  wishes  to  make  a  presentation  at  this  time? 

(NO  RESPONSE) .  Hearing  no  one  this  hearing  will  be  in 

recess  until  tomorrow  morning  at  9:00  P.M. 

END 

OP 

MONDAY'S 

SESSION  (at  about  9:20  P.M.) 
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were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Sacramento,  California 
Tuesday,  September  30,  1975 
9:00  a.m. 

— oOo — 

JUDGE  STEINER:  The  hearing  will  be  In  order. 

The  next  speaker  Is  Bill  Press,  Deputy 
Director  of  the  California  Office  of  Planning  and  Research. 

MR.  PRESS:  Thank  you.  Judge  Steiner. 

Good  morning,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  My  name 
Is  Bill  Press.  I  am  Deputy  Director  of  the  California 
Office  of  Planning  and  Research,  in  the  Governor's  Office. 

I  appreciate  very  much  this  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you  this  morning  to  discuss  some  of  the 
State's  concerns  relative  to  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  under  consideration,  and  other  major 
energy  facilities. 

I'd  like  to  point  out,  I  realize  that  most 
of  my  remarks  this  morning,  and  the  remarks  of  the 
Administration  reflected  in  my  statement  are  not  directed 
principally  at  you  gentlemen,  and  lady  at  the  panel,  but 
at  the  Bureau,  at  the  decision  making  level,  and  also  at 
the  Federal  Power  Commission,  and  the  Congress,  and  my 
remarks  really  are  directed  towards  the  whole  process  of 
decision  making  at  the  State  and  Federal  level,  rather  than 
the  criticisms  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  as  Is. 
Indeed,  It  would  be  premature  to  do  so.  Review  of  the 

i 

_ 1 


"I 


1 

• 

Draft  EIS  by  18  affected  State  departments  and  agencies 

1 

- ( 

of  primary  energy.  We  need  it.  Gas  shortages  this  year 

2 

Is  not  yet  complete.  They  will  be  completed  In  late 

2 

and  last  have  forced  California  utilities,  particularly  in 

3 

October,  and  sometime  In  late  October  these  comments  will 

3 

the  south  coast,  to  reconvert  many  generating  facilities 

4 

be  formally  submitted  to  the  Bureau  by  the  Resources  Agency. 

4 

back  to  high-sulfur-content  oil,  thereby  further  aggravating 

5 

My  purpose,  rather,  is  to  Inform  you  of  the 

5 

our  already  severe  air  quality  problems. 

6 

State's  active  interest  in  this  project,  and  in  other 

Nor  is  there  any  relief  in  sight.  All  pro- 

7 

related  projects,  and  to  express  several  concerns  that 

7 

Jections  show  that,  absent  new  sources,  the  supply  of 

8 

have  developed  out  of  our  review  of  this  particular  EIS. 

8 

natural  gas  to  California  will  continue  to  decline  during 

9 

Governor  Brown  and  the  members  of  his 

9 

the  second  half  of  this  decade.  The  California  Public 

10 

administration  are  well  aware  of  the  critical  problems 

10 

Utility  Commission  predicts  severe  shortages  in  natural 

11 

of  California's  near-term  gas  shortage.  In  fact,  we 

11 

gas,  particularly  in  Southern  California  by  1980.  It  is 

12 

consider  the  future  of  natural  gas  development  to  be  of 

12 

essential,  then,  that  Federal  policy  makers,  or  the  Congress 

13 

the  highest  priority,  one  of  the  major  issues  facing  energy 

13 

reach  an  early  decision  on  augmenting  our  natural  gas 

14 

policy  makers  in  California  today.  Every  effort  will  be 

14 

supply.  We  urge  that  every  effort  be  made  to  streamline 

15 

made  by  us  to  meet  that  shortage  in  a  timely  manner,  but 

15 

your  decision-making  process  so  that  California  can  expect 

16 

not  without  full  consideration  of  other  policy  options. 

16 

delivery  of  North  Slope  gas  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

17 

including:  development  of  alternate  energy  sources;  regu- 

17 

A  second  concern  is  that  California  finds  it 

18 

lation  of  companies  supplying  and  distributing  energy  in 

18 

difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  review  major  energy 

19 

California,  energy  conservation,  and  environmental 

.  19 

proposals  independently,  absent  any  Federal  energy  policy. 

20 

protection. 

20 

or  any  effort  by  one  Federal  agency  to  relate  its  own 

21 

One  major  concern  of  this  Administration  is 

21 

proposal  to  energy  facilities  proposed  by  other  agencies. 

22 

the  timing  of  the  present  debate  over  alternate  methods  of 

22 

For  example,  we  in  the  western  states  are  now  beseiged  by 

23 

natural  gas  supply.  Natural  gas  is  a  convenient. 

23 

Federal  proposals  to  develop  geothermal  resources  on 

24 

efficient  and  clean-burning  fuel.  Natural  gas  supplies 

24 

California  lands,  to  lease  the  outer  continental  shelf 

25 

the  majority  of  California's  non-transportation  consumption 

25 

for  oil  production,  to  transport  liquefied  natural  gas 
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into  California  porta,  to  open  coal  reserves  and  oil  shale 
deposits  in  other  states  to  serve  California's  energy 
needs.  Where  do  these  programs  fit  together?  What  is 
their  interrelationship?  Are  all  of  them  needed?  How 
would  any,  or  all  of  them,  be  affected  by  an  aggressive 
national  energy  conservation  campaign? 

I  might  add,  parenthetically,  that  we  in 
California  are  Just  developing  a  process  whereby  the  Office 
of  Planning  and  Research,  and  in  the  Energy  Commission, 
and  the  Resources  Agency,  and  other  State  departments,  are 
beginning  to  consider  for  the  first  time  major  energy 
facilities  on  a  broad  state-wide  context,  attempting  to 
see  how  they  do  relate  to  each  other.  Part  of  our  problem 
is  that  we  are  hindered  in  doing  that  from  the  lack  of 
information  that  is  available  from  the  Federal  level.  This 
problem  of  fitting  the  pieces  together  becomes  most 
apparent  in  our  attempts  to  deal  with  this  particular  EIS. 

The  Arctic  gas  proposal  is  one  of  two 
proposals  for  delivering  natural  gas  from  the  Alaskan  slope 
to  the  coterminous  United  States,  the  other  being  a 
pipeline  across  Alaska  with  a  LNG  tanker  route  to  Southern 
California.  Our  Resources  Agency  has  already  found  a  LNG 
terminal  in  Los  Angeles  Harbor  unacceptable  for  reasons  of 
public  safety. 

We  agree  with  the  conclusion  of  a  report 


released  by  the  Rand  Corporation  last  week  commissioned  by 
the  California  State  Assembly,  which  stated,  "The  choice 
between  these  two  proposals  promises  to  be  the  most 
significant  determinant  of  California's  gas  supply  from 
1980  into  the  21st  Century." 

Yet,  this  EIS,  under  consideration  this 
morning,  on  the  Arctic  system  —  17  volumes  and  10,048 
pages  long,  weighing  59  pounds  —  contains  little,  if  any, 
discussion  of  the  major  alternate  proposal,  the  El  Paso 
project.  Nor  does  it  take  into  significant  account  gasi¬ 
fication  projects  proposed  in  Northern  New  Mexico,  and 
imports  of  LNG  from  Indonesia,  both  projects  proposed  by 
the  same  parent  company  that  would  build  the  Arctic 
facility.  Nor  is  there  any  discussion  of  the  effect  of  an 
increasing  new  contract  oil  well  (sic)  prices  for  inter¬ 
state  gas. 

From  a  decision-maker's  point  of  view,  and 
from  the  vantage  point  of  the  major  receptor  State  for  all 
the  alternatives,  we  find  this  procedure  unacceptable. 

California  must  know  the  complete  details  of 
all  proposals  before  being  able  to  analyze  any  one  of  them 
intelligently,  let  alone  before  making  a  choice  among  them. 

In  summary,  we  recognize  the  need  for 
additional  supplies  of  natural  gas  for  California,  and  for 
the  rest  of  the  nation.  We  recognize  that  these  supplies 
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1 

- - - ! 

are  needed,  and  must  be  supplied  as  early  as  possible. 

1 

possible  environmental  impacts  of  the  El  Paso  proposal 

‘2 

We  are  willing  to  work  with  Federal  authorities  in  deter- 

2 

presented  in  that  volume  to  really  enable  us  to  make  a 

3 

mining  the  best  route  and  system  for  transporting  that 

3 

decision,  and  to  compare  the  two  projects  sufficiently. 

4 

supply,  and  resolving  all  other  energy  issues  of  concern 

4 

and  make  a  choice  between  the  two  of  them. 

5 

to  the  State  and  to  the  nation.  But  the  present  one- 

5 

Again,  I  realize  it  is  not  the  problem  with 

6 

dimensional  presentation  of  the  facts  without  the  input 

6 

this  panel.  I  know  that  the  original  plan  was  to  have 

7 

of  the  states  is  unsatisfactory. 

7 

the  two  proposals  presented  simultaneously.  At  least,  the 

8 

As  a  positive  suggestion  for  resolving  this 

8 

summary  indicates  that  it  was  El  Paso's  fault  that  that 

9 

problem,  we  invite  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  the 

9 

didn't  happen.  Whatever  the  reason  was,  we  find,  from  a 

10 

Federal  Power  Commission  to  return  to  California,  hopefully 

10 

decision  making  point  of  view  and  the  major  receptor  state. 

11 

not  too  far  in  the  future,  to  Join  with  State  officials 

11 

we  don't  know  enough  to  make  a  decision  at  this  time. 

12 

in  a  series  of  Federal-State  hearings,  and  decision- 

12 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Does  the  panel  have  any  other 

13 

making  meetings  on  all  proposed  natural  gas  facilities, 

13 

questions? 

14 

once  the  full  facts  on  each  are  known.  In  this  manner. 

14 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  I  would  Just  like  to  make  a  statement 

15 

we  feel,  the  public  will  be  better  and  more  efficiently 

15 

to  set  the  record  clear,  that  this  is  not  a  Bureau  of  Land 

16 

served,  and  better  decisions  regarding  our  future  energy 

16 

Managment  hearing.  It  is  supposed  to  be  Interior 

17 

supplies  will  be  made. 

17 

Department's  level.  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  was  the 

18 

Thank  you. 

18 

instrument  utilized  by  Interior  to  set  up  the  hearings. 

19 

I'm  prepared  to  answer  any  questions  from 

19 

This  is  an  Interior  effort,  supposedly. 

20 

the  panel. 

20 

MR.  PRESS:  Thank  you.  Then,  I  would  hope  that  my 

21 

MS.  CLARK:  Have  you  covered  Part  2  of  Volume  VI, 

21 

remarks,  and  our  remarks  would  be  heard  by  the  Department 

22 

which  deals  with  the  El  Paso  proposal  as  an  alternative? 

22 

of  Interior  as  well  as  the  Bureau. 

23 

MR.  PRESS:  Yes,  I  have.  Miss  Clark.  Again,  we 

23 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Press. 

24 

feel  that  the  discussion  of  this  is  really  insufficient 

24 

MR.  PRESS:  Thank  you  very  much. 

25 

at  this  point.  It  is  not  presentation  of  enough  of  the 

25 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Are  there  any  other  speakers  in  the 
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natural  gas  into  California  ports;  to  open  coal  reserves  and  oil  shale  deposits 
in  other  states  that  would  serve  California’s  energy  needs.  Where  do  these 
programs  fit  together?  What  is  their  interrelationship?  Are  all  of  them  needed? 
How  would  they  be  affected  by  an  aggressive  national  energy  conservation  campaign? 

This  problem  of  fitting  the  pieces  together  becomes  most  apparent  in  attempting 
to  deal  with  this  particular  EIS. 

The  Arctic  Gas  Proposal  is  one  of  two  proposals  for  delivering  natural  gas  from 
the  Alaskan  Slope  to  the  coterminous  United  States,  the  other  being  a  pipeline 
across  Alaska  with  a  LNG  tanker  route  to  Southern  California.  (The  Resources 
Agency  has  already  found  a  LNG  terminal  in  Los  Angeles  Harbor  unacceptable 
for  reasons  of  public  safety.) 

We  agree  with  the  conclusion  of  a  report  released  by  the  Rand  Corporation  last 
week  that  stated:  "The  choice  between  these  two  proposals  promises  to  be  the 
most  significant  determinant  of  California's  gas  supply  from  1980  into  the 
21st  Century." 

Yet,  this  EIS  on  the  Arctic  system  -  17  volumes  and  10,048  pages  long,  weighing 
59  pounds  -  contains  little  if  any  discussion  of  the  major  alternate  proposal, 
the  El  Paso  project.  Nor  does  it  take  into  account  gasification  projects  in 
Northern  New  Mexico  and  imports  of  LNG  from  Indonesia,  both  projects  proposed 
by  the  same  parent  company  that  would  build  the  Arctic  facility. 

From  a  decision-maker's  point  of  view,  and  from  the  vantage  point  of  the  major 
receptor  State  for  all  the  alternatives,  we  find  this  procedure  unacceptable. 


TESTIMONY  BY  BILL  PRESS 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  HEARING 
September  30,  1975 
Sacramento,  California 

My  name  is  Bill  Press.  I  am  Deputy  Director  of  the  California  Office  of 
Planning  and  Research,  in  the  Governor's  Office. 

I  appreciate  very  much  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  this  morning 
to  discuss  some  of  the  State's  concerns  relative  to  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  under  consideration,  and  other  major  energy  facilities. 

My  purpose  this  morning  is  not  to  express  the  State's  official  position  on 
the  Arctic  Gas  Project.  Indeed,  it  would  be  premature  to  do  so.  Review  of 
the  draft  EIS  by  18  affected  state  departments  and  agencies  is  not  yet  com¬ 
plete.  In  late  October,  these  comments  will  be  formally  submitted  to  the 
Bureau  by  the  Resources  Agency. 

My  purpose,  rather,  is  to  inform  you  of  the  State's  active  interest  in  this 
project,  and  in  other  related  projects,  and  to  express  several  concerns  that 
have  developed  out  of  our  review  of  this  particular  EIS. 

Governor  Edmund  G.  Brown  Jr.  and  the  members  of  his  administration  are  well 
aware  of  the  critical  problem  of  California's  near-term  gas  shortage.  In 
fact,  we  consider  the  future  of  natural  gas  development  to  be  of  the  highest 
priority,  one  of  the  major  issues  facing  energy  policy  makers  in  California 
today.  Every  effort  will  be  made  to  meet  that  shortage  in  a  timely  manner, 
but  not  without  full  consideration  of  other  policy  options,  including: 


California  must  know  the  complete  details  of  all  proposals  before  being  able 
to  analyze  any  one  of  them  intelligently,  let  alone  before  making  a  choice 
among  them. 

In  summary,  we  recognize  the  need  for  additional  supplies  of  natural  gas  for 
California  and  for  the  rest  of  the  nation.  We  recognize  that  these  supplies 
are  needed  as  early  as  possible.  We  are  willing  to  work  with  federal  authorities 
in  determining  the  best  route  and  system  for  transporting  that  supply,  and 
resolving  all  other  energy  issues  of  concern  to  the  State  and  to  the  nation. 

But  the  present  one-dimensional  presentation  of  the  facts  without  the  input 
of  the  states  is  unsatisfactory. 

As  a  positive  suggestion  for  resolving  this  problem,  we  invite  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission  to  return  to  California  to 
join  with  State  officials  in  a  series  of  federal-state  hearings  and  decision¬ 
making  meetings  on  all  proposed  natural  gas  facilities,  once  the  full  facts  on 
each  are  known.  In  this  manner,  we  feel,  the  public  will  be  better  and  more 
efficiently  served,  and  better  decisions  will  be  made. 

Thank  you. 


-2-  September  30,  1975 

(1)  development  of  alternate  energy  sources;  (2)  regulation  of  companies 
supplying  and  distributing  energy;  (3)  energy  conservation;  and  (4)  environ¬ 
mental  protection. 

One  major  concern  of  the  Brown  Administration  is  the  timing  of  the  present  debate 
over  alternate  methods  of  natural  gas  supply.  Natural  gas  is  a  convenient, 
efficient  and  clean-burning  fuel.  Gas  shortages  this  year  and  last  have  forced 
California  utilities  to  reconvert  many  generating  facilities  back  to  high- 
sulfur-content  oil,  thereby  further  aggravating  California's  already  severe 
air  quality  problems. 

Nor  is  there  relief  in  sight.  All  projections  show  that,  absent  new  sources, 
the  supply  of  natural  gas  to  California  will  continue  to  decline  during  the 
second  half  of  this  decade.  It  is  essential,  then,  that  federal  policy  makers, 
or  the  Congress,  reach  an  early  decision  on  a  natural  gas  transportation  route 
and  transportation  system.  We  urge  that  every  effort  be  made  to  streamline 
your  decision-making  process  so  that  California  can  expect  delivery  of  North 
Slope  gas  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

A  second  concern  is  that  California  finds  it  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to 
review  major  energy  proposals  independently,  absent  any  federal  energy  policy 
or  any  effort  by  one  federal  agency  to  relate  its  own  proposal  to  energy  facilities 
proposed  by  other  agencies.  For  example,  the  western  states  are  now  beseiged 
by  federal  proposals:  To  develop  geothermal  resources  on  California  lands; 
to  lease  the  outer  continental  shelf  for  oil  production;  to  transport  liquified 
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October  22,  1975 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  the  State  of  California 
Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
at  the  Sacramento  Public  Hearing 
September  30,  1975 


1.  The  Final  E1S  Alternatives  Volume  contains  a  more  detailed 
and  extensive  analysis  of  the  several  alternative  routes, 
including  the  LNG  tanker  route  to  southern  California,  than 
was  contained  in  the  Draft  EIS.  Table  8. 2. 7-3  in  the  Alter¬ 
natives  Volume  and  Table  8.0V. 3-1  in  the  Overview  Volume 
graphically  compare  the  various  alternatives  in  summary 
form. 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 

EIS  Task  Force  .  _ 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

Re:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Enclosed  please  find  an  original  and  ten  copies  of  COMMENTS 
OF  THF  PEOPLE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  AND  THE  PUBLIC 
SSSMS  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ON  THE  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  RELATING  TO  THE  ALASKA 
NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM.  Ten  copies  of  this 
document  are  being  mailed  concurrently  herewith  to  the 
Council  of  Environmental  Quality  and  to  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  All  parties  on  ^service  list  in 
El  Paso  Alaska  Company  et  al. ,  FPC  Docket  No.  CP7S-96  et  al. 


Very  truly  yours , 


Associate  Counsel 

FJ/cc 

Enclosures 


ORIGINAL 


BEFORE  THE  UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 


COMMENTS  OF  THE  PEOPLE  OF 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  AND 
THE  PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 
OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ON 
THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT  RELATING  TO  THE 
ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 


BEFORE  THE  UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 


COMMENTS  OF  THE  PEOPLE  OF 
THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  AND 
THE  PUBLIC  UTILITIES  COMMISSION 
OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  ON 
THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
STATEMENT  RELATING  TO  THE 
ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 


RICHARD  D.  GRAVELLE 
J.  CALVIN  SIMPSON 
FREDERICK  E.  JOHN 


5066  State  Building 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 

Attorneys  for  the  People  of  the 
State  of  California  and  the  Public 
Utilities  Commission  of  the  State  of 
California 


The  People  of  the  State  of  California  and  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  of  the  State  of  California  (California)  hereby  submit 
their  comments  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  California's  comments 
will  be  restricted  to  relevant  sections  of  Parts  I  (Overview), 

IV  (West  Coast)  and  VI  (Alternatives)  of  the  DEIS. 


I. 


October  22,  1975 


THE  NEED  TO  AVOID  A  DUPLICATION 
OF  FACILITIES  TO  TRANSPORT  NATURAL  GAS 

FROM  KINGSGATE  TO  CALIFORNIA 

As  the  Department  of  Interior  (DOI)  is  aware,  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  (FPC)  is  presently  conducting  hearings  on 
mutually  exclusive  projects  to  transport  natural  gas  reserves  from 
the  Prudhoe  Bay  field  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska  to  the  lower 
48  states.  These  consolidated  proceedings  before  the  FPC  are 
entitled  El  Paso  Alaska  Company  et  al . ,  Docket  No.  CP  75-96  et  al . 
On  April  3,  1975  California  submitted  an  opening  statement  in  the 


no 
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El  Paso  Alaska  proceedings  wherein  it  referred  to  the  separate 
pipeline  projects  being  sponsored  by  Pacific  Gas  Transmission 
Company  (PGT)  and  Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic) 

(ITA(A))  to  transport  Alaskan  and/or  Canadian  gas  from  the  United 
States /Canadian  border  through  Idaho,  Washington,  Oregon,  Nevada 
and  into  California.  In  its  opening  statement  before  the  FPC 
California  questioned  whether  both  pipelines  were  needed  to  carry 
the  expected  Alaskan  and/or  Canadian  reserves  to  the  above-specified 
states.  At  the  time  of  California's  opening  statement  relatively 
high  expectations  still  existed  that  the  northwestern  and  western 
states  would  receive  natural  gas  reserves  from  the  Mackenzie  Delta 
area  of  Canada,  assuming  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal  was  certificated. 
Based  on  these  expectations  the  various  Arctic  Gas  applicants^ 
filed  applications  with  both  the  FPC  and  DOI  which  provided  for  the 
transportation  of  large  volumes  of  gas  on  a  daily  basis.  However, 
recent  actions  by  the  National  Energy  Board  of  Canada  (NEB), 
especially  its  report  on  Canadian  natural  gas  supply  and  requirements 
through  1995,  make  it  highly  probable  that  no  Mackenzie  Delta 
reserves  will  enter  the  lower  48  states  at  the  time  the  proposed 
Arctic  Gas  Transportation  commences  operation.  Thus,  subsequent 
to  the  issuance  of  the  subject  DEIS,  the  Arctic  Gas  applicants 
have  filed  alternative  or  amended  proposals  with  the  FPC,  DOI  and 

1/  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  Canadian  Arctic  Gas 
Pipeline  Company,  Ltd.,  PGT,  ITA(A)  and  Northern  Border 
Pipeline  Company. 


HEB  which  provide  facilities  to  transport  only  Prudhoe  Bay  reserves 
into  the  lower  48  states.  In  light  of  these  edifications 
California  questions  even  sore  than  before  whether  hot.,  t.  p 
posed  PGT  system  and  the  ITA(A)  system  are  in  ^he  p.fc-ic  in  e 

California  submits  that  the  DOI's  Pinal  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (PEIS)  should  fully  analyte  the  modifications  proposed  by 
PGT  and  ITACA)  before  the  PPC  and  DOI  in  order  to  determine  which 
project  warrants  the  issuance  of  permits  to  cross  federal  lands. 
These  modifications  are  described  infra.  It  is  certainly 
public  interest  to  avoid  a  duplication  of  facilities  crossing 


II. 

PGT'S  PROPOSED  FACILITIES 

As  PGT  has  indicated  at  the  local  hearings  held  by  w..e 
between  September  25  and  October  3,  1975  with  respect  to  the  subject 
DEIS,  PGT  presently  has  pending  before  the  FPC  seve. al 
designs  to  transport  gas  from  Kingsgate  to  California.  However, 
all  of  the  proposed  alternatives  will  parallel  to  some  extent  PGT's 
existing  36  inch  pipeline  system  extending  from  Kingsgate  to  the 
Oregon-California  border  and  the  existing  36  inch  pipeline  system 
of  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG6E)  extending  from  the 
Oregon-California  border  to  Antioch,  California.  While  the  r?C  has 
jurisdiction  over  the  expansion  of  PGT's  facilities,  the  California 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  has  jurisdiciton  over  any 
expansion  of  PG&E's  facilities.  At  this  point  it  should  be  noted 
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that  any  expansion  or  modification  of  PGT's  facilities  will  require 
complementary  expansion  or  modification  of  PGSE's  facilities 
within  California. 

The  PGT  proposal  which  is  the  subject  of  the  DEIS  herein 
provides  for  a  42-inch  pipeline  which  would  extend  parallel  to 
PGT's  existing  facilities  and  operate  at  a  maximum  operating  pressure 
of  1440/1250  psig.  This  pipeline  is  designed  to  transport  1200 
MMcf/d  of  gas.  One  alternative  design  contemplates  a  36-inch  pipe¬ 
line  operating  at  a  maximum  pressure  of  1440/1250  psig.  This 
design  would  transport  850  MMcf/d  of  gas. 

A  second  alternative,  the  "1180"  Design  would  consist  of  a 
partial  "looping',  i.e.  partial  paralleling  of  PGT's  existing 
36  inch  pipeline.  Under  this  alternative,  PGT  would  construct 


The  pipeline  loops  would  operate  at  a  maximum  pressure  of  911 
psig.  The  "1180"  Design  would  allow  PGT  to  transport  and  sell 
to  PG£E  an  additional  200  MMcf/d  of  gas.  According  to  PGT  this 
is  the  approximate  volume  of  Prudhoe  Bey  reserves  that  will  be 
available  to  PGSE  under  a  proposed  gas  purchase  contract  with 
Exxon  Company,  'J.S.A.  (Exxon).— ^ 

A  third  alternative,  the  "1580"  Design,  encompasses  the 
complete  looping  of  PGT's  existing  pipeline  facilities.  This 

alternative  requires  the  construction  of  591.9  miles  of  36-inch 

4/ 

pipeline  operating  at  a  maximum  pressure  of  911  psig.—  The 
pipeline  would  transport  600  MMcf/d  of  gas  in  addition  to  the 
existing  volumes  transported  by  PGT.  According  to  PGT  the  600 
MMcf/d  of  gas  nay  be  available  in  the  future  with  additional 


a  total  of  319.6  miles  of  36- inch  pipeline  loops  at  twelve 
2/ 

locations .— 


2/ 


The  twelve  proposed  pipeline  loops  for  the  "1180"  Design 
would  be  located  as  follows: 


length 


location 


7.9  miles 

29.6  miles 

6.9  miles 

62.6  miles 


8.9  miles 

8.6  miles 

5.7  miles 

35.4  miles 

60.4  miles 
43.9  miles 

18.2  miles 

31.5  miles 


Boundary  County,  Idaho 
Boundary  and  Bonner  Counties , 
Idaho 

Bonner  County,  Idaho 
Spokane  and  Whitman  Counties , 
Washington  Kootenai  County, 
Idaho 

l/hitraan  County,  Washington 
Columbia  and  Walla  Walla 
Counties,  Washington 
Umantilla  County,  Oregon 
Umantilla  and  Morrow  Counties, 
Oregon 

Gilliam,  Wasco  and  Jefferson 
Counties ,  Oregon 
Deschutes  and  Klamath  Counties 
Oregon 

Klamath  County,  Oregon 
Klamath  County,  Oregon 


3/  PGSE  and  Exxon  have  entered  into  an  agreement  whereby  in 

return  for  PGSE's  payment  of  interest  on  an  imputed  loan  by 
Exxon,  PG6E  would  have  the  exclusive  right  tc  negotiate  for 
30  percent  of  the  natural  gas  reserves  from  Exxon's  working 
interest  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  field.  PGSE  is  seeking  approval 
of  the  agreement  from  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission 
(Application  No.  £5661).  By  Decision  No.  85013,  dated 
October  15,  1975,  the  CUPC  removed  PGSE's  application  from  the 
CPUC's  Public  Agenda,  until  such  time  as  the  FPC  clarifies  its 
policies  with  respect  to  advance  payments  by  interstate  pipe¬ 
line  companies  to  Alaskan  producers. 

4/  The  proposed  facilities  for  the  "1530"  Design  would  be 

constructed  in  the  Counties  of  Boundary,  Bonner  and  Kootenai, 
in  Idaho,  the  Counties  of  Spckane ,  Whitman,  Columbia  and  Walla 
Walla  in  'Washington,  and  the  Counties  of  Umantilla,  Morrow, 
Gilliam,  Wasco,  Jefferson,  Crook,  Deschutes  and  Klamath  in 
Oregon. 
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exploration  and  development  of  reserves  in  Alaska  and  northern 
Canada.  PGT  claims  that  the  "1580"  Design  can  be  expanded,  with 
the  addition  of  compression,  to  accomodate  up  to  1100  MMcf/d  of 
gas. 

III. 

ITA(A) *  S  PROPOSED  FACILITIES 

The  ITA(A)  proposal  upon  which  the  DEIS  focused  its  attention 
contemplated  a  pipeline  extending  1119  miles  from  Kingsgate  to 
Los  Angeles.  The  initial  284  miles  of  pipeline  from  Kingsgate  to 
Meacham,  Oregon  would  consist  of  36  inch  O.D.  pipe.  The  remaining 
835  miles  of  pipeline  extending  from  Meacham  to  Cajon,  California 
would  be  30-inch  O.D.  pipe.  The  entire  pipeline  would  be  designed 
for  a  maximum  operating  pressure  of  1680  psig.  The  pipeline  would 
transport  approximately  1200  MMcf/d  of  gas  from  the  Canadian  border 
for  distribution  to  customers  in  the  western  United  States. 
Approximately  935  MMcf/d  of  gas  would  be  delivered  to  Southern 
California  Gas  Company  (SoCal)  at  the  Nevada-Calif ornia  border. 
SoCal  would  then  construct  a  242  mile  pipeline  from  the  Nevada- 
California  border  near  Oasis,  California  to  Cajon,  California  where 
the  gas  would  enter  SoCal' s  existing  facilities .— 7  Approximately 
240  MMcf/d  of  gas  would  be  delivered  to  Northwest  Pipeline 

5/  SoCal  would  have  to  obtain  approval  of  the  CPUC  to  construct 
the  pipeline  within  California.  SoCal  has  not  filed  an 
application  for  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and 
necessity  with  the  CPUC. 

6. 


will  parallel  PGT's  existing  pipeline  system.  The  portion  of  the 
line  extending  from  Stanfield  to  Rye  Valley  will  parallel  North¬ 
west's  existing  system. 

ITA(A)  estimates  that  150  MMcf/d  of  gas  will  be  delivered 
into  Northwest’s  system  at  Spokane,  Washington.  These  volumes 
are  to  be  purchased  by  Northwest  fi'-om  Northwest  Alaska  Company 
(Northwest  Alaska),  an  affiliate  of  Northwest.  At  the  present 
time  Northwest  Alaska  does  not  have  any  Prudhoe  Bay  or  Mackenzie  j 
Delta  reserves  "committed"  to  it. 

ITA(A)  asserts  that  approximately  450  MMcf/d  of  gas  would 
be  delivered  to  SoCal  through  the  expansion  and  reinforcement  of 
existing  pipeline  systems.-7  250  MMcf/d  of  the  450  MMcf/d  to  be 
delivered  to  SoCal  would  be  delivered  to  PGT  at  Stanfield,  Oregon 
for  the  ultimate  delivery  of  such  volumes  to  the  southern  California 
market.  According  to  ITA(A) ,  PGT  is  presently  cooperating  in 
the  formulation  of  a  transportation  agreement  so  that  such  volumes 
will  be  delivered  into  the  facilities  of  PGSE,  an  affiliate  of 
PGT,  for  ultimate  delivery  to  SoCal  in  southern  California. 

6/  The  CPUC  has  recently  approved  a  funding  agreement  between 
~  SoCal  and  the  Atlantic  Richfield  Company  (ARCO)  whereby  in 

return  for  SoCal ' s  payment  of  interest  on  a  production  payment 
loan  to  be  obtained  by  ARCO,  SoCal  will  receive  exclusive 
rights  to  negotiate  for  60%  of  the  natural  gas  reserves  from 
ARCO ’ s  working  interest  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  field  (CPUC  Decision 
No.  84729;  Application  No.  55599).  Based  on  rough  estimates 
SoCal  would  receive  between  400-450  MMcf/d  of  gas,  if  a  gas 
purchase  contract  was  executed  with  ARCO  for  these  Prudhoe 
Bay  reserves. 


Corporation  (Northwest)  at  Meacham,  Oregon.  These  volumes  would  be 
distributed  through  Northwest's  pipeline  system  to  its  customers 
in  the  northwestern  and  western  United  States. 

On  April  23,  1975  ITA(A)  filed  an  alternative  proposal  before 
the  FPC  and  DOI.  This  "Stanfield  Alternative"  contemplated  the 
construction  of  a  high  pressure  (1680  psig),  30-inch  pipeline 
from  Kingsgate  to  a  point  near  Stanfield,  Oregon,  a  distance 
of  277  miles.  ITA(A)  alleged  that  from  Stanfield  they  could  utilize 
existing  pipeline  transmission  capacity  or  loop  existing  systems 
to  transport  their  contract  volumes  of  gas.  The  30-inch  pipeline 
would  parallel  PGT's  existing  36-inch  pipeline  system  and  would 
have  the  capacity  to  transport  at  least  1200  MMcf/d  of  gas. 

The  "Stanfield  Alternative"  would  be  extended  to  the  Nevada- 
California  border  only  if  the  volumes  of  gas  moving  to  Stanfield 
exceeded  1200  MMcf/d. 

At  the  recent  DOI  hearings  referred  to  above,  and  at  recent 
FPC  hearings  in  the  El  Paso  Alaska  proceedings,  ITA(A)  stated  its 
intention  to  file  a  new  proposal  which  is  a  "modified  Stanfield 
Alternative".  The  277  mile,  30-inch  pipeline  from  Kingsgate  to 
Stanfield  would  be  extended  an  additional  113  miles  from  Stanfield 
to  Rye  Valley,  Oregon.  The  pipeline  would  operate  at  1440  psig, 
instead  of  1680  psig,  to  be  compatible  with  the  delivery  pressure 
of  the  pipeline  to  be  built  by  Canadian  Arctic  Pipeline  Company,  Ltd 
to  Kingsgate.  The  pipeline  will  initially  carry  600  MMcf/d  of  gas. 
The  portion  of  the  pipeline  extending  from  Kingsgate  to  Stanfield 

7. 


ITA(A)  contends  that  the  remaining  200  MMcf/d  of  the  450 
MMcf/d  to  be  delivered  to  SoCal  would  be  delivered  to  Northwest's 
system  at  Rye  Valley,  Oregon  for  transportation  to  Ignacio, 

Colorado.  These  volumes  would  ultimately  be  transported  to  southern 

California  through  the  existing  system  of  El  Paso  Natural  Gas 
7/ 

Company  (El  Paso  Natural). - 

ITA(A)  intends  to  show  a  maximum  design  capacity  for  its 

"modified  Stanfield  Alternative"  of  1100  MMcf/d  from  Kingsgate 

to  Rye  Valley  and  from  Rye  Valley  to  a  delivery  point  at  Cajon, 

California.  However,  the  maximum  design  is  for  informational 

purposes  only  and  would  be  appropriate  only  if  future  additional 

volumes  of  gas  become  available,  and  existing  facilities  are  not 

adequate  to  transport  such  additional  volumes.  At  the  local  DOI 

hearings  in  Sacramento,  California  ITA(A)  stated  that  SoCal 

"...will  not  make  any  applications  for  related  new  intrastate 
transmission  pipeline  facilities  in  California  until 
natural  gas  volumes  approaching  800  MMcf/d  can  be  acquired 
from  new  sources  which  can  utilize  the  ITA(A)  system  to 
Southern  California.' 


7/  According  to  ITA(A),  El  Paso  Natural,  PGT  and  Northwest  are 
all  cooperating  and  working  out  the  details  for  the  delivery 
of  the  above-specified  volumes  of  gas  to  SoCal.  These 
entities  have  agreed  to  provide  the  technical  information 
necessary  for  the  preparation  of  ITA(A)'s  supplemental  filing. 
The  furnishing  of  this  information  by  El  Paso  Natural  does 
not  constitute  an  endorsement  of  the  Arctic  Gas  project. 
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IV. 

PGT * S  PROPOSALS  WILL  HAVE  A  LESS 

ADVERSE  IMPACT'  <5tf  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

THAN  ITA(A) 1 S  PROPOSAL 

A  reasonable  estimate  of  the  gas  supplies  which  will  be 
available  to  PG6E  and  SoCal  at  the  time  gas  begins  to  flow  from 
Prudhoe  Bay  and  Mackenzie  Delta  indicates  that  PGSE  will  receive 
approximately  200  MMcf/d  of  Alaskan  gas,  and  SoCal  will  receive 
approximately  400-450  MMcf/d  of  Alaskan  gas.  Assuming  Northwest 
Alaska  is  able  to  secure  150  MMcf/d  of  Alaskan  gas  for  delivery 
into  Northwest's  system,  approximately  800  MMcf/d  of  Alaskan  gas 
would  leave  Kingsgate  for  delivery  to  the  western  portion  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  submitted  that  the  recent  report  by  the  NEB 
on  Canadian  natural  gas  supply  and  requirements  makes  it  very 
unlikely  that  any  Mackenzie  Delta  gas  will  enter  the  United  States 
in  the  early  1980's.  Consequently,  DPI  should  make  some  analysis  in 
its  FEIS  as  to  the  effect  of  the  NEB  Report  on  the  supply  and 

requirement  figures  presently  set  forth  in  the  DEIS. 

Based  on  a  deliverability  figure  of  800  MMcf/d  of  Alaskan 
gas,  California  does  not  believe  that  the  circumstances  justify 
the  issuance  of  permits  for  both  PGT's  system  and  ITA(A)'s  system. 
Further,  California's  believes  that  the  alternatives  proposed  by 
PGT  and  PGSE  offer  the  more  reasonable  and  less  environmentally 

10. 


disruptive  method  of  transporting  the  above-specified  volumes 
of  gas  to  the  western  portions  of  the  United  States.  First,  each 
of  PGT-PGSE'6  above-described  alternatives  would  use  existing 
rights-of-way  except  for  a  relatively  small  section  around  the 
John  Day  River  area  in  north  central  Oregon.  The  "1180"  and  "1580" 
alternatives  would  use  existing  compressor  station  properties 
and  would  utilize  the  existing  36  inch  pipeline  at  various  major 
river  crossings.  These  alternative  designs  would  also  allow  for 
expansion  in  progressive  stages  to  conform  to  delivery  requirements 
as  additional  gas  supplies  became  available.  Finally,  the  com¬ 
patibility  of  design  between  PGT's  existing  facilities  and  its 
proposed  facilities  minimizes  the  reduction  in  throughput  in  the 
event  of  an  outage  on  one  of  the  pipelines. 

On  the  other  hand,  even  assuming  the  adoption  of  ITA(A)’s 
"modified  Stanfield  Alternative",  without  any  extension  of  its 
facilities  beyond  Rye  Valley,  Oregon,  ITA(A)  would  still  need 
new  rights-of-way  covering  390  miles.  PGT,  on  the  other  hand, 
would  need  new  rights  of  way  covering  approximately  21.4  miles. 

The  Mineral  Lands  Leasing  Act  of  1920,  as  amended  in  1972,  30  USCA 
Section  185  (p)  provides  as  follows: 
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"In  order  to  minimize  adverse  environmental  impacts  and 
the  proliferation  of  separate  rights-of-way  across  Federal 
lands,  the  utilization  of  rights-of-way  in  common  shal^ 
be  required  to  the  extent  practical ...  '* 

The  adoption  of  ITA(A)'s  "modified  Stanfield  Alternative"  will 
not  in  any  way  lessen  the  need  for  PGT  and  PGSE  to  use  existing 
and  new  rights  of  way  in  Idaho,  Washington,  Oregon  and  California 
to  build  their  facilities.  As  stated  above,  ITA(A)'s  'modified 
Stanfield  Alternative"  contemplates  the  use  of  PGT's  facilities 
to  transport  250  MMcf/d  to  SoCal 's  facilities  in  Southern 
California.  To  transport  these  volumes  of  gas,  as  well  as 
PGSE' s  200  MMcf/d,  PGT  would  have  to  expand  its  facilities 
between  Kingsgate  and  the  Oregon-California  border.  PGSE  would 
also  have  to  modify  its  facilities  within  California  to  transport 
gas  from  Antioch  to  SoCal 's  distribution  facilities  in  southern 
California.  In  this  respect  attention  is  called  to  page  7  of 
the  FPC  Staff's  comments  of  September  29,  1975  on  the  subject 
DEIS: 
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The  alternative  discussion  of  the  pipeline  route  from 
Antioch  (San  Francisco  area)  to  Cajon  (Los  Angeles 
area),  California  through  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  as 
found  on  page  IV- 841,  should  be  expanded  to  include  a 
more  detailed  discussion  of  the  route,  particularly  the 
fact  that  it  makes  maximum  use  of  existing  rights-of- 
way.  It  is  the  FPC's  staff  view  that  this  alternative 
route  would  extend  due  south  from  Antioch  Terminal  to 
Brentwood  Terminal  where  it  would  meet  an  existing  26- 
lnch  Standard  Pacific  Gas  Line,  Inc.  (StanPac)  pipeline 
right-of-way.  The  proposed  route  would  follow  along 
this  StanPac  right-of-way  to  Panoche  Junction  where  it 
would  pick  up  two  34-inch  PGSE  pipeline  rights-of-way. 

The  proposed- route  would  follow  the  PGSE  rights-of-way 
to  Bakersfield  where  it  would  pick  up  a  34-inch  Pacific 
Lighting  Service  Company  (PLS)  pipeline  right-of-way 
which  extends  south-southeast  to  Quigley  Canvon  Station. 
Subsequent  gas  delivery  to  the  Los  Angeles  area  could 
then  be  made  from  Quigley  Station.  If  it  would  be 
necessary  to  hook  up  the  proposed  pipeline  to  Cajon, 
the  route  could  continue  on  from  Quigley  Station  and 
follow  an  existing  PLS  30-inch  pipeline  right-of-way  to 
the  Cajon  area." 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  future  gas  supply  shortages 
within  southern  California  may  necessitate  the  transportation 
of  natural  gas  from  northern  California  to  southern  California 
even  before  Alaskan  gas  begins  to  flow  to  the  lower  48  states. 
Sufficient  interconnections  currently  exist  to  accomodate  such 
an  exigency.  (see  CPUC  Case  No.  9642). 

It  is  submitted  that  the  expansion  of  the  existing  PGT- 
PG6E  system  by  looping  and  the  addition  of  compression  could 
easily  accommodate  the  reasonably  expected  volumes  of  gas  to 
be  delivered  to  PGSE,  SoCal  and  Northwest.  At  the  present 
time  PGT's  existing  line  transports  up  to  152  MMcf/d  of  gas 
for  Northwest  to  20  delivery  points  in  Idaho,  Washington  and 
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Oregon.—  The  present  line  could  be  looped  to  accommodate  the 
150  MMcf/d  of  Alaskan  gas  to  be  received  by  Northwest  from 
Northwest  Alaska.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Canadian 
export  permits  for  the  152  MMcf/d  of  gas  presently  transported 
by  PGT  to  Northwest  expire  in  1991.  Based  on  present  Canadian 
forecasts  of  supply  and  requirements,  there  is  a  definite 
possibility  that  these  permits  would  not  be  renewed.  If 
this  occurs,  there  would  be  idle  capacity  in  PGT's  existing 
line  which  could  be  filled  by  Northwest's  Alaska  gas. 

Again,  PGT  and  PGSE  could  transport  SoCal's  ‘♦00-450 
MMcf/d  of  gas  and  PGT's  200  MMcf/d  of  gas  by  looping  and  by 
the  addition  of  compression.  As  PGT  has  stated,  its  "1580" 
Design  can  be  expanded,  with  the  addition  of  compression,  to 
accommodate  up  to  1100  MMcf/d  of  gas. 

Finally,  PGT  has  the  experience  in  the  territorial  areas 
involved  herein  and  can  draw  upon  this  experience  to  assure 
that  the  facilities  to  be  built  from  Idaho  extending  through 
California  will  have  as  little  adverse  environmental  impact 
as  possible. 


8/  At  pages  6  and  7  of  Volume  IV  of  the  DLIS  reference 
is  made  to  deliveries  by  PGT  to  £1  Paso  Natural  Gas 
Company.  The  system  previously  owned  by  El  Paso  is 
presently  owned  by  .Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation. 
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III. 

THE  ALTERNATIVE  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 

PROPOSED  BY  EL  PASO  ALASKA  COMPANY 
The  DEIS  presents  a  somewhat  abbreviated  analysis  of 
the  major  alternative  system  proposed  by  El  Paso  Alaska 
Company  (El  Paso  Alaska)  and  Western  LNG  Terminal  Company 
(Western  Terminal)  to  transport  Prudhoe  Bay  reserves  to  the 
lower  48  states  (Volume  VI,  Section  8.2).  Since  El  Paso 
Alaska  has  not  filed  any  applications  with  DOI  for  right-of- 
way  permits,  DOI  apparently  considers  itself  under  no  obligation 
to  make  as  detailed  an  analysis  of  the  El  Paso  Alaska  project 
as  it  made  for  the  Arctic  Gas  project.  The  FPC  staff 
recently  announced  its  intention  to  adopt  partially  DOI's 
DEIS  for  the  Arctic  Gas  system  and  to  conduct  its  own  environmenta] 
analysis  of  the  proposals  sponsored  by  El  Paso  Alaska  and 
Western  Terminal.  Based  on  recent  testimony  before  the  FPC 
in  the  El  Paso  Alaska  proceeding,  the  FPC  staff  hopes  to 
issue  its  DEIS  sometime  in  November,  1975. 

At  the  present  time  California  has  made  no  determination 
whether  the  Arctic  Gas  system  is  preferable  to  the  El  Paso 
Alaska  system  or  vice  versa  from  an  environmental  or  safety 
standpoint.  California  will  await  the  FPC  staff's  detailed 
environmental  analysis  of  the  El  Paso  Alaska  and  Western 
Terminal  proposals  before  making  any  conclusions  as  to  which 
of  the  competing  proposals  is  less  disruptive  to  the  environment. 

In  addition,  California  urges  that  DOI  postpone  the  issuance  ^ 
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of  its  FEIS,  until  it  has  analyzed  the  FPC  staff's  DEIS  with 
respect  to  the  El  Paso  Alaska  and  Western  Tert^nal  projects 
and  the  comments  of  the  interested  parties  cr.  the  FPC  staff's 
DEIS. 


CONCLUSION 

California  respectfully  requests  that  the  DOI  give 
careful  attention  to  the  comments  submitted  het-ein,  as  well 
as  to  the  comments  of  other  parties  and  the  TrZ  staff's  DEIS 
with  respect  to  the  El  Paso  Alaska  proceeding,  an  preparing 
its  FEIS  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System. 


Respectfull:  submitted, 
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^  jT  Calvin'  Simps'^  '  ^  ' 
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rede rick  E.  John 


Attorneys  fer  the  People  of 
the  State  of  California  and 
the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
of  the  State  of  California 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  State  of  California, 
Public  Utilities  Commission 
dated  October  22,  1975 


1.  The  alternative  of  one  line  extending  from  Kingsgate.  British 
Columbia  to  Quigley  Station,  California  via  Antioch,  Calif¬ 
ornia  has  been  expanded  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  beginning 
on  page  410. 

2.  The  Alternatives  section  was  rewritten,  (see  pages  357- 
359  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume). 

3.  The  final  EIS  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this  new  filing 
with  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  This  information  is 
found  in  the  Los  Angeles  portion  of  the  EIS  beginning  on 
page  2. 

4.  As  stated  on  page  5  in  the  Overview  Volume,  presently  there  are 

no  projections  of  Canadian  exports,  and  there  is  little  probability 
of  any  in  the  near  future. 

5.  The  alternative  discussion  of  the  pipeline  route  from  Antioch 
to  Cajon  has  been  expanded  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  410. 

6.  The  Final  EIS,  Alternatives  Volume,  contains  a  more  detailed  and 
extensive  analysis  of  the  several  alternative  routes,  including 
the  LNG  tanker  route  to  southern  California,  than  was  in  the 
Draft  EIS.  Table  8. 2. 7-3  in  the  Alternatives  Volume  and  Table 
8.0V. 3-1  in  the  Overview  Volume  graphically  compare  the  various 
alternatives  in  summary  form. 

7.  The  FPC  staff’s  FEIS  will  be  released  within  4  weeks  of  the  DOI 
FEIS,  therefore  delaying  the  release  of  the  DOI  FEIS  was  not 
considered  necessary 


October  22,  1975 
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REGIONAL  WATER  QUALITY  CONTROL  BOARD 


INTKKNAI.  MEMO 


TO:  Hr.  Robert  H.  Lewie,  Chief _  FROM: 

Division  of  Planning  and  Research 

■At.tm  Mr.  George  Her«h 


DATE: - September  15,  1975 _  SIGNATURE: 

SUBJECT:  ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 
SCH  #75080531 


ROY  C.  SAMPSON 


.EXECUTIVE  OFEICER 


B*  ?*”  rl1!?!'1  the  ab?Je  proJect  E-I-H-  P™J«t  portions  within  the  Lahontan  t 

Region  of  California  will  require  a  report  of  waste  discharge  to  be  filed  with 
the  Regional  Board  for  stream  crossings  and  sewage  disposal  facilities.  Precise 
plans  of  construction  for  perennial  stream  crossings  will  be  necessary  in  all 
instances.  In  addition,  the  sewage  facilities  serving  the  compressor  station 
*equ?rem^ts  a"d  malnte'la,'ce  station  in  Victorville  must  have  waste  discharge 

We  would  like  to  see  more  information  on  the  chilling  facilities  at  the  compressor 
stations  presented  in  the  E.I.R.  to  determine  whether  fluid  is  used  for  coding 
and  whether  a  waste  fluid  is  discharged  from  the  chilling  facilities.  Impacts 
01  such  a  discharge  would  require  assessment  in  the  E.I.R. 

Otherwise,  we  find  the  report  generally  complete  in  its  assessment.  If  you 
have  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  contact  William  Davis  or 
John  Baker  at  (916)  544-3481. 

cc:  Mr.  Roman  Koenigs  1/ 

ELS  Task  Force 
Dept,  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


<9161  445-5656 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  California  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
dated  September  15,  1975 


THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  OF  CALIFORNIA 

SACRAMENTO.  CALIFORNIA 

NOV  2  i  1975 


1.  Waste  discharge  requirements  will  be  covered  by  stipula¬ 
tions  requiring  the  Applicants  to  coordinate  with  the  appro¬ 
priate  state  agencies  in  order  to  comply  with  all  state 
requirements. 

2.  Information  on  chilling  facilities  at  the  compressor  stations 
can  be  found  on  page  9  of  the  Overview  Volume.  The  refrig¬ 
eration  systems  will  use  propane  as  a  refrigerant,  or  the 
gas  will  be  cooled  by  air  exchange  coolers. 


Mr.  Roman  Koenigs 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.  C.  202^0 

Dear  Mr.  Koenigs: 

The  State  of  California  has  reviewed  the  "Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System", 
dated  June  1975,  which  was  submitted  to  the  Office  of  Planning 
and  Research  (State  Clearinghouse)  in  the  Governor's  Office  in 
accordance  with  Part  II  cf  the  U.  S.  Office  of  Management  and 
Budget  Circular  A-95  and  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

of  1969. 

The  State's  review  was  coordinated  with  the  Departments  of 
Conservation,  Fish  and  Game,  Food  and  Agriculture,  Transpor¬ 
tation,  Health,  Navigation  and  Ocean  Development,  Parks  and 
Recreation,  and  V.'ater  Resources;  the  Division  of  State  Lands; 
the  State  Water  Resources  Control  Board;  the  Air  Resources  3oard; 
the  Solid  Waste  Management  Board;  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Conserva¬ 
tion  and  Development  Commission;  the  California  Coastal  Zone 
Conservation  Commission;  The  Reclamation  Board;  and  the  Energy 
Resources  Conservation  and  Development  Commission.  Our  comments 
on  the  draft  statement  are  set  forth  below. 


GENERAL  COMMENTS  AND  CONCERNS 

The  State  of  California  is  well  aware  of  the  critical  problem  of 
the  State's  near-term  gas  shortage  and  considers  the  future  of 
natural  gas  development  to  be  of  the  highest  priority.  Every 
effort  must  be  made  to  meet  the  shortage  but  not  without  giving 
full  consideration  to  all  policy  options.  Some  of  these  options 
are  development  of  alternative  energy  sources  and  energy 
conservation. 
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Mr.  Roman  Koenigs 
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Mr.  Roman  Koenigs 
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The  present  supDlies  of  natural  gas  in  and  to  California  will 
continue  to  decline.  It  is  essential,  then,  that  federal  policy 
makers  and/or  Congress,  reach  an  early  decision  on  a  natural  gas 
transportation  route  and  system.  California  urges  delivery  oi 
North  Slope  gas  at  the  earliest  possible  date  to  supplement  the 
declining  sources. 

The  State  of  California  finds  it  difficult  to  review  major  energy 
proposals  indeoendent  of  any  federal  energy  policy  or  any  apoarent 
concerted  effort  by  one  federal  agency  to  relate  its  own  proposals 
to  energy  facilities  proposed  by  other  agencies.  Examples  are 

(1)  development  of  geothermal  resources  on  California  lands; 

(2)  leases  of  outer  continental  shelf  for  oil  production;  (3)  trans¬ 
portation  of  liquefied  natural  gas  (LNG)  into  California:  (4)  use 

of  coal  and  oil  shales  in  other  stat'#  that  would  serve  California  s 
energy  needs;  and  others. 

The  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  is  one  of  two  propos-  ■ 

-  '  <*-- •  —  »  1  ~  -’--V  *-/>  *-Wo  H 

United  States,  tne  other  oelng  a  pioeiine  across  .iasxa  ait.,  a  —*•  I  / 
tanker  route  to  Southern  California.  The  EIS  contains  little,  ii 
any,  discussion  of  this  major  alternative  proposal  by  El  Paso  ■ 

Natural  Gas  Cc.  which  is  yet  to  be  formally  considered  Dy  the  State. 

The  Statement  does  not  adequately  take  into  account  gasification  B 
projects  in  Northern  New  Mexico  and  imports  of  LNG  from  Indonesia.  ■ 
Eoth  of  these  projects  are  proposed  by  the  same  parent  company  B 

that  would  build  the  Arctic  facility.  £ 

The  State  recognizes  the  impending  need  for  additional  supplies  of 
natural  as  for  both  California  and  the  remainder  of  our  nation. 

The  State  is  most  willing  bo  work  with  appropriate  federal  author¬ 
ities  to  determine  the  best  route  and  system  for  transporting  that 
_y t  and  re  energy  issues  of  common  concern. 

But  this  can  be  done  only  if  all  possible  options  are  presented 
for  discussion  as  part  of  the  pipeline  proposal. 

The  State  would  like  to  suggest  that  in  order  to  resolve  this 
problem,  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of  x.and  Management,  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  and  the  State  join  in  a  series  of^ 
federal-state  hearings  ana  decision-making  meetings  in  California 
to  consider  all  proposed  natural  gas  facilities,  once  the  full^ 
facts  on  each  are  known.  It  would  appear  that  this  same  situation 
also  exists  on  a  national  basis. 

The  State  recommends  that  the  final  environmental  impact  statement 
(EI3)  respond  to  the  concerns  and  include  the  views  as  set  forth 
in  these  comments.  Because  of  tne  concerns  expressed  below,  we 
will  defer  expression  of  our  final  views  on  all  issues  until  such 
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time  as  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  is  filed  under 
the  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1909* 
and  the  alternative  proposals  are  fully  explored.  It  Is  hoped 
that  considerably  more  data  will  be  available  on  which  to  base 
our  final  position  on  this  and  related  matters. 


SIGNIFICANT  ISSUES 

1.  Inadequate  information  concerning  water  quality  and 
mitigation  measures. 

2.  Inadequate  Information  relative  to  fish  and  wildlife. 

3.  Inadequate  discussion  and  evaluation  of  feasible  r.aior 
competing  systems,  i.e.,  LNG  (liquefied  natural  gas)  by 
the  large  transportation  ships. 

4.  Inadequate  discussion  of  secondary  impacts  of  the 
proposed  project. 

5.  Inadequate  description  of  the  pipeline  rights-of-way. 

6.  Inadequate  discussion  of  seismic  activity  and  other 
geologic  hazards. 

7.  Inadequate  discussion  of  health  dangers  and  proposed 
mitigation  measures. 

8.  Inadequate  description  of  alternative  routes  within 
California  with  regard  to  the  environmental  setting 
and  potential  impacts. 

DETAIL  COMMENTS 

Following  are  more  detailed  comments  as  provided  by  state  organi¬ 
zations  and/or  by  specific  subjects. 

Energy  Resources  Conservation  ana  Development  Commission  Comments 

The  Energy  Commission  views  the  Draft  EIS  as  a  document  that  can 

help  answer  the  following  questions: 

1.  Is  the  project  needed? 

2.  What  are  alternatives  to  the  pipeline  Itself? 

3.  What  are  alternative  routes  the  pipeline  may  take? 
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Is  the  project  needed? 

Little  doubt  remains  regarding  the  need  for  additional  supply. 

Ca* 1 2 3  i  i'omia  will  be  deoendent  upon  external  sources  Oj.  natural 
gas  since  Me  can  provide  only  23  percent  of  our  total  demand. 

Yfoat  are  alternatives  to  the  pipeline? 

The  Draft  EIS  is  inadequate  In  Its  discussion  of  feasible  alter¬ 
natives  to  the  pipeline.  The  transport  of  Alaskan  natural  gas 
via  an  LNG  system  was  barely  mentioned.  A  report  from  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  entitled,  Alaskan  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  Systems,  iconcnic  ana  R-Sk  analysis.  Conclusions 
and  Results",  cc  e  two  systems  economically,  ou„  ala  no, 

present  any  material  regarding  public  health  and  safety,  environ¬ 
mental,  or  social  factors. 

r'nnsprvatlor  will  obviously  not  serve  as  an  alternative  to  the 
entire  oroject.  Some  assessments  should  be  made  regarding  what 
percentage” of  estimated  supply,  if  any,  can  be  replaced  or 
stored  as  a  result  of  several  levels  of  conservation  metnods. 

What  are  alternative  routes  the  pipeline  may  take? 

The  Draft  EIS  mentions  a  limited  number  of  alternative  routes 
within  California.  The  alternatives  mentioned  in  the  report  a. e 
not  adequately  descrioed  with  regard  to  tne  environmental  setting 
and  potential  impacts. 

Ansv.ering  the  three  questions  stated  above  will  require  the 
following  data: 

-  Discuss  the  comparisions  between  pipeline  transport 
of  Alaska  natural  gas  and  LUG  transport.  The 
economic  questions  have  beer,  addressed  in  a 
separate  report,  but  the  health,  safety,  environ¬ 
mental,  and  social  questions  remain  unanswered. 

Also  address  tne  impacts  of  the  -otax  flow  o.  ;as 
through  California  that  each  of  these  alternatives 
represents . 

Since  LNG  represents  the  most  viable  alternative  to 
the  pioeline,  -he  opinions,  actions,  and  comments 
of  Involved  agencies  should  be  based  on  something 
more  than  the  cursory  comments  in  the  Draft  EIS. 
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-  Discuss  the  effects  that  short  and  long-term  con¬ 
servation  methods  (administered,  regulatory,  and 
voluntary)  will  have  on  the  project.  ’.That  is  the 
relationship  of  each  of  the  conservation  methods  to 
total  demand?  What  is  the  relationship  of  demand 
(as  affected  by  conservation  methods)  to  supply? 

-  Describe  the  alternative  routes  within  California 
In  the  same  level  of  detail  as  the  proposed  route. 
Give  equal  consideration  to  the  setting  and  potential 
impacts  of  each  route  so  that  a  fair  comparison  can 
be  made.  Also,  include  a  map  or  description  of  all 
electrical  generating  facilities  impacted  by  the 
proposed  and  alternative  routes. 

-  Since  recent  developments  have  altered  the  appearance 
of  the  project  within  California,  comprehensive 
information  regarding  the  description  of  the  new 
proposal  and  its  environmental,  social  and  economic 
impacts  are  needed.  Should  existing  pipeline  systems 
be  considered  in  any  new  alternatives,  describe  their 
current  use  and  the  impacts  of  their  use  for  natural 
gas  transportation.  If  a  current  use  will  be  dis¬ 
placed,  discuss  any  actions,  facilities,  etc.  needed 
to  accommodate  continuation  of  the  displaced  use. 
also  include  the  effects  of  discontinuing  any 
displaced  uses. 

-  Will  gas  currently  being  supplied  to  California  from 
the  Southwestern  states  be  displaced  by  more 
expensive  Alaskan  gas?  If  so,  what  effect  will  this 
have  on  California  ratepayers? 

-  What  impacts  will  FPC  curtailment  policies  have  on 
California's  natural  gas  supply? 


Water  duality  Concerns 

The  draft  statement  identifies  many  potential  adverse  effects 
on  the  quality  of  surface  waters  in  the  State  of  California. 

Most  of  these  effects  should  be  reduced  or  avoided  by  proper 
attention  to  construction  practices  suited  to  the  local  terrain, 
but  the  statement  is  general  and,  in  some  places,  vague  in  its 
description  of  construction  and  operation  near  rivers,  streams, 
and  other  bodies  of  water. 


116 


Mr.  Roman  Koenigs 


-6- 


Mr.  Roman  Koenigs 


-7- 


l;0V  2  j  1975 


li'jv  ill  W7S 


Disturbances  of  streams  and  rivers  are  described  as  short-term 
and  as  leaving  no  permanent  effects.  If  such  short-term  distur¬ 
bances  within  stream  beds  occur  over  a  period  of  several  weeks, 
it  may  become  necessary  to  adopt  waste  discharge  requirements  in 
order  to  protect  beneficial  uses.  As  described  in  the  draft 
statement,  release  of  fluid  from  hydrostatic  testing  may  result 
in  discharge  of  significant  amounts  of  pollutants  directly  to 
surface  waters.  Such  releases  may  be  considered  as  point  source 
discharges  requiring  National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination 
System  (NPDES)  permits. 

Stream  crossings  and  sewage  disposal  facilities  associated  with 
compressor  and  maintenance  stations  will  require  reports  of 
waste  discharge  to  be  filed  with  the  aporopriate  California 
Regional  V/ater  Quality  Control  Board.  Precise  plans  for  peren¬ 
nial  stream  crossings  will  be  necessary  for  assessment  and 
approval . 

A  more  complete  description  of  the  chilling  facilities  at 
compressor  stations  should  be  presented  to  indicate  the  type  of 
process  used  and  whether  a  waste  fluid  i3  discharged  from  the 
process.  Impacts  of  any  such  discharge  would  require  description 
in  the  environmental  statement. 

The  draft  statement  claims  that,  with  proper  precautionary 
measures,  the  adverse  effects  on  water  quality  can  be  greatly 
limited.  No  specific  measures  are  described  in  the  statement 
to  show  how  this  would  be  accomplished  or  what  residual  impacts 
would  exist  after  all  appropriate  precautionary  measures  had  been 
employed. 

A  more  soeclfic  discussion  of  mitigation  measures  and  residual 
impacts  should  be  included,  preferably  with  a  table  indicating 
the  most  probably  sites  for  each  type  of  problem  by  cross 
reference  to  the  strip  maps. 
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Fish  and  Wildlife  Concerns 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  reviewed  the  statement  and  finds 

it  inadequate  in  the  following  areas: 

1.  The  discussion  in  the  Environmental  Setting  section  regarding 
plant  and  animal  species  found  within  the  proposes  route 
corridor  is  too  broad  in  scope.  As  a  result,  it  is  extremely 
difficult  to  ascertain  which  species  are  found  in  California 
relative  to  determining  which  species  will  be  affected  and  to 
what  degree. 

2.  The  description  of  the  proposed  route  is  much  too  vague  to 
specifically  assess  the  project's  Impact  on  fish  ana  wildlife 
resources. 

3.  Information  provided  on  pages  IV  -  1283  and  VI  -  1284 
concerning  tule  elk  is  inaccurate  in  that  this  species 
does  spend  time  within  mountain  areas.  The  herd  currently 
(August  1975  census)  consists  of  about  400  animals. 

4.  Desert  Bighorn  should  be  shown  as  also  occurring  within  the 
Inyo  and  White  Mountains. 

5.  Discussions  of  the  location  of  tule  elk  calving  grounds  for 
the  Bishop,  Tinemaha,  Independence  and  Lone  Pine  herds  should 
be  included  so  that  project  impacts  to  these  critical  habitat 
areas  can  be  adequately  evaluated. 
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6.  A  more  thorough  discussion  of  the  range  of  the  endangered 
Mohave  ground  squirrel  and  the  kit  fox  within  the  project's 
area  of  influence  should  be  included.  In  addition,  the 
threatened  Paiute  cutthroat  trout  (CSalmo  clar.ol  seler. iris) 
and  the  Inyo  black  toad  (Bufo  exsul)  «ere  not  even  mentioned 
and  should  be  included. 


The  discussion  of  imoacts  associated  with  the  tanker  transported 
LNG  alternative  is  fragmentary  and  poorly  edited.  Frequent 
typographical  errors  and  errors  In  the  taole  of. contents  for 
this  section  decrease  its  usefulness.  The  assessment  of  the 
effects  of  major  LNG  spills  should  be  extended  to  cover  true 
worst  case  incidents,  that  is,  combinations  of  soill  volume, 
season,  location,  and  associated  weather  conditions  which  would 
create  the  largest  reasonably  predictable  damage.  .  Specific 
attention  should  be  given  to  problems  associated  with  increased 
ship  traffic  off  the  California  coast  and  the  effects  of  massive 
LNG  spills  accompanied  by  ignition  in  the  transhipment  ports. 
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7.  Re vegetation  of  the  pipeline  route  as  discussed  on  Page  IV  - 
1421  should  involve  only  native  plant  species  indigenous  to 
the  area  and  having  benefit  to  wildlife.  Use  cf  exotics 
provides  very  little  benefit  to  wildlife  and  unless  this 
type  of  vegetation  is  maintained  by  an  adequate  watering 
program,  it  will  oe  rapidly  displaced  oy  less  desirable 
native  plant  species  which  have  little  wildlife  value. 

8.  Page  IV  -  1920  mentions  the  formulation  of  a  "...technical 
*  ••  interdisciplinary  team  to  analyze  specific  environmental 

information  ana  make  recommendations  as  to  preferred  route 
locations."  The  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
should  be  represented  on  the  team. 
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9.  The  report  did  not  specify  what  specific  mitigation  measures 
would  be  taken  to  compensate  for  the  project's  adverse 
impacts  on  the  State's  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  The 
report  should  be  amended  to  include  a  description  of  the 
mitigation  measures  that  would  be  implemented  to  compensate 
for  these  losses. 

The  proposed  transportation  route  will  result  in  significant 
impacts  to  fish  and  wildlife  resources.  If  this  "Gas  Transpor¬ 
tation  System"  is  adopted,  the  State  would  recommend  that  the 
alternate  route  as  proposed  by  the  U.  S.  Forest  Service  (Page  IV- 
1928)  be  implemented.  This  route  would  pass  through  Montgomery 
Pass  in  Nevada  and  would  then  parallel  Highway  6  to  Bishop  and 
then  Highway  14  through  Inyo  County.  Adoption  of  this  route  would 
avoid  significant  impact  on  populations  of  the  rare  Inyo  black 
toad,  populations  of  the  threatened  Paiute  cutthroat  trout,  tule 
elk  calving  grounds,  critical  wildlife  watering  sources,  deer 
summer  range  and  would  eliminate  the  need  to  place  a  road  within 
an  area  currently  designated  as  roadless. 

As  we  understand  this  project,  it  only  involves  the  selection  of 
a  pipeline  route  for  inland  conveyance  of  natural  gas  from 
Alaska  to  California  distribution  points.  Another  method  of 
achieving  the  same  objective  Is  also  being  studied  by  others  and 
involves  the  use  of  liquefied  natural  gas  transport  ships  with 
associated  coastal  berthing  facilities  at  either  Point  Conception, 
Port  Hueneme  or  Terminal  Island.  We  believe  the  transportation  of 
liquefied  natural  gas  by  large  transport  ships  could  pose  a 
serious  threat  to  California's  marine  resources. 

Department  of  Fish  and  Game  personnel  are  available  to  discuss 
with  the  project  sponsor  our  concerns  and  reasonable  fish  and 
wildlife  compensation  measures  that  could  be  implemented  con¬ 
currently  with  the  project.  Please  contact  E.  C.  Fullerton, 
Director,  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  I4l6  Ninth  Street, 
Sacramento,  California  95814  (916-445-3535)  if  a  meeting  is 

desired. 


Air  Resources  Concerns 


The  EIS  needs,  therefore,  to  analyze,  as  required  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  ACT  (?EPA),  the  secondary  conse¬ 
quences  of  the  nroposed  pipeline.  Furthermore,  the  EIS  would 
be  improved  if  It  included  an  evaluation  of  the  '  gro\-fth-Inducin m 
impact  of  the  proposed  action"  as  is  required  In  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  of  1970  (CEQA). 

The  natural  gas  supoly  deficiencies  and  demand  forecasts  presented 
in  the  EIS  are  based  on  the  assumption  of  continued  population  and 
Industrial  growth  and  a  correspond ing  decline  in  existing  sources 
of  natural  gas.  This  basis  needs  to  be  considered  carefully.  If 
energy  independence  ^  to  be  achieved,  wasteful  uses  of  energy 
must  be  eliminated.  We  must  avoid  past  pitfalls  and  change  the 
way  we  grow  by  living  within  our  carrying  caoacity  through  planned 
growth  and  development.  The  emphasis  should  not  be  entirely  on 
finding  and  developing  new  sources  of  energy.  Supplying  more 
energy  now  may  eventually  lead  to  later  and  more  severe  energy, 
economic,  or  air  quality  problems.  Efforts  and  incentives  to 
conserve  and  more  efficiently  utilize  our  existing  energy  supplies 
need  to  be  developed  and  implemented. 

It  needs  to  be  realized  that  our  energy,  economic,  and  environ¬ 
mental  problems  stem  from  the  same  source  --  our  present  patterns 
of  population  growth  and  development.  It  Is  our  current  growth 
patterns  and  trends  that  constitute  the  interrelationship  between 
energy  shortages,  economic  chaos,  and  unhealth  air  quality. 
Curtailment  of  natural  gas  supplies,  for  example,  would  and  does 
have  a  direct  effect  on  industrial  slow-downs  or  shut-downs  and 
lay-offs.  Excesses  of  natural  gas  (energy)  on  the  otr.er  hand 
perpetuate  our  present  growth  patterns  and  life  styles  which 
currently  waste  our  natural  and  energy  resources.  The  serious  air 
pollution  health  problems  now  being  experienced  in  both  of  the 
California  pipeline  terminal  areas  can  be  easily  traced  to  previous 
urban  and  suburban  growtn  patterns.  These  urban  sprawl"  patterns 
have  resulted  in  the  present  reliance  on  motor  vehicles  for  trans¬ 
portation  in  the  two  California  market  areas.  Supply  of  natural 
gas  (energy)  to  these  areas  would  further  encourage  the  present 
development  trends.  Availability  or  shortages  of  energy  signifi¬ 
cantly  Influences  how  efficiently  it  13  wasted  or  used.  The 
proposed  project  would  make  more  energy  available  and  thereby 
removes  a  major  constraint  to  further  growth  and  development. 


The  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  does  not  address  ade¬ 
quately  the  secondary  impact  of  the  proposed  project.  Secondary 
impacts,  in  contrast  to  the  direct  impact  of  construction  and 
operation  of  the  prqject,  include  the  environmental  effects  .  . 

resulting  from  indirect  or  induced  changes  in  population  and 
economic  growth,  and  land  use.  The  EIS  fails  to  determine  the 
secondary  Impact  of  supplying  this  enormous  amount  of  natural  gas 
to  the  California  market  area. 


Conservation  measures  need  to  be  integrated  Into  this  new  energy 
.  spurpe .  It  is  therefore,  that  the  ill  determine  what 

-4 ffecV  the' '"2 .'4'  bc’f/d  of  gas  will' have  on  population  growth 
■•••patterns  and  .industrial  development.  -  - 
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State  Lands  Division  Concerns 

The  State  Lands  Division  offers  the  following  comments  on  the 
subject  EIS  for  portions  of  the  proposed  project  within  California. 


1.  That  portion  of  the  pipeline  which  terminates  in  Antioch, 
Contra  Costa  County,  crosses  portions  of  the  Sacramento 
and  San  Joaquin  Rivers;  both  of  which  are  under  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  State  Lands  Commission.  Portions  of  these 
rivers  have  been  found  to  contain  significant  environ¬ 
mental  values  as  required  by  Section  6370,  et.  sea.,  of 
the  California  Public  Resources  Code.  The  report  does 
not  contain  any  adequate  discussion  of  the  impacts  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  crossings  of  each  river  and  lake. 

2.  That  portion  of  the  pipeline  which  terminates  at  Cajon, 

San  Bernardino  County,  appears  to  cross  a  portion  of  Owens 
Lake  which  is  under  jurisdiction  of  the  State  Lands 
Commission.  In  addition,  the  pipeline  appears  to  cross  a 
portion  of  the  Owens  River,  which  is  under  jurisdiction 

of  the  State  Lands  Commission  and  contains  significant 
environmental  values  under  Section  6370. 

3.  Additionally,  the  pipeline  crosses  many  small  creeks  and 
other  waterways  which  may  be  navigable  and  subject  to  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction. 

4.  The  pipeline  right  of  way  is  not  accurately  described  in 
the  report.  The  Antioch  pipeline  appears  to  traverse  at 
least  15  townships,  and  the  Cajon  pipeline  30  townships, 
in  which  the  State  has  an  interest  in  unsold  school  lands; 
however,  we  are  unable  to  determine  which  sections  within 
the  townships  the  pipeline  crosses.  Additionally,  most  of 
the  school  lands  in  these  townships  have  been  identified 
as  containing  significant  environmental  values. 

5.  Inasmuch  as  the  EIS  does  not  adequately  describe  the  pipe¬ 
line  right  of  way,  the  Division  cannot  accurately  determine 
the  environmental  considerations  that  necessarily  need  to 
be  met  before  the  State  Lands  Commission  could  act  on  the 
pipeline  project.  This  report  is  not  in  a  form  that  the 
Commission  could  adopt  as  its  own  in  lieu  of  an  Environ¬ 
mental  Impac.t  Report  (14  Cal.  Adm.  Code  Section  15063). 
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Seismic  and  Geologic  Concerns 

The  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  finds  that  the  report 
is  not  adequate,  because  the  potential  effect  to  the  environment 
and  to  the  facility  due  to  failure  of  the  pipeline  as  a  result  of 
seismic  activity  and  other  geologic  hazards  is  not  clearly  stated. 

The  pipeline  passes  through  major  rivers,  steep  slopes,  flood 
plains,  and  through  seismic  zones  which  range  to  magnitude  8.3 
on  the  Richter  scale.  Ground  failure  due  to  seismicity  includes 
ground  rupture,  fault  displacement,  liquefaction,  landsliding, 
and  settlement. 

The  statement,  "All  of  the  problems  of  construction  and  operation 
created  by  geologic  occurrences  are  within  the  realm  of  engineer¬ 
ing  feasibility",  is  not  consistent  with  another  statement,  "Some 
of  the  design  concepts  not  considered  to  be  adequately  addressed 
by  the  applicants  are  identified  as  follows...",  and  lists 
pipeline  safety  factors,  mass  wasting,  river  crossing  integrity, 
subsurface  soil  information,  and  seismic  monitoring. 


Comments  of  The  Reclamation  Board 


The  vast  undertaking  will  cross  numerous  tributaries  of  our  river 
systems.  The  rivers  in  particular  are  the  Pit,  Sacramento,  San 
Joaquin,  and  Cache  Creek.  The  sponsor  should  be  advised  of  the 
need  for  approved  application  from  The  Reclamation  Board  prior 
to  construction  in  or  near  the  designated  floodways  or  project 
levees  or  across  the  above  named  streams  with  the  exception  of 
the  Pit  River. 

For  applications  and  information  contact  the  Secretary  of  The 
Reclamation  Board,  Central  District,  Department  of  Water  Resources 
3^51  S  Street,  Sacramento,  California  95814,  telephone 
(916)  443-9225. 


San  Francisco  Bay  Conservation  and  Development  Commission  Concerns 

The  Commission  staff  has  reviewed  the  statement  in  light  of 
the  Commission's  policies  as  indicated  in  the  McAteer-Petris 
Act,  the  Bay  Plan",  and  the  Commission's  guidelines  on  the 
„  .preparation,  .of  environmental. documents  and  has  several  comments,  . 

'•  -  Although  the  proposed  42 -inch  diameter  pipeline  crosses  the 
Sacramento  River  four  miles  above  the  eastern  edge  of  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction,  the  Commission  staff  feels  that  there 
are  concerns  relating  to  BCDC  Jurisdiction  which  need  to  be 
addressed. 
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In  view  of  the  information  disclosed  relating  to  the  impacts  of 
the  pipeline  construction  and  testing,  the  Commission  staff 
questions  whether  these  detrimental  impacts  on  the  Sacramento- 
San  Joaquin  Rivers  could  be  considered  as  low  .  The  stafi  is 
particularly  concerned  with  the  hydrostatic  testing  that  would 
be  required  and  the  effects  of  some  one  million  cubic  feet  of 
contaminated  water  on  the  Bay  system.  Since  the  statement  does 
not  elaborate  on  the  quantities  or  toxicity  of  the  contaminants 
that  might  be  released  during  these  tests,  the  Commission  stalf 
cannot  properly  evaluate  the  impacts  of  this  process.  It  is 
suggested  that  the  final  statement  discuss  any  Possible  contain- 
ination  and  recommend  methods  for  lessening  or  mitigating  the 
resultant  Impacts.  Since  nearly  all  of  the  fresh  water  entering 
the  estuarine  system  of  San  Francisco  Bay  pass  the  crossing  o. 
this  pipeline,  the  staff  feels  that  the  EIS  should  more  seriously 
consider  the  physical  effects  of  the  construction  and  testing  on 
the  water  quality  of  the  Bay. 

The  Commission's  concern  for  the  quality  of  the  fresh  water  inflow 
into  San  Francisco  Bay  Is  expressed  by  Policy  Amendment  No.  2  to 
the  San  Francisco  Bay  Plan,  a  copy  of  which  is  enclosed  as 
Attachment  Ho.  1.  Although  this  policy  was  developed  to  mainly 
deal  with  diversions  from  the  Delta  system,  it  Is  directly 
relevant  to  any  contaminates  that  might  be  introduced  into  the 
system  from  pipeline  construction  or  testing. 

It  is  realized  that  under  the  requirements  of  NEPA  a  DEIS  is 
not  required  to  discuss  either  the  growth-inducing  impact  or 
energy  conservation  aspects  of  a  project.  Since  construction 
of  this  pipeline  In  California  will  be  undertaken  by  corpora- 
tlons  subject  to  the  permit  requirements  of  various  local,  county 
and  state  agencies,  it  would  be  appropriate  that  the  -IS  address 
these  aspects  as  required  by  the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  (CEQA).  In  this  regard,  we  are  particularly  concerned  that 
the  DEIS  does  not  discuss  the  growth-inducing  impact  of  the 
project  on  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  Even  though  it  is  stated 
that  the  Antioch  line  will  have  the  capacity  of  1.2  billion 
cubic  feet  per  day,  this  is  not  related  to  the  existing  or 
projected  demand  for  this  service  area.  The  to -al  project  seems 
to  be  justified  only  on  the  basis  of  overall  demand  figures  for 
the  United  States;  therefore,  it  would  be  helpful  if  the  DEIS 
related  the  proposed  pipeline  capacity  to  existing  and  projected 
demands  for  natural  gas  in  the  Bay  Area. 

There  is  apparently,  no-  discussion  oh  the  relationship  of  this 
project  to' other  kinds  of  energy  sources  that  are  projected  or 
proposed  for  the  Eay  Area.  In  other  words,  will  this  project 
reduce  the  need  for  additional  tanker  traffic  into  San  Francisco 


Bay  to  service  either  existing  or  proposed  refineries,  power 
plants  and/or  other  industrial  facilities?  For  example,  will 
the  pipeline  affect  the  liquid  petroleum  gas  (LPG)  terminal 
now  contemplated  for  the  West  Contra  Costa  County  shoreline? 

It  is  possible  that  the  project  could  have  a  beneficial  effect 
on  San  Francisco  Bay.  This  is  not  discussed  in  the  DEIS  and 
we  believe  it  should  be. 


California  Coastal  Zone  Conservation  Commission  Concerns 


The  Commission  has  several  general  comments  which  are  discussed 
below.  Attachment  No.  2  indicates  the  Commission  policies 
regarding  LNG  terminal  siting  and  design. 

1.  The  Coastal  Commission's  principal  direct  concern  relates 
to  the  principal  alternative  to  the  proposed  Arctic  Gas 
system--the  trans-Alaska  pipeline  and  LNG  shipping  system 
with  a  California  LNG  receiving  and  regasification  terminal. 
It  is  clear  that  both  the  proposed  system  and  the  principal 
alternative  will  have  substantial  adverse  environmental 
impacts.  The  Commission  has  not  yet  reviewed  the  relative 
overall  economics  of  the  two  systems,  or  attempted  a  compar¬ 
ison  of  the  respective  impacts.  It  may  be  that  the  alterna¬ 
tive  involving  LNG  transport  to  California  would  provide 
greater  flexibility  in  providing  delivery  capability  from 
other  Alaskan  natural  gas  resources  that  may  eventually  be 
developed . 

2.  From  the  coastal  perspective,  the  Arctic  Gas  system  might 
eliminate  the  need  for  one  of  the  three  LNG  terminal 
facilities  presently  proposed.  That  would  depend,  however, 
on  numerous  contingencies  such  as:  whether  development  of 
natural  gas  takes  place  elsewhere  in  Alaska  in  volumes 
sufficient  to  require  a  new  site;  whether  LNG  from  other 
international  sources  is  available  in  quantities  and  at 
prices  such  that  West  Coast  gas  companies  are  willing  to 
undertake  major  supply  projects  based  on  such  sources; 
whether  the  overall  U.  S.  natural  gas  situation  justifies 

a  West-East  transcontinental  gas  pipeline  system  supplied 
by  LNG  landing  in  California. 

3*  -Discussion,  of  the  LNG  transportation. alternative  apparently 
.  <3L6cu-s.se  s  only  Point  Conception  as  a  possible-  receiving- 
terminal  site.  The  discussion  does  not  adequately  support' 
the  conclusion  that  the  volumes  being  contemplated  from  the 
Alaskan  North  Slope  could  not  be  received  at  the  Los  Angeles 
and/or  Oxnard  terminals  presently  being  proposed,  if  such 
facilities  were  built.  There  does  not  appear  to  be 
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discussion  of  alternatives  to  the  Point  Conception  site 
even  excluding  the  other  two  named  sites. 

The  Coastal  Commission  has  several  concerns  about  the  Point 
Conception  site,  among  them:  concern  that  a  major  new 
industrial  facility  will  open  tnis  undeveloped  coastal  area 
to  other  energy-related  development,  and  will  lead  in  parti¬ 
cular  to  pressures  for  nuclear  power  plant  and  offshore 
petroleum-related  development;  concern  over  the  impact  of  a 
negative  thermal  discharge  on  the  marine  environment;  concern 
over  the  navigational  safety  aspects  of  maneuvering  LNG 
carriers  among  the  offshore  facilities  and  added  barge  and 
tanker  traffic  associated  with  further  Santa  Barbara  Channel 
oil  development. 


Department  of  Health  Concerns 

The  report  points  out  that  NOx  concentrations  may  be  created 
at  compressor  stations  wnlch  may  be  dangerous  to  health  under 
certain  atmospheric  conditions.  The  report  should  identify  the 
number  of  people  this  might  affect,  mitigating  actions  if  any 
that  might  be  taken,  and  maximum  auration  of  such  an  effect. 

Similar  detail  should  be  given  to  health  effects  of  air  pollu¬ 
tion  which  may  be  associated  with  tne  concentration  of  construction 
equipment. 


Downstream  use  of  waters  below  river  crossings  for  domestic 
water  supply  should  be  identified  and  the  effect  that  the 
construction  of  river  crossings  would  have  on  these  supplies 
should  be  included. 

A  description  of  the  water  supply  and  waste  disposal  facilities 
for  the  construction  workmen  is  not  provided. 

The  possible  effects  of  discharge  of  hydrostatic  test  water  on 
sources  of  domestic  water  are  not  considered.  Tne  contaminants 
which  may  be  in  the  test  water  are  not  identified. 

Movement  and  storage  of  quantities  of  explosives  will  have 
significant  potential  for  health  impacts  which  should  be  covered 
along  with  the  precautions  taken  to  prevent  accidents,  theft  or 
sabotage. 

The  possible  effects  of  blasting  on  the  human  population  and  the 
duration  and  frequency  of  blasting  is  not  present. 

The  additional  mitigation  measures  which  are  identified  for 
protection  of  water  resources  are  appropriate  and  are  needed  for 
protection  of  these  resources.  In  addition,  tne  crossing  of 
saline  waters  near  Antioch  snould  consider  possible  exposure  of 
underlying  aquifers  to  salt  water  instrusion  during  dredging  and 
disposal  needs  of  the  dredged  material. 


The  noise  levels  associated  with  the  venting  of  high  pressure 
gas  from  compression  stations  and  lines  are  identified.  The 
noise  would  be  audible  for  15  miles  and  at  tne  possible  com¬ 
plaint  level  at  two  miles.  The  possibilities  for  reducing  the 
noise  impact,  either  by  construction,  mechanical  means  or  by  the 
most  appropriate  timing  of  the  venting  during  the  day  and  year 
should  be  covered.  The  long-term  noise  from  compression  stations 
may  result  in  areas  which  are  undesirable  for  residential  living, 
camping,  esthetic  enjoyment  and  otner  land  uses.  The  extent  of 
this  loss  should  be  identified. 


Specific  information  on  sound  production  from  compressor  station 
should  be  provided  through  measurements  at  existing  stations 
rather  than  by  estimates.  Methods  to  minimize  long-term  noise 
should  be  considered. 

The  accident  or  injury  potential  associated  with  heavy  equipment  .  I 
.movement  along  rural  roads  and  possibly  tnrough  communities  is  .■/£>. 
not  addressed. 


The  possible  unavoidable  community  impacts  are  listed  but  the 
report  states  that  no  estimate  of  the  degree  or  location  of  the 
impacts  can  be  made  because  of  too  many  variables.  An  evaluation 
could  be  made  as  to  those  communities  which  have  little  addi¬ 
tional  capacity  to  provide  services  or  accommodations  and  tne 
most  critical  impacts  then  could  be  estimated. 

The  potentially  dlsasterous  effects  of  a  gas  leak  are  described; 
however,  the  possibilities  of  mitigating  measures  such  as  closer 
spacing  of  valves,  relocation  of  dwellings,  or  land  use  control 
oyer  future  development,  are  not. 

Monitoring  of  environmental  media  to  determine  effects  of  the 
project  are  mentioned:  however,  more  sneciflc  detail  is  needed 
to  determine  tne  adequacy  of  these  efforts. 

The  availability  of  facilities  for  the  disposal  of  toxic  or 
hazardous  material  should  be  identified  along  with  facilities 
for' tne  disposal  of  general  solid  wastes  which  will  result  from 
the  construction. 
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The  environmental  impact  coverage  for  the  Kingsgate  to  Los 
Angeles  pipeline  includes  mention  of  several  items  which  are 
mentioned  above;  however,  the  majority  of  comments  applies  to 
the  report  coverage  for  both  lines. 


Conclusion 

Until  more  information  is  available  on  this  and  the  major  competing 
systems  (LNG),  the  State  will  defer  its  final-  expression  regarding 
support  of  any  single  undertaking. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  draft 
statement. 

Sincerely, 

CLAIRE  T.  DEDRICK 
Secretary  for  Resources 

Attachments 

cc :  Director  of  Management  Systems 
State  Clearinghouse 
Office  of  Planning  and  Research 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  California  95814 
(SCH  No.  75080531) 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Resources  Agency  of  California 
dated  November  21,  1975 


1.  The  discussion  of  the  Liquified  Natural  Gas  proposal  was 
expanded  beginning  on  page  173  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

2.  Connuent  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  EIS. 

3.  Additional  information  submitted  from  various  Federal,  State 
and  local  agencies,  conservation  groups,  and  concerned  citi¬ 
zens  has  been  incorporated  in  the  Pinal  EIS.  Specifically, 
sections  regarding  water  quality,  secondary  impacts,  wildlife, 
geologic* hazards ,  health  hazards  and  mitigation  measures  have 
all  been  rewritten. 

The  Final  EIS  Alternatives  Volume  contains  a  more  detailed 
and  extensive  analysis  of  the  several  alternative  routes, 
including  the  LNG  tanker  route  to  southern  California,  than 
was  contained  in  the  Draft  EIS.  Table  8. 2. 7-3  in  the  Alter¬ 
natives  Volume  and  Table  8.0V. 3-1  in  the  Overview  Volume 
graphically  compare  the  various  alternatives  in  summary  form. 

Although  the  description  of  the  pipeline  right-of-way  has 
been  expanded  in  the  Final  EIS,  pending  approval  of  the 
Applicant's  proposal  and  the  exact  route  determined  with  the 
help  of  an  interdisciplinary  team,  the  provision  of  site 
specific  information  is  difficult.  Until  approval  is  granted, 
the  Final  EIS  has  been  restricted  to  a  discussion  of  the 
environment  within  a  10  mile  wide  band  on  the  preferred  and 
alternative  routes. 

4.  The  Alternatives  Volume  was  expanded  to  contain  a  more  detail¬ 
ed  and  extensive  analysis  of  alternative  pipeline  routes  and 
energy  sources. 

5.  See  item  92  above. 

6.  See  Item  91  above. 

7.  See  item  92  above. 

8.  Information  on  the  Tule  Elk  has  been  expanded  on  pages  150 
and  151  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

9.  The  EIS  was  changed  to  reflect  this  comment.  See  page  161 
of  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

10.  Tule  Elk  calving  grounds  are  discussed  on  page  279  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Volume. 
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11.  The  discussion  regarding  the  Mohave  ground  squirrel,  Kit  fox 
and  Inyo  black  toad  was  expanded  and  can  be  found  on  pages 
161,  163,  284,  287,  426  and  432  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

The  Piaute  Cutthroat  trout  and  its  habitat  will  not  be 
impacted. 

12.  The  EIS  was  changed  to  reflect  the  use  of  native  vegetation 
for  right-of-way  vegetation  on  page  346. 

13.  See  02  above. 

14.  See  01  above. 

15.  The  air  quality  and  noise  sections  of  the  EIS  were  revised 

and  can  be  found  on  pages  175-177  and  page  195  of  the  Over¬ 

view  Volume. 

16.  This  was  included  in  the  hazards  section  of  the  EIS.  This 
begins  on  page  328  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume.  Also  hazards 
are  discussed  on  pages  33,  329  and  333  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume . 

17.  Water  resources  section  has  been  revised.  See  pages  263, 

316,  318,  321,  330  and  331. 

18.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  so  as  to  comply  with  local. 
State  and  Federal  codes  regarding  water  supply  and  disposal 
facilities. 

19.  Comment  was  considered  In  the  Final  EIS.  See  pages  264  and 
316  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

20.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  prior  to  issuance  of  the  right- 
of-way  permits.  No  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

21.  Blasting  is  discussed  on  page  317  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

22.  This  is  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS.  (For  example  see  pages 
263,  270  and  316  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume.) 

23.  This  is  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  pages  285  and  286 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

24.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

25.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

26.  This  is  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  pages  264,  269,  293, 
294  and  330  of  the  San  Franicsco  Volume. 
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STATE  OF  IDAHO 

DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 


REGION  I 

2320  GOVERNMENT  W  \Y 
COEUR  d'ALENE,  IDAHO  S3614 

September  4,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

US  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  DC  20240 

Dear  Sir: 


Regarding:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 


Field  personnel  of  Region  1  of  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
have  reviewed  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Part  IV,  West  Coast  Volumes  3  and  4. 

In  regards  to  clearings  created  by  the  pipeline  corridor,  big  game  ^ 

will  be  attracted  to  these  areas  as  vegetation  becomes  re-established.  8 
It  is  anticipated  that  vehicle  collisbns  with  game  animals  will  increase  I  I 
where  the  pipeline  corridor  closely  parallels  highways.  Provisions  r, 

should  be  made  to  erect  suitable  fences  or  to  sterilize  the  soil  to  W 

prevent  vegetative  establishment  and  growth  at  selected  locations. 


Fishery  comments  are  as  follows: 

A)  Route  alternative  to  Moyie  River  should  be  selected  adjacent  to 
Highway  95  corridor  to  minimize  stream  crossings. 

B)  Stream  crossings  should  be  buried  deeply  enough  in  entire  flood 
plain  to  prevent  scouring  and  exposure  due  to  channel  changes. 

C)  Mitigating  measures  need  to  be  strengthened  by  changing  language 
(beginning  on  Page  IV-1880) : 

1)  Passage  of  Fish 

a)  Uninterrupted  movement  and  safe  passage  shall  be  assured 
...will  provide  for  fish  passage. 


i 

i 


I 


V 


EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 


EIS  Task  Force 
Page  2 

September  4,  1975 


b)  Pump  intakes  shall  be  screened. 

c)  Intake  rates  will  minimize  impingement  of  aquatic  life. 

d)  Abandoned  diversions  will  be  plugged... 

e)  Material  sites  should  not  be  approved  in  lakes,  rivers, 
or  streams . 

f)  Culverts  will  be  installed  to  provide  for  fish  passage 
when  necessary  (consult  with  Regional  Fishery  Manager). 

2)  Fish  Spawning  Areas  and  Other  Fish  Habitat. 

a)  Channel  changes  will  be  avoided. 

b)  Fish  spawning  areas  will  be  protected.  Work  which  would 
cause  unavoidable  sedimentation  of  spawning  gravels  will 

be  conducted  only  after  game  fish  fry  have  emerged  (contact 
Regional  Fishery  Manager  regarding  timing) . 

c)  Crossings  will  be  avoided  during  spawning  periods  unless 
completely  impractical. 

3)  Fisheries 

The  state  responsible  for  any  fishery  or  wildlife  resource 
damaged  as  a  result  of  pipeline  breaks  shall  receive  restitution 
adequate  to  replace  the  recreation  base  lost. 

D)  The  list  of  adverse  Effects  Which  Cannot  Be  Avoided  (Page  IV-1953) 
could  be  reduced  by  the  above  changes.  Specifically,  siltation  of 
fish  embryos  and  fry  should  be  eliminated  by  proper  timing  of  work 
which  would  result  in  significant  turbidity  and  sedimentation  down¬ 
stream,  stream  blockages  to  fish  migration  should  not  occur  during 
important  spawning  runs,  and  blasting  in  streams  can  also  be  timed 
to  have  minimal  impacts. 

Thank  you  for  providing  us  the  opportunity  to  make  these  comments. 
Sincerely, 

DEPARTMENT  OF  FISH  AND  GAME 
Joseph  C.  Greenley,  Director 

David  S.  Neider,  Regional  Supervisor 
Region  1 

cc  Bureau  of  Environmental  Services 
Bureau  of  Fisheries 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Came 
dated  September  4,  1975 


CEC4L  0.  ANufloS 
COVCAftOft 


1.  The  comment  concerning  big  game  animals  has  been  revised  on 
pages  274,  314,  321,  325  and  331  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

2.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  361  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

3.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  is  the 
Final  EIS. 

4.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  274,  278,  314  316 

and  340  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 


TO: 


STATE  0.-  IDAHO 

OiVlSIGM  OF  tfUOCLT.  «*G_lCY  Af%0  CGOmOINATION 

BOlSi.  iDAriO  8373d 


H.  W.  TUR-.tn 

ACV.IMSTAA  OM 


Department  of  Water  Resource 
Sta te'nouse  Mail 


DATE 


7?sC State  Clearinghouse 

bureau  of  State  Planning  and  Connuaity  Affairs 

State'r.ouse 

3oi.se,  Idaho  33720 

RE:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Syster. _ 


5.  The  EIS  does  not  include  stipulations.  Stipulations  will  be 
developed  prior  to  issuance  of  the  right-of-way  permit. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Idaho  Dept,  of  Water  Resources 
dated  September  3,  1975 


1.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  to  mitigate  stream  channel  impacts 
prior  to  issuance  of  the  right-of-way  permit.  No  change  in 
Final  EIS. 
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Illinois 


STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

DEPARTMENT  OF  CONSERVATION 

STATE  OFFICE  BLTIPOM: 

400  SOUTH  STRING  ST 

Anthony  T  Dean  stringfiELO  *2706  Harold  l_  Ellsworth 

DIRCCTO*  _  min»«T  OICTM 

CHICAGO  OFFICE - ROOM  IOO.  160  N.  LA  SALLE  ST  60601 

October  27,  1975 


Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 

The  Illinois  Department  of  Conservation  has  reviewed  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  made  available  to  us  regarding  the 
proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Svstem  and  has  determined 
that  there  are  some  apparent  conflicts  between  the  project  as  described 
and  the  programs  and  policies  of  this  Department. 

There  appears  to  be  a  general  surplus  of  descriptive  text  regard¬ 
ing  intended  activities  while  there  is  a  general  lack  of  data  indicating 
what  the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  those  activities  will 
be.  For  example  it  is  not  enough  to  indicate  that  the  pipeline  will 
pass  through  a  marshland  and  thus  eliminate  the  habitat  and  its  listed 
fish  and  wildlife  residents.  The  Environmental  Statement  should  indicate 
what  the  consequences  of  such  physical  impacts  are  on  the  total  environ¬ 
ment,  whether  its  significance  is  local,  regional,  statewide  or  national. 

The  following  major  comments  address  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  in  relation  to  the  project's  potential  adverse  impacts  on 
Department  properties.  The  attachment  comments  on  the  scope  of  the 
Environmental  Statement,  refer  to  the  volumes  in  consecutive  order. 

1.  The  Department  of  Conservation  will  oppose  the  prime  route 
alignment  through  Big  Send  Conservation  Area  in  Whiteside  County,  Illirtois 
until  such  time  as  a  detailed  study  of  the  exact  alignment  with  proposals 
for  mitigation  can  be  presented  to  the  Department  which  would  indicate 
no  significant  impact  or  acceptaDle  mitigation.  The  present  purpose  of 
this  area  is  to  reserve  land  and  water  area  for  optimum  production  and 
conservation  of  fish  and  wildlife,  and  to  provide  hunting,  fishing, 
trapping,  observation  and  other  forms  of  recreational  use  for  which  this 
pipeline  would  appear  non-compatible. 
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2.  The  Department  of  Conservation  will  require  close  coordination 
concerning  the  location  and  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  at  the 
points  where  it  would  cross  the  Illinois-Mlssissippi  Feeder  Canal  and  the 
Illinois-Michigan  Canal.  Both  canals  are  designated  as  state  parkvavs 
and  at  this  time  the  Illinois-Michigan  Canal  is  on  the  National  Register 
of  Historic  Places.  Crossing  these  canals  may  require  jacking,  boring 

or  tunneling. 

3.  The  Department  of  Conservation  will  oppose  the  prime  route  align¬ 
ment  in  the  area  of  the  Illinois  River  crossing.  As  indicated  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  "The  crossing  of  the  Illinois  River  (on  the 
prime  route)  in  LaSalle  County,  Illinois  will  result  In  severe  impact  on 
wildlife,  archeological  and  historical  sices,  recreation  areas  and  on  the 
region's  aesthetic  values  consisting  of  a  closed  canopy  hardwood  forest 

and  a  steep  river  bluff  with  rock  outcrops," 

The  prime  route  immediately  north  of  the  Illinois  River  would  poten¬ 
tially  cross  through  the  Pecumsaugan  Creek  natural  area  consisting  of  upland 
and  ravine  forests,  bluffs,  and  river  bottomland.  The  natural  values  of  the 
bottomland  are  wet  woods  and  marsh  providing  valuable  waterfowl  and  wildlife 
habitat.  The  upland,  including- Pecumsaugan  Creek,  Spring  Dell,  Blackball 
Mine,  and  Che  adjacent  bluffs  are  of  nature  preserve  quality,  based  on 
diversity  of  habitats,  naturalness  and  lack  of  disturbance,  rare  fauna  and 
flora,  and  unique  geologic  features. 

Blackball  Mine,  an  abandoned  quarry,  has  the  largest  colony  of  hibernat¬ 
ing  bats  in  Illinois,  and  is  of  considerable  regional  value  to  scientists  and 
educators  because  of  its  northern  location.  Five  species  of  bats,  including 
the  endangered  Indiana  Bat  (Myotis  sodalis)  use  the  mine. 

The  prime  route  immediately  south  of  the  Illinois  River  would  cross 
through  the  recently  dedicated  portion  of  the  Starved  Rock  State  Park  Nature 
Preserve  consisting  of  a  south  bluff  of  the  Illinois  River  Valiev,  wnere 
the  river  has  cut  through  a  thick  stratum  of  St.  Peter  sandstone  which 
outcrops  to  form  sheer  cliffs  and  box  canyons.  The  vegetation  includes 
upland  forest,  river  bottom  forests,  sand  prairie  and  flora  associated  with 
river  bottom  ponds. 

Illinois  nature  preserves  are  given  statutory  protection  under  a  1963 
Illinois  law  which  declares  such  tracts  as  put  to  their  highest  public  use 
and  prevents  their  future  alteration.  The  affected  nature  preserve  is  within 
the  boundary  of  Starved  Pock  State  Park  which  is  also  listed  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Sites. 
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4.  Immediately  south  of  Starved  Rock  State  Park  is  Matthiessen  State 
Park  which  is  also  impacted  by  the  prime  route.  At  Matthiessen  State 
Park  both  the  St.  Peter  sandstone  and  the  overlying  Platteville  limestone, 
formations  which  in  most  of  Illinois  occur  at  considerable  depth,  are 
brought  to  the  surface  along  the  great  upfold  known  as  the  LaSalle  anti¬ 
cline.  It  is  in  these  formations  that  the  principal  canyon,  a  beautiful 
gorge  nearly  200  feet  deep  and  50  to  150  feet  vide,  has  been  mainly 
eroded  as  part  of  the  Vermilion  River  Valley. 

These  old  formations  are  overlain  by  much  younger  formations,  consist¬ 
ing  of  beds  of  sandstone,  shale,  clay,  coal  and  limestone  belonging  to  the 
Pennsylvanian  or  "Coal  ileasures"  system.  They  underlie  all  the  upland 
areas  in  the  park  and  are  exposed  along  the  too  of  the  canyon  walls  at 
several  places,  especially  in  the  vicinity  of  Arch  Bridge. 

The  flora  of  Matthiessen  State  Park  is  most  interesting  because  of 
the  unusual  preservation  of  what  was  once  common  to  Illinois. 


Most  of  the  geological,  plant  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  park 
would  not  tolerate  the  impact  of  the  pipeline. 


5.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  "the  precise  location  of  the  gas  pipeline 
cannot  be  determined  until  the  level  of  engineering  is  advanced,  and  in 
some  cases  until  the  location  is  actually  determined  on  the  ground,"  this 
Department  requests  to  be  kept  closely  informed  so  we  might  comment  on 
the  alignment  selection  as  it  may  affect  recreation,  fish,  forestry  and 
wildlife  on  other  public  or  private  lands. 


If  this  Department  can  be  of  any  additional  service  please  feel  free 
to  call  on  me* 


Respectfully, 

Anthony  T,{  Dean 


VTD:  - 

Attar 


PART  I  OVERVIEW  VOLUME  1  of  1 
Page  1-2,  Paragraph  1 

If  the  volume  of  gas  available  cannot  be  determined  "at  this  time"; 
how  were  the  sizes  of  the  pipeline  determined?  How  accurate  can 
the  "estimate"  be  expected  to  be? 

Page  1-2,  Paragraph  2 

Couldn't  all  the  gas  be  reinjected  into  the  pool  for  storage  until 
all  necessary  parameters  for  piping  are  worked  out? 

Page  1-3,  Paragraph  2 

We  can  understand  why  construction  will  be  delayed  until  federal 
permits,  authorizations,  and  approvals  are  received.  However,  we 
question  allowing  any  construction  to  be  initiated  until  all  other 
state  and  local  permits,  authorizations  and  approvals  are  also 
received  for  the  respective  section. 

Page  1-3,  4;  Paragraph  3 

How  can  reviewer  be  expected  to  comment  with  any  accuracy  if  align¬ 
ment  adjustments  "of  up  to  several  miles  on  either  side  of  the  route 
discussed  in  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement"  are  allowed. 

Page  1-5,  Paragraph  1 

No  contact  in  respect  to  necessary  authorizations,  certificates  and 
permits  has  been  made  with  this  agency  to  date.  At  what  time  mav 
we  expect  coordination? 

Page  1-6 

"Daily  volume  to  be  transported."  How  were  these  figures  determined? 
How  accurate  can  these  "estimates"  be  expected  to  be? 

Page  1-71,  Paragraph  1 

How  will  excavated  materials  from  stream  be  disposed  of?  We  recommend 
that  material  removed  from  the  bottom  of  the  stream  during  the  laying 
of  the  pipeline  be  deposited  in  a  suitable  landfill  or  contained 
.behi^  suitable  d^kework  and.not  returned  to.  the^.streany.ot  its  bfpks*. 

Page  1-6.7,  Paragraph  T 

How  will  cleared  vegetation  be  disposed  of?  We  recommend  that  all 
marketable  timber  be  sold  off  in  advance  with  remaining  woody  material 
being  chipped  for  use  as  mulch  during  the  restoration. 


I 

I 


I 

I 


I 


122 


Alaska  Natural  C a* 
Transportation  Systec 


-  5  - 


-  6  - 


10-27-75 


10-27-75 


Alaska  Natural  Cas 
Transport at ion  System 


Page  1-78,  Paragraph  1 

After  the  pipeline  Is  laid  in  t.u  streams  we  reccwcnd  that  the 
back-fill  be  gravel  or  larger  aggregate. 


I 


Page  1-78,  Paragraph  2 

In  addition  some  waste  materials  nay  be  chipped  and  used  for  milch 
during  restoration. 


I 


Page  1-78,  Paragraph  3 

This  statement  contradicts  the  statement  on  Page  1-59,  Paragraph  2 
which  states  no  winter  construction  is  being  contemplated. 

When  re-vegetation  and  restoration  is  carried  over  until  the  follow in 
spring  sore  adequate  temporary  or  artificial  cover  must  be  ispleaence 
to  control  erosion. 


I 

1 


Page  1-86,  Paragraph  3 

Department  of  Conservation  field  staff  should  be  contacted  to 
sccoc pan*/  inspection  team*  as  they  see  fit. 

Page  1-89,  Paragraph  1 

Restoration  guidelines  should  be  set  in  the  case  of  pipeline  excava¬ 
tion  following  abandonment . 

Page  1-90,  Paragraph  2 

This  Department  assures  that  any  future  expansion  not  covered  by 
this  EIS  will  be  preceded  by  its  own  EIS. 


I 

I 

I 


Page  I- 14 A ,  Paragraph  2 

Extreme  slopes  traversed  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Illinois  and  Pecum- 
saugan  Piver  crossing  will  be  avoided  by  selection  of  the  ’’Route 
Deviation.'1  (Pecussaugan  tree*  misspelled  in  ELS.) 


I 


Pare 


Page 


1-258 

We  assume  the  final  EIS  will  address  ’’Historic  Land  Uses”  as  outlined. 


We  assume  the  final  EIS  will  address  "Land  Use  Planning”  as  outlined. 


I 
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Page 


1-336 

Last  sentence  reference  to  Nature  Preserves:  Illinois  Nature  Preserves 
are  given  statutory  protection  under  a  1963  Illinois  law  which  declares 
such  tracts  as  put  to  their  highest  public  use  and  prevent  their 
further  alteration  for  any  use. 


Page  1-337,  Paragraph  2 

The  Illinois-Mississiopi  Canal  is  a  designated ‘state  parkway  and  is  on 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

Page  1-410,  Paragraph  3 

There  Is  a  definite  need  for  sore  than  a  basic  address  of  environ¬ 
mental  concerns. 


1“ 


Page  1-416,  Paragraph  1 


The  mitigating  measures  of  the  applicant  oust  be  clearly  defined  vlth 
the  Department  of  Interior  requiring,  not  Just  assuming,  that  they 
be  implemented.  Please  explain  the  difference  between  mitigation 
measures  "only  suggested"  and  those  "assumed".  We  recommend  the  EIS 
cover  those  mitigation  measures  which  will  be  implemented,  not  "only 
suggested".  Close  coordination  with  Illinois  Department  of  Conserva¬ 
tion  should  be  required  in  regard  Co  all  mitigation  measures  in 
Illinois. 


Page  1-417,  Paragraph  1 


There  appears  to  be  a  need  for  seme  requirements  as  to  what  the 
applicant  will  do,  rather  than  assuming  he  will  do,  as  he  indicates, 
subject  to  its  effectiveness. 

Page  422,  Paragraph  3 

All  pesticides  and  herbicides  should  be  used  only  on  spot  problems 
and  should  be  non-persistant  or  bio-degradable. 


Page  1-426,  Paragraph  1 

A  sign-off  letter  from  each  state's  Historic  Preservation  Office  is 
required.  In  Illinois,  the  Director  of  Che  Department  of  Conservation. 

Page  1-426,  Paragraph  2  > 

A  sign-off  letter  from  each  state's  Archeological  Survey  is  required. 


as 


Page  1-426,  Paragraph  3 


A  sign-off  letter  from  each  state's  Nature  Preserves  Office  Is  required. 
In  Illinois,  the  Nature  Preserve  Commission. 
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Page  1-427,  Paragraph  1 

A  sign-off  letter  from  each  public  recreation  agenev  affected 
is  required. 

Psge  1-431,  Paragraph  1 

We  assume  there  are  erosion  control  requirements  covering  the 
"exceptions”  where  re-vegetation  is  not  an  acceptable  erosion 
control  method. 

Page  1-431,  Paragraph  2 

We  assu me  that  a  comlete  discussion  of  the  items  "not  discussed 
adequately  in  contingency  plans  to  mitigate  impacts  on  aquatic 
life"  will  be  included  in  the  final  EIS  complete  with  necessary 
plan  revisions  to  allow  for  an  acceptable  limit  of  itmact.  This 
must  be  completed  before  the  EIS  can  be  accepted. 

Page  1-432,  Paragraph  1 

We  assume  that  the  many  other  effects  on  vllJllfe  which  were  noted 
as  not  being  discussed  in  the  Draft  will  be  adequately  discussed 
in  the  final  EIS  conolete  with  necessary  plan  revisions  to  allow 
for  an  acceptable  limit  of  ienact.  This  must  be  completed  before 
the  EIS  can  be  accepted. 


Page  1-435,  Paragraph  2 

In  Illinois  the  most  difficult  problem  in  re-vegetation  will  be  in 
areas  of  shallow  topsoil  that  has  been  disturbed  by  the  clearing 
of  existing  woody  -vegetation.  3y  chipping  the  woody  material  removed 
from  the  right-of-way  and  using  it  for  mulch,  a  better  seed  bed  may 
be  prepared  along  with  some  protection  given  from  erosion  until  the 
seeding  is  well  established.  Problems  of  re-vegetation  may  be 
decreased  by  reducing  the  right-of-way  clearing  to  the  absolute 
minimum  in  problem  areas. 


Page  1-436/446 

This  Department  assumes  that  all  the  numerous  studies  indicated 
within  the  ten-pa?e  section  on  wildlife  will  be  done  or  indicated 
as  "not  effective"  in  the  final  EIS. 

Psge  1-646,.  Paragraph  l  \  v:  Z 

This  Department  assumes  that  there  will  not  be  a  maintained  access 
road  along  the  pipeline  following  restoration  of  the  right-of-way 
except  at  locations  of  existing  roads  and  as  required  to  reach 
compressor  stations  or  other  pipeline  facilities. 


Page  1-446,  Paragraph  3 

This  Department  would  discourage  general  fencing  of  the  right-of-way 
in  locations  where  It  may  restrict  natural  wildlife  movements. 

Page  1-449 

In  Illinois  the  best  of  these  unique  areas  are  dedicated  as  Nature 
Preserves  by  the  Illinois  Nature  Preserves  Commission  and  protected 
from  alteration  by  Illinois  Law. 

Page  1-452 

Mattnlessen  State  Park's  name  was  misspelled  and  Salamonie  State 
Recreation  Area  is  not  In  Illinois. 


Page  1-456 

Open  burning  can  be  reduced  if  the  woody  plant 
for  tinker  are  chipped  and  used  for  mulch. 

Particulate  emissions  from  open  burning  can  be 
of  an  air  curtain  destructor. 


materials  not  marketed 


reduced  with  the  use 


Page  1-471,  Paragraph  2 


It  is  the  opinion  of  this  Department  that  wildlife  cannot  be  success-  I 
fully  relocated  to  any  area  already  inhabitated  to  its  carrying  B37 

capacity  by  individuals  of  the  same  species.  In  areas  of  scarce 
habitat,  relocation  will  most  likely  be  unsuccessful  unless  new 
habitat  is  established.  B 


Page  1-475,  Paragraph  1  _ 

Resource-based  recreation  activities  can  only  take  place  where  nature  I 
placed  the  resource  and  such  activities  cannot  be  directed  to  other  B-38 
recreation  areas  unless  It  has  the  Identical  resource  base. 

Page  521 

The  dedication  of  Illinois  Nature  Preserves  declares  that  such  tracts 
are  in  that  way  put  to  their  highest  and  best  public  use  and  so 
*  '  protected  by  law.  Likewise,  having. a  cultural/historical  site  put 
on  the  National  Register  would  Indicate  that  the  site  Is  of  such 
-.^significance  that.it  deseeves  national  acclaim  and  protection. 

Avoidance  of  these  areas  should  be  required. 
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Page  535 

The  habitat  of  the  endangered  Indiana  Bat  in  Illinois  may  be  avoided  ■  4"0 

by  route  deviation  addressed  by  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  i0: 

Statement.  <?'■ 


Page  1-557  Alternative  Routes 

Why  hasn't  an  alignment  been  studied  in  conjunction  with  the  Dome 
Pipeline  through  Illinois?  The  Dome  Pipeline  generally  follows  the 
same  gross  corridor  through  the  state.  Utilization  of  a  joint 
corridor  would  seem  both  more  environmentally  and  economically  sound. 


41 


PART  II  ALASKA  (3  Volumes) 
No  Comments. 


PART  III  CANADA  (3  Volumes) 

This  Department  assumes  that  Canadian  requirements  for  reporting 
on  the  potential  environmental  impact  of  the  project  are  being  met. 


PART  IV  WEST  COAST  (4  Volumes) 
No  Comments. 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER  VOLUME  1 


Page  058,  Paragraph  2 

In  all  areas  the  Department  of  Conservation  requests  that  the  cleared 
right-of-way  be  kept  to  a  minimum  to  prevent  wildlife  aabitat  loss. 

If  a  40-foot  minimal  right-of-way  is  maintained  after  construction 
aLong  a  100-foot  working  right-of-way,  we. assume  a  60-foot  (probably 
■  30,  feet  on  each  side  of  the  40-foot  strip)  strip  will-  revert  to.  the 
land  owner.  Explain  or  correct  the  46-foot  figure  stated  in  the 
'EIS.  Should  the  40-foot  figure  really  he  54  feet  as  indicated  on 
Page  060? 


Page  060,  Paragraph  1  , 

This  Department  requests  that  the  working  space  at  the  riuer  crossings  ■  4"3 
be  located  as  far  back  from  the  shoreland  as  possible.  g 


Page  061,  Paragraph  4  j«j 

Again,  consideration  of  jointly  using  the  Dome  Pipeline  alignment  I  4*4* 

which  is  now  in  advanced  planning  would  appear  to  be  an  environ-  r; 

mental  and  economic  benefit. 

Page  068-071,  Phase  I  ft 

No  construction  can  begin  in  Illinois  until  all  the  required  state  ■45' 

and  local  permits,  authorizations  and  approvals  are  received.  To 
date,  this  Department  has  not  been  contacted  for  authorization  to 
cross  Department  of  Conservation  lands. 


Page  073,  Paragraph  4 

How  long  in  weeks  or  months  is  ..."prior  to  actual  construction... 
"longer  lead  times?"  We  would  like  at  least  a  rough  estimate  of 
what  kind  of  lead  time  is  being  contemplated. 


Page  074,  Paragraph  1 

How  long  will  the  average  open-cut  road  crossing  disrupt  traffic? 


Page  076,  Paragraph  3 

How  far  in  advance  of  installation  will  the  trench  be  excavated? 


Page  077,  Paragraph  2 

In  case  of  detected  leak,  how  is  it  repaired?  By  excavation  or  from 
the  interior?  Is  there  a  limit  to  the  size  of  leak  which  can  be 
detected?  We  assume  "adequacy  of  the  pipeline"  is  at  100%.  If  not, 
what  is  adequate? 

Page  077,  Paragraph  3 

It  would  seem  that  if  the  entire  alignment  can  avoid  all  houses, 

'  industrial  and  commercial  buildings  it  should  be  expected  to  miss 
designated  state  parks,  conservation  areas,  nature  preserves.,,  etc. 

Page  077,  'Paragraph  4 

By  what  method  will  the  access  roads  cross  streams?  By  bridges, 
fords  or  detours? 
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Page  078,  1st  Sentence 

Does  this  reference  to  "existing  borrow  sites"  mean  borrow  areas  in 
existence  before  initiation  of  the  pipeline  project.  If  not,  what 
borrow  area  guidelines  will  the  contractor  be  required  to  follow? 

If  the  project  requires  the  development  of  new  borrow  sites  they 
should  be  specifically  covered  by  the  final  EIS.  Leaving  the  acqui¬ 
sition  of  borrow  material  up  to  the  contractor  does  not  negate  the 
environment  impact  of  borrow  areas  required  by  the  project. 

Page  078,  Paragraph  3 

In  all  areas  the  Department  of  Conservation  requests  that  cleared 
rights-of-wav  be  kept  to  a  minimum  to  prevent  wildlife  habitat  loss. 
In  some  cases  less  than  100-foot  rights-of-way  would  be  recommended 
to  avoid  excessive  clearing  of  timber  or  disturbance  of  geological 
features. 


53- 
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Page  079,  Paragraph  3  &  4 

Is  restoration  of  slope  cuts  contemplated? 

Page  080,  Paragraph  6 

We  assume  gaps  will  be  left  to  permit  the  passage  of  wildlife  as  well 
Page  081 

Where  and  how  is  testing?  Above  or  below  ground? 

Page  082 

The  figure  of  33  feet  for  storage  of  excavated  material  conflicts 
with  the  25-foot  figure  given  on  Page  078,  Paragraph  3. 

Page  083,  Paragraph  1 

This  Department  requests  that  the  stockpile  of  pipe  at  the  river 
crossing  be  located  as  far  back  from  the  shorclapd  as  possible. 
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Page  085,  Paragraph  1 

The  material  used  for  pipe  coating  must  be  hardened  and  non-toxic 
when  lowered  into  stream  crossings. 


I 
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Page  086,  Backfilling 

Only  clean  pollutant-free  material  should  be  used  for  backfill. 

We  recommend  that  material  excavated  from  the  bottom  of  the  stream 
be  deposited  in  a  suitable  landfill  or  contained  behind  suitable 
dlkework  and  not^retumed  to  the  stream,  its  banks  or  used  for 
backfill.  After  the  pipeline  is  laid  in  the  streams  we  recommend 
that  the  backfill  be  gravel  or  larger  aggregate. 

Page  087,  Paragraph  2 

We  assume  disposal  will  be  made  in  state  approved  landfills. 

Page  087,  Paragraph  3 

What  method  of  maintenance' will  be  used  to  curb  tree  growth  within 
right-of-way?  We  would  recommend  manual  or  mechanical  rather  than 
herbicides . 
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Page  088,  Paragraph  1 

Borrow  pits  should  be  covered  by  EIS  and  specific  minimum  guidelines 
to  guard  against  adverse  environmental  Impacts. 

If  re-vegetation  must  be  delayed  some  adequate  temporary  or  artificial 
cover  must  be  implemented  to  control  erosion. 


(os’ 


Page 


088,  Paragraph  4 

The  (a)  subheading  should  also  include  canals.  The  Illinois-Mississippi 
Feeder  Canal  and  the  Illinois-Michigan  Canal  contain  clay,  watertight 
linings  which  should  not  be  disturbed. 


I 
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Page  092,  Paragrapu  1 


Page  083,  Paragraph  2 

If  any  pipeline  crosses  Department  of  Conservation  lands  we  request 
at  least  a  3-foot;  coverage.  *» 

Page  084,-  Paragraph  3  •  r  •'  "•*  :•  '  •*  '  * 

Department  of  Transportation,  Division  of  Water  Resources  permits 
will  be  required  at  stream  crossing. 


We  again  recommend  that  material  excavated  from  the  bottom  of  the 
stream  be  deposited  in  a  suitable  landfill  or  contained  behind  dike- 
work  and  not  returned  to  the  stream,  its  banks  or  used. for  backfill. 
After  the  pipeline  Is  laid  in  the  stream  trench. we  recommend  that 
the  backfill  be  gravel  or  larger  aggregate  wifh  a  minimum  depth  of 
three  feet  between  the  bottom  of  the  stream  and  the  top  of  the  pipe 
In  smaller  stream  and  four  to  five  feet  in  larger  streams  and  rivers. 
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Page  108,  Paragraph  1 

Hydrostatic  test  water  should  not  be  discharged  Into  surface  water 
courses  in  Illinois  unless  they  can  meet  State  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  effluent  discharge  guidelines.  Mo  discharges 
will  be  allowed  Into  the  Illinols-Misslppl  Feeder  Canal  or  the 
Illinois -Michigan  Canal. 


Page  126,  Paragraph  4 

We  recommend  manual  or  mechanical  vegetation  removal  rather  than  the 
use  of  herbicides. 


Page  131 

Is  the  removal  of  the  pipeline  upon  abandonment  to  be  a  requirement? 
Page  134,  Paragraph  1 

Ho  proposed  construction  activity  can  take  place  on  Department  of 
Conservation  lands  prior  to  authorization. 


I» 
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Page  139 

Illinois  Department  of  Conservation  does  have  approval  requirements 
for  use  or  occupancy  of  Department  of  Conservation  lands.  We  also 
have  a  flat  rate  charge  for  utilities  crossing  the  state  parkways 
(canals) . 


PART  V  VOLUME  2 


Page  534,  Paragraph  4 

The  Kankakee  River  in  Indiana  also  drains  into  the  Illinois  River. 


Page  631,  Paragraph  1 

Because  of  the  extensive  land  develonment  oractices  in  Illinois,  the 
remaining  "natural  resources”  such  as  chose  now  protected  as  nature 
preserves,  parks,  conservation  areas,  etc.,  are  even  more  significant 
and  should  be  protected. 

Page  640 f  Paragraph  3  (also  Page  636,  Paragraph  1)  # 

This  Department  recommends  that  natural  plant  and  animal  communities 
in  the  Pecuosaugan  Creek  and  Illinois  River  Bluff  3rea  be  avoided  by 
utilizing  Che  route  deviation. 


Page 


Page 


Page 


Page 


Page 


Page 


Page 


Page 


Page 


689,  Figure  2. 1.3. 7-5 

The  mottled  sculpin  should  be  added  to  the  list  of  fish  species  of 
state  concern  for  Illinois  and  several  others  on  the  list  should 
indicate  Illinois  concern  as  well.  Those  are:  pallid  sturgeon, 
blackchin  shiner,  pirate  perch  and  paddlefis'n. 

704,  Economic  Factor 

A  section  is  needed  on  the  economic  factor  of  outdoor  recreation 
activities  such  as  hunting,  fishing,  nature  study,  etc. 


7<o 


I 
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808,  Paragraph  2 

Due  to  the  high  urban  population  of  Illinois,  the  demand  for  public 
recreation  land  is  most  critical  with  most  quality  areas  experiencing 
overuse . 


810,  Paragraph  1 

We  do  not  consider  "trap  shoot  areas"  as  a  typical  local  recreation 
area  any  more  than  fishing  nonds ,  racetracks  or  other  commercial 
outdoor  recreation  facilities.  V/e  assume  the  majority  of  municipal 
parks  have  a  larger  land  use  than  most  "trap  shoot  areas".  Private 
conservation  or  fish  and  game  clubs  normally  have  large  land  areas 
but  should  not  be  considered  as  "town  parks". 
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875,  Paragraph  4 

The  Dome  Pipeline  proposed  to  cross  Illinois  runs 
this  proposed  route.  Why  weren't  they  considered 


nearly  parallel  to 
for  joint  corridor  use? 


827,  Figure  2.1.3.11-11 

The  proposed  Dome  Pipeline  should  be  shown. 


I- 


858,  Paragraph  1 

A  major  site.  Starved  Rock  in  Starved  Rock  State  Park  is  adjacent  to 
the  proposed  prime  route. 


870,  Paragraph  4 

Ko  mention  was  made  of  the  lllinois'-Michigan  or  Illinois-Mississinpi  ’ 
Canals.  - 

872,  Paragraph  4 

Even  though  the  exact  location  is  not  known,  we  assume  the  pipeline 
will  be  crossing  the  historic  Illinois-Mississippi  Feeder  Canal  in 
Whiteside  County. 
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Page  878,  Figure  2.1.3.13-1 


Camping  and  trails  should  be  added  to  primary  facilities  list  for 
Starved  Rock  State  Park. 


35- 


Trails  should  be  added  to  the  primary  facilities  list  for  Matthiessen 
State  Park. 


Page  879,  Figure  2.1.3.13-2 

The  Illinois -Michigan  Canal  State  Parkway  is  so  designated  by  statute. 
Page  881,  Paragraph  3 

This  "gap”  has  been  dedicated  as  a  nature  preserve.  Illinois  Mature 
Preserves  are  given  statutory  protection  to  prevent  their  future 
alteration. 


Page  836,  Paragraph  5 

With  the  previously  noted  error  in  status  for  the  Illinois-Michigan 
Canal  It  appears  that  7  of  the  12  sites  (over  half)  are  designed,  B 

not  only  a  "few".  Where  is  the  data  which  indicates  ("the  reader  I  ^ 

will  quickly  observe...")  "that  few  are  actually  existing  areas  which  I 
are  meeting  recreational  need  of  their  region."  The  canoe  route  and  I 
both  canals  in  Illinois  are  available  for  use.  S 


PART  V  VOLUME  3 


Page  972,  Paragraph  4 

The  area  of  soil  stabilization  problems  might  be  avoided  by  selection 
of  the  route  deviation  at  the  Illinois  River  Crossing. 

Page  973,  Paragraph  2 

Blasting  of  limestone  in  Pecumsaugan  Creek  area  will  most  assuredly 
Jeopardize  the  Indiana  Bat  colony  in  the  local  quarry  caves. 

Page  978,  Paragraph  2 

:  .  • 

la  there  to.be  a. restriction  as  to  the  total  number  of  acres  which 
may  be  bare  ground  at  any  one  tine  as  in  some  highway  projects? 


J*9 
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Page  1030 

This  woodland  would  be  avoided  by  selection  of  the  route  deviation 
at  the  Illinois  River  Crossing. 


I 
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Page  1054  SUMMARY 

The  potential  losses  are  noted  for  a  number  of  vegetation  types. 
However,  the  consequences  of  the  losses  on  the  local  regional  or 
statewide  environment  is  not  adequately  covered. 
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Page  1055,  Paragraph  4 

These  unique  plant  communities  would  be  avoided  by  selection  of  the 
route  deviation  at  the  Illinois  River  Crossing. 

Page  1057,  Paragraph  4 

Topsoil  replacement  is  requested  if  any  pipe  is  laid  on  the  Department  I  ^5* 
of  Conservation  lands. 


Page  1062 ,  Paragraph  1 

Since  wildlife  species  are  motile,  the  extent  of  potential  impact 
reaches  far  beyond  the  100-foot  right-of-way  and  should  be  addressed 
in  light  of  this  fact. 

Page  1089,  Paragraph  2 

The  woodland  immediately  east  of  the  Illinois  River  has  been  dedicated 
as  nature  preserve.  Illinois  nature  preserves  are  given  statutory 
protection  to  prevent  their  future  alteration. 


I 

I 
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All  this  are  would  be  avoided  by  selection  of  the  Illinois  River 
route  deviation. 


Page  1090 

Both  the  Pecumsnur’an  Creek  area  and  Big  Bend  Conservation  Area  can 
be  avoided  by  selection  of  proposed  route  deviations. 

Page  1107,  Paragraph  1 

The  need  for  blasting  may  be  avoided  by  selection  of  the  Illinois 
'  River  route  deviation. 
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Page  1110,  Paragraph  2 

We  recommend  manual  or  mechanical  vegetation  removal,  following  the 
nesting  season,  rather  than  the  use  of  herbicides. 


Page  1112,  Ecological  Considerations 

The  potential  losses  are  noted  for  a  number  of  representative  species.  ■ 
However,  the  Environmental  Statement  should  indicate  what  the  expected  I |q. 
consequences  of  such  losses  will  be  on  the  total  environment,  whether  I 
its  significance  is  local,  regional,  statewide  or  national. 


Page  1116,  Economic  Factors 

A  section  is  needed  on  the  economical  factor  of  outdoor  recreation 
activities  such  as  hunting,  fishing,  nature  study,  etc. 

Page  1156,  Paragraph  4 

Trees  and  brush  may  be  chipped  and  used  for  mulch.  Marketable  trees 
should  be  harvested  in  advance  of  clearing  of  right-of-way. 

Page  1186,  Paragraph  2 

The  Illinols-Mlssissippi  Canal  also  has  state  parkway  status. 


Page  1188,  Figure  3.1.3.13-1 

Camping  and  trails  should  be  added  to  primary  facilities  list  for 
Starved  Rock  State  Park. 


Trails  should  be  added  to  the  primary  facilities  list  for  Matthiessen 
State  Park. 

Salamonie  State  Recreation  Areas  was  not  listed  on  Figure  2.1.3.13-1. 

Land  and  Water  Conservation  funds  are  currently  being  used  for 
development  of  Starved  Rock  State  Park.  Also,  this  was  not  noted 
on  Figure  2.1.3.13-1. 


Page  1189,  Figure  3.1.3.13-2 

The  Illinois-Michigan  Canal  State  Parkway. is  so  designated  bv  statute. 
Page  1190,  Paragraph  2 

The  "new  acquisition"  has  been  dedicated  as  a  nature  preserve. 

Illinois  Mature  Preserves  are  protected  from  future  alteration 
by  statute. 


Page  1190,  Paragraph  3 

There  is  no  reason  to  expect  such  a  dramatic  drop  in  visitation. 

Page  1195,  Paragraph  2 

We  would  consider  an  Illinois  River  Crossing  on  the  prime  route 
as  a  "critical"  river  crossing. 

Page  1200,  Air  Quality  Change 

This  Department  assumes  that  the  more  stringent  regulations,  whether 
U.  S.  EPA  or  state  EPA,  will  be  met. 


Page  1232,  Environmental  Noise  &  Vibration 

This  Department  assumes  that  the  more  stringent  regulations,  whether 
U.  S.  EPA  or  state  EPA,  will  be  met. 
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III 


Page  1243,  Paragraph  4 

Blasting  in  the  Illinois  River  may  be  avoided  by  selecting  the 
Illinois  River  Crossing  route  deviation. 


Page  1258,  Paragraph  2 

In  the  case  of  the  Rock  River  and  Illinois  River  Crossings  the 
Department  does  not  feel  that  the  selected  route  is  "consistent  with 
local  environmental  features." 


Page  1258,  Paragraph  3 

The  Department  recommends  the  selection  of  a  route  deviation  at  both 
the  Rock  River  and  the  Illinois  River  Crossings. 


Page  1263,  Paragraph 


This  Department  also  recommends  that  only  minimum  rights-of-way  be  * 

cleared  or  graded  in  order  to  preserve  and  maintain  as  much  of  the  ■  |J5" 

rootstock  of  natural  vegecacion  as  possible.  This  is  the  only  place  I 

in  the  EIS  where  we  noted  a  deviation  from  the  100-foot  clearing  "rule".  H 


Page  1263,  Paragraph  6 

We  assume  "gaps"  will  be  left  in  stringing  of  nine  to. allow  passage 
of  wildlife  as  well. 
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Page  1268,  Paragraph  3 

No  discharging  of  testing  water  will  be  allowed  in  the  Illinois- 
Mississippi  or  the  Illinois-Michigan  Canals. 

Page  1270,  Paragraph  1 

Pipe  storage  and  staging  for  stream  crossings  should  be  as  far 
back  from  the  shoreland  as  possible. 


I 

|  in 


Page  1271,  Paragraph  2  and  Paragraph  5 

The  most  stringent  of  U.  S.  EPA  and  state  EPA  requirements  should 
be  met . 

Page  1278,  Paragraph  4 

This  Department  does  not  recommend  the  use  of  any  herbicides  except 
with  extreme  care  in  extreme  cases. 


Page  1280,  Paragraph  4 

We  recommend  that  material  excavated  from  the  bottom  of  the  streams 
be  deposited  in  a  suitable  landfill  or  contained  behind  dikework 
and  not  returned  to  the  stream  its  banks  or  used  for  backfill.  After 
the  pipeline  is  laid  in  the  stream  trench,  we  recommend  that  the 
backfill  be  gravel  or  larger  aggregate  with  a  minimum  depth  of  three 
feet  between  the  stream  bottom  and  the  top  of  the  pipe  in  smaller 
streams  and  four  to  five  feet  in  larger  rivers. 
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Page  1291,  Paragraph  3 

Some  stream  bottom  support  may  be  required  for  stream  to  be  forded. 

Page  1303,  Figure  4.1.3. 3-2 

This  Department  does  have  approval  requirements  for  use  or  occupancy 
of  Department  of  Conservation  lands.  We  also  have  a  charge  for 
utilities  crossing  the  state  parkways  (canals). 

Page  1318,  Paragraph  5 

We  assume  that  when  the  exact  location  is  determined  that  specific  _ 

measures  to  mitigate  fish  and  wildlife  and  other  environmental  losses  Bl^-4* 
will  be  made.  We  further  assume  this  will  be  reported  in  the  final  EIS .  | 

Page  1324 

No  mention  is  made  of  the  proposed  Illlnois-Mississippi  Feeder  Canal 
crossing. 


Page  1324,  Paragraph  4 

The  proposed  crossing  of  the  Illinois-Michigan  Canal  is  also  in 
this  area. 


Page  1325,  Paragraph  1 

Dedication  of  the  land  as  nature  preserve  has  been  completed. 

Page  1325,  Paragraph  2 

No  crossing  within  tjie  boundary  of  Starved  Rock  State  Park  or 
Nature  Preserve  would  be  acceptable.  The  route  deviation  completely 
avoiding  the  Park  and  Nature  Preserve  is  the  only  acceptable 
alignment. 
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Page  1332,  Paragraph  2 

Land  and  Water  Conservation  funds  are  currently  being  used  for 
development  at  Starved  Rock  State  Park. 


I 
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Page  1333,  Paragraph  2 

How  about  the  Dome  Pipeline  alignment? 


I 
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Page  1339,  Paragraph  2 

Figure  4.1. 3.4-4  provides  a  possible  solution  to  the  Illinois 
River  Crossing  problem. 

Page  1344,  Paragraph  2 

An  air  curtain  destructor  would  reduce  the  particulate  matter  in 
open  burning. 

Page  1349 

There  are  old  quarry  mines  in  the  area  of  the  prime  route  crossing 
of  the  Pecumsaugan  Creek  Area. 

Page  1383,  Last  Paragraph 

Impact  on  the  Illinois  River,  Pecumsaugan  Creek,  and  Rock  River 
streamside  vegetation  can  be  mitigated  by  selection  of  the  route 
deviation. 


I 
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Page  1384,  Paragraph  2 

Explain  the  reason  for  a  permanent  40-foot,  tree-free  right-of-way . 
Page  1387,  Paragraph  2 

What  are  the  consequences  of  the  potential  Impacts  on  a  local 
regional  or  statevlse  basis? 
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Tin'  ,  v-nica£o  t’ubllc  Hearing  by  H. 

llinols  Department  of  Conservation. 


January  9,  1975  Meeting  with  Robert 
Indiana,  with  H.  Hier,  Illinois 


K.  Dodd,  D.S.  FWS,  Princeton 
Dept,  of  Conservation. 


of  Conservation. 


Page  1392,  Paragraph  1 

Both  Starved  Rock  State  Park  and  Big  Bend  Conservation  Area  could  he 
avoided  by  selection  of  the  route  deviations. 

Page  1434,  Paragraph  4 

We  consider  the  proposed  Impact  on  Starved  Rock  State  Park  as  an 
"outstanding  example". 

Page  1435,  Paragraph  4 

The  crossing  of  the  Illinois  Fiver  at  the  proposed  prime  route  location 
would  be  a  major  environmental  impact  even  if  it  wasn’t  a  state  park. 
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Page  1484,  Alternate  3,  Great  Circle  Route 

Initial  data  would  indicate  less  impact  on  state  conservation/recreation 
areas.  However,  the  location  of  river  crossings  for  the  Rock  and  Fox 
Rivers  would  still  be  critical.  Much  more  data  Is  required  for 
cons  1  de  r  at  1  on . 


Ann  Arbor,  Michigan,  from  J. 


Illinois  Dept,  of  Conservation. 


Page  1621 


^arCtlRecreation^Deaver^ltColo^eC^ith  j' 

’  ulth  J-  bare,  Illinois  Dept,  of  Conscrvacioi 

^v^cT^  C°  ?■  "UllOSS’  Bur““  of  Outdoor  Recreation, 
er,  Colo.,  from  J.  Hart,  Illinois  Dept,  of  Conservation. 

^'“ltehfngtL  fr"  r°  Iv0ry'  Federal  P°“«  Co™ission, 

Washington,  D.C.,  from  J.  Hart,  Illinois  Dept,  of  Conservation. 

ZoZT'TAZr  S***  CO"taCtS  (and  "a"v  anlogged  nhone  converse- 
recoemlr-H  ^  Department  or  Conservation  would  like  to  be 

gnized  as  being  in  coordination  with  the  Northern  Border  CIS  Tean. 


In  view  of  the  time  delay  in  obtainin 
Department  requests  at  least  two  copi 
released. 


s  a  copy  Of  the  Draft  CIS, 
es  of  the  final  CIS  as  soon 


this 

as 


Page  1548,  42-inch  Alternative  System 

Initially  It  would  appear  that  this  system  would  Increase  the  adverse 
environmental  impact. 


PART  VI  ALTERNATIVES 


There  is  a  better  cove 
in  Part  V,  Volume  3. 


rage  of  Northern  Rorder 


alignment 


alternatives 


Page  1613,  Paragraph  6 


During  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
many  contacts  were  made  between  individuals  of  this  Department  and 
Pederal  Department  of  Interior  and  Federal  Power  Commission.  Some 
verified  or  logged  contacts  are  listed  below: 


Noveifcer  22,  1974  Phone  contact  between  Robert  K.  Dodd,  U.S.  FWS , 

PrincetoQ,  Indiana,  with  J.  Hart,  Illinois  Department  of  Conservation 

November  25,  1974  Meeting  with  Robert  K.  Dodd,  U.S.  FWS,  Princeton, 
Indiana,  with  J.  Hart,  T.  Werner,  J.  Schwegman,  G.  Tichacek,  all 
from  Illinois  Department  of  Conservation. 


143- 


December  30,  1974  Letter  to  Albert  K.  Leonard,  Bureau  of  Land  Mana?ement, 
Denver,  Colorado,  by  Director  Dean,  Illinois  Department  of 
Conservation. 


available,  is  that  rh*  °asecl  t.ie  material 

Big  Bend  Conservation  Area  Star^d^n ^L- devlill:  to"s  t°  ovoid 

Pecans  augan  rreel  'atural  Are  SCaCe  Park  and  'aturc  Preserve, 

ureeK.  ..atural  Area  and  Matthiessen  Sham  p,.i,  , 

tne  requested  route  deviations  thi*  WCre  consi^ered  without 

the  Great  Circle  Route.  ’  Department  would  possibly  prefer 


PART  VII  CONSULTATION  &  COORDINATION 

Refer  to  comments  in  reference  to  Part  V,  Volume  3  Page  1613 
Paragraph  6  and  Part  V,  Volume  3,  Page  1621. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Chicago,  Illinois 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
by  Ms.  Holderman 
representing 

Illinois  State  Department  of  Conservation 
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BY  MS.  HOLD ERMA N 

Judge  Cook,  members  of  the  panel,  the 
Department  of  Conservation  has  received  for  review 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  The 
Department  will  comment  in  written  text  upon  the 
conclusion  of  the  review  before  the  end  of  the  90 
day  review  period.  We  received  our  text  very 
late  and  the  Department  is  in  the  process  of  reviewing 
it. 


JUDGE  COOK:  I  presume  at  this  stage  -- 
MS.  HOLDERMAN:  Do  you  have  any  ouestions? 

I  wanted  to  tell  you  you  were 
speaking  longer  than  I  was  going  to. 

JUDGE  COOK:  Is  there  anything  the  panel 
members  would  like  to  ask  Mies  Holderman? 

MR.  TULL0SS:  We  are  looking  forward  to 
the  comments  because  there  are  some  critical  areas. 
Starve  Rock,  particularly. 


MS. 

MR. 

on  that. 

MS. 

get  a  lengthy 

MR. 


HOLDERMAN:  Right. 

TULL0SS:  We  would  like  your  reaction 

HOLDERMAN:  I  assure  you,  you  will 

comment . 

TULL0SS:  The  state  recreation  area 


«9 
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Response  to  comments  received 
from  Illinois  Dept,  of  Conservation 
dated  October  27,  1975 


1. 

Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a 
EIS. 

change  in  the  Final 

2. 

Same  as  1.  above 

3. 

Same  as  1.  above 

4. 

Same  as  1.  above 

5. 

Same  as  1.  above 

6. 

The  statement  has  been  updated  and  the  volume  of  expected  gas 
determined.  See  page  1  of  the  Overview. 

7. 

The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result 
Final  Overview  Volume. 

in  a  change 

in  the 

8. 

The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result 
Final  EIS. 

in  a  change 

in  the 

9. 

Change  of  alignment  is  to  avoid  impacts. 
Overview  Volume  for  a  revised  statement. 

See  page  1 

of  the 

10. 

This  is  to  be  done  after  FPC  grants  a  certificate  as 
on  page  1  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

mentioned 

11. 

Sources  for  figures  have  been  added  on  page  5  of  the 
Volume. 

Overview 

12. 

This  has  not  been  included  in  the  Overview  Volume.  See  the 

top  of  page  43  of  the  North  Border  Volume  for  what  the  company 
plans  to  do. 

13.  This  will  be  done  as  described  on  page  165  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

14.  This  has  not  been  included  in  the  Overview  Volume.  See  pages  42 
and  43  of  the  North  Border  Volume  for  what  the  company  plans 

to  do. 

15.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Overview  Volume 
since  it  describes  what  measures  the  Applicant  is  currently 
committed  to. 


33.  This  is  included  on  page  192  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

34.  This  has  been  included  on  page  121  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

35.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  173  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

36.  Additional  mitigation  measures  have  been  deleted  from  the 
Overview  Volume.  These  will  be  considered  when  developing 
stipulations. 

37.  This  paragraph  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  5  of  the  Overview 
Volume.  See  page  202  for  the  revised  discussion. 

38.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

39.  This  has  been  included  on  pages  193  and  194  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

40.  This  is  as  stated  on  pages  1  and  192  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

41.  The  Dome  route  alternative  has  been  included  beginning  page 
222  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

42.  This  is  covered  on  page  22  of  the  North  Border  Volume.  Working 
right-of-way  is  100',  permanent  right-of-way  54'  of  which  40' 
will  be  left  free  of  tall  vegetation. 

43.  The  Applicants'  mitigation  proposal  at  river  crossing  sites  is 
discussed  on  page  617,  Final  EIS.  On  page  646  it  is  suggested 
that  local  technical  teams  be  used  to  assist  in  selecting  speci¬ 
fic  use  sites. 

44.  Evaluation  of  the  Dome  Route  alternative  is  discussed  on  page 
711  of  North  Border  Volume. 

45.  The  Applicant  will  be  responsible  for  obtaining  necessary  local 
permits,  authorization,  and  approvals. 

46.  This  is  covered  on  page  32  of  the  Final  EIS.  It  is  estimated 
that  road  construction  will  begin  one  month  prior  to  clearing 
and  grading. 

47.  See  page  33  of  Final  EIS-  This  will  vary  with  local  situations 
but  Applicant  must  comply  with  local  regulations  concerning 
detours,  etc  to  maintain  public  services  during  construction. 

48.  This  is  covered  on  page  608  of  Final  EIS.  The  trench  will  be 
open  an  average  of  10  days. 

49.  This  is  clearly  stated  on  page  54  of  the  Final  EIS.  The  pipe 
would  be  repaired  from  the  outside.  Assumption  is  correct-  an 
adequate  test  means  no  leaks. 


16.  Routes  have  different  construction  schedules  for  working  dif¬ 
ferent  times  of  year  as  described  beginning  on  page  25  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

17.  This  is  discussed  in  each  geographic  volume  in  sections  des¬ 
cribing  revegetation  methods. 

18.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

19.  This  will  be  considered  when  developing  stipulations. 

20.  Correct,  this  EIS  covers  proposals  as  submitted  during  the 
rewrite. 

21.  Route  deviations  are  covered  in  the  mitigation  chapter  on  page 
194  of  the  Overview  Volume  (Unique  Areas) .  The  spelling  of 
Pecumsaugan  Creek  has  been  corrected. 

22.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  outline  for  the  Overview  Volume. 

Some  information  can  be  found  under  History  beginning  on  page  119. 

23.  This  has  been  included  on  page  110  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

24.  This  has  been  included  on  pages  121  and  171  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

25.  This  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  EIS,  since  the  Illinois- 
Mississippi  Canal  is  not  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places.  However,  the  Illinois-Michigan  Canal  is  listed  in  Table 
2.0V. 12  on  page  115  of  the  Overview  Volume  and  mentioned  on  page 
120. 

26.  The  impact  section  of  the  Overview  Volume  has  been  revised  begin¬ 
ning  on  page  135.  The  geographic  volumes  contain  more  detail. 

27.  The  mitigation  chapter  has  been  revised  including  only  those 
measures  committed  to  by  the  Applicant.  See  page  189  of  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  at  a  later  date. 

28.  Additional  recommended  mitigation  measures  have  been  deleted  from 
the  Overview  Volume.  These  will  be  considered  when  developing 
stipulations . 

29.  Chapter  4  of  the  Overview  Volume  has  been  rewritten  beginning  on 
page  189.  See  page  192  for  wildlife. 

30.  Additional  measures  have  been  deleted  from  the  Ovdrview  Volume. 

This  will  be  considered  when  developing  stipulations. 

31.  This  has  been  revised.  See  the  introduction  on  page  189  of  the 
Overview  Volume  and  page  192  for  wildlife  specifically. 

32.  This  is  clarified  on  page  193  of  the  Overview  Volume. 


50.  The  proposed  route  as  described  on  pages  2-5  of  North  Border 
Volume  was  selected  to  avoid  urban  areas.  Houses  can  be  easily 
avoided  in  rural  areas  within  the  conceptual  line  of  the  project. 
The  Applicants  proposal  however,  includes  the  crossing  of  nume¬ 
rous  parks  and  recreation  areas.  Impacts  to  these  areas  are  des¬ 
cribed  and  evaluated  on  page  583.  On  page  654  route  adjustments 
are  suggested  to  further  mitigate  impacts  to  these  areas. 

51.  Since  exact  location  of  access  roads  have  not  yet  been  established 
there  are  no  specific  plans  for  crossing  methods  at  stream  cros¬ 
sings.  As^stated  on  page  33  of  the  North  Border  Volume  the  Ap¬ 
plicant  must  comply  with  local  regulations,  etc. 

52.  This  is  covered  on  pages  34  and  480  of  the  Final  EIS.  The  Ap¬ 
plicant  proposes  to  purchase  barrow  material  from  existing 
commerical  sources  where  possible.  In  some  cases  it  might  be 
obtained  from  private  land  owners.  The  offsite  impact  are  re¬ 
cognized  on  page  480. 

53.  It  is  the  Applicants'  responsibility  to  obtain  rights-of-way  and 
comply  with  local  regulations. 

54.  Yes,  see  page  609  of  Final  EIS. 

55.  Yes,  see  page  608  of  Final  EIS. 

56.  This  is  covered  on  page  54  of  Final  EIS.  Hydrostatic  testing  is 
done  after  the  pipe  is  in  the  trench  and  covered. 

57.  The  33  feet  is  from  centerline  of  ditch  to  edge  of  right-of-way. 
The  excavated  material  will  require  approximately  25  feet. 

58.  See  response  to  No.  38. 

59.  The  Applicant  proposes  30  to  36  inches  of  soil  covering  except 

in  rock  where  18  to  24  inches  is  proposed  -  see  page  38  of  the 

North  Border  Volume.  Compliance  with  local  regulations  will  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  Applicant. 

60.  Comment  noted.  This  will  be  Applicants'  responsibility. 

61.  See  page  39  of  the  North  Border  Volume.  Coating  materials  are 
allowed  to  harden  and  are  not  considered  toxic. 

62.  See  the  North  Border  Volume  page  39.  Any  material  unsuitable 

for  backfilling  is  disposed  of  in  a  waste  disposal  area. 

63.  This  assumption  is  probably  not  correct.  Disposal  will  be  at 

nearest  location  approved  by  landowners  -  page  39  Final  EIS. 

64.  The  Applicant  proposes  limited  amounts  of  2,4-D  or  2,4,5-T  for 
this  purpose.  See  page  616  of  Final  EIS. 


V» 


65.  Impacts  created  by  borrow  areas  are  recognized  on  page  480  of 

Final  EIS.  Revegetation  of  these  areas  will  be  by  agreement 
between  the  Applicant  and  landowner. 

66.  See  page  656  of  Final  EIS.  It  is  here  suggested  that  crossing 
be  by  borrowing  under  rather  than  open  cut. 

67.  Comment  noted  but  EIS  must  be  based  on  Applicants'  proposal. 

68.  See  page  54  of  North  Border  Volume  for  Applicants  discharge 
proposal.  It  will  be  Applicants  responsibility  to  comply  with 
water  quality  regulations. 

69.  See  response  #59. 

70.  Probably  not.  On  page  61  of  the  Final  EIS  it  is  estimated  that 
the  pipeline  may  be  operational  for  100  years.  Decision  on  re¬ 
moval  will  be  left  for  another  generation. 

71.  Comment  noted  -  Compliance  to  state  laws  and  procurement  of 
authorizations  is  the  Applicants  responsibility. 

72.  Same  as  #66. 

73.  The  Kankakee  River  was  not  considered  within  the  study  area  in 
Indiana.  It  is  covered  on  page  294  of  the  Final  EIS  (Illinois). 

74.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

75.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

76.  Inadvertently  omitted  -  should  have  been  added  in  Final  EIS. 

77.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  in  Final  EIS. 

78.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  in  Final  EIS. 

79.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  in  Final  EIS. 

80.  The  Dome  Pipeline  route  alternative  is  described  and  evaluated 
on  page  711  of  the  Final  EIS. 

81.  The  Dome  Pipeline  route  is  shown  in  the  Overview  Volume  of  the 
Final  EIS  -  figure  8.0V. 3-1. 

82.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  in  Final  EIS. 

83.  These  canals  are  covered  on  pages  447,  582  and  656  of  the  North 
Border  Volume. 

84.  Yes,  covered  as  per  response  #83. 


85.  These  items  have  been  added  in  Table  2.1.3.13-1,  page 
450  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

86.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  in  Final  EIS. 

87.  Change  made  in  Final  EIS  to  show  "gap"  Is  part  of  the  nature 
preserve  -  see  page  881  of  North  Border  Volume. 

88.  This  paragraph  has  been  rewritten  in  the  Final  EIS  to  include 
this  information,  see  page  454  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

89.  Comment  noted  -  this  suggestion  is  covered  on  page  656  of  the 
North  Border  Volume. 

90.  Comment  noted  -  jeopardy  to  the  Indiana  bat  colony  is  covered 
on  page  543  of  the  Final  North  Border  Volume. 

91.  We  know  of  no  such  restrictions. 

92.  Yes  -  this  is  stated  on  page  656  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

93.  This  is  covered  on  pages  511,  555  and  572  of  the  North  Border 
Volume. 

94.  Yes  -  see  response  #92. 

95.  Comment  noted  -  this  will  have  to  be  negotiated  with  the 
Applicant. 

96.  This  Is  addressed  on  page  533  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

97.  Comment  noted  -  see  response  #87. 

98.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

99.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

100.  Comment  noted  -  this  could  be  part  of  right-of-way  agreements. 

101.  This  is  addressed  on  page  552-553  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

102.  Comment  noted  -  impacts  on  this  phase  of  the  economy  were  not 
considered  significant.  No  change  made  in  EIS. 

103.  This  has  been  added  on  page  570  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

104.  This  canal  is  listed  in  Table  3.1.3.13-1  page  584  of  the  North 
Border  Volume. 

105.  These  items  have  been  added  to  Table  3.1.3.13-1,  page  584  of  the 
North  Border  Volume. 


106.  Designation  is  noted  on  page  584  of  North  Border  Volume. 

107.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  made  in  Final  EIS. 

108.  Comment  incorporated  on  page  586  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

109.  This  has  been  added  on  page  589  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

110.  This  is  correct 

111.  This  is  correct 

112.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

113.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

114.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

115.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

116.  This  assumption  is  correct 

117.  Comment  noted  -  this  will  be  Applicants'  responsibility  to  comply 
with  regulations. 

118.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

119.  This  is  correct 

120.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

121.  Recommendation  noted  -  no  response 

122.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

123.  Comment  noted  -  this  will  need  to  be  negotiated  with  the  Applicant 

124.  This  assumption  is  incorrect.  The  Final  EIS  has  been  completed 
prior  to  exact  route  determination.  It  is  suggested  on  page  646 
of  the  North  Border  Volume  that  specific  mitigation  measures  be 
planned  when  final  route  determination  has  been  made. 

125.  This  is  included  on  pages  455,  585  and  656  of  the  North  Border 
Volume. 

126.  Comment  noted  -  crossing  of  the  Illinois  Michigan  Canal  is  covered 
under  sections  dealing  with  historic  values  -  pages  455,  485,  and 
656  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 


129.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

130.  The  Dome  Pipeline  route  alternative  is  discussed  on  page  711  of 
the  North  Border  Volume. 

131.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

132.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  made  in  Final  EIS. 

133.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  made  in  Final  EIS. 

134.  True,  but  this  section  deals  with  impacts  resulting  from  the 
Applicants'  proposal. 

135.  The  permanent  40'  tree  free  right-of-way  is  proposed  for  sur¬ 
veillance  and  access  for  maintenance,  page  27  of  the  North 
Border  Volume. 

136.  The  consequences  as  described  in  this  section  apply  at  the  local, 
state  or  regional  level  depending  upon  the  segment  of  proposed 
project  considered. 

137.  True,  this  is  so  stated  on  page  654  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

138.  True,  it  could  have  been  included  as  another  example  but  the 
cases  stated  were  considered  adequate  to  illustrate  the  issue. 

139.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

140.  More  data  were  not  available  to  cover  this  alternative  in  greater 
detail . 

141.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

142.  The  Illinois  Department  of  Conservation  has  been  added  to  the 
list  of  agencies  contributing  to  the  EIS.  It  appears  in  The 
Consultation  and  Coordination  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

143.  Two  copies  of  the  Final  EIS  will  be  forwarded  when  released. 

144.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

145.  See  response  #137 


127.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

128.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 
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Illinois  Department  of  Transportation 

2300  South  Dirkten  Parkway  Springfield  Illinois  62764 


November  21  1975 


Draft  Environmental  Statement 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Gentlemen: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  DEIS, 
to  make  the  following  comments  which  we  believe  should 
the  Final  Environmental  Statement: 


We  would  like 
be  addressed  in 


1'  Air  Quality  Impact.  The  proposed  pipeline  would  be 
constructed  within  50  miles  of  four  urbanized  areas 
in  Illinois.  Not  addressed  in  the  DEIS  is  the  impact 
on  air  quality  in  those  already  somewhat  congested 
areas,  resulting  from  the  slowdown  of  vehicular 
traffic  caused  by  the  large  heavy,  slow  moving  equip¬ 
ment  in  use  during  the  construction  period.  It  is 
suggested  that  the  FEIS  address  this  matter  and  give 
consideration  to  minimizing  harm  by  scheduling  move¬ 
ment  of  such  vehicles  during  hours  of  reduced  traffic. 

2*  Water  Quality  Impact.  It  would  be  helpful  if  nore 

specific  information  were  provided  concerning  measures 
to  prevent  and  control  erosion  during  and  following 
construction  of  the  pipeline. 


3.  Noise  Impact. 

a.  The  sound  levels  cited  on  pages  1-352  and  1-353 
are  meaningless  unless  the  distance  from  the 
sources  are  given. 


I 


It  is  recommended  that  local  zoning  officials  be 
made  aware  of  forecast  noise  levels  at  compressor 
station  boundaries,  to  help  avoid  the  placement  of 
sensitive  receptors  there,  where  sensitive  receptors 
are  already  in  place,  noise  abatement  should  be  provide 


13  e"°r  “  in£°r™»tion  presented  on  page 
V-912,  concerning  Interstate  Motor  Carrier  Noise 
mission  standards.  The  Standards  are  established 


by  existing  law,  not  proposed,  and  were  effective 
October  15,  1975.  The  limit  which  is  established 
for  speeds  less  than  35  miles  per  hour  at  50  feet 
from  the  center  line  of  travel  lane,  is  86  dBA, 
rather  than  80  dBA  which  is  given  in  the  EIS. 

General.  Additional  coordination  with  the  Illinois 
Department  of  Transportation  will  be  required  prior 
to  construction  where  crossing  of  State  roadways  or 
rights-of-way  are  involved. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Earl  H.  Bowman 
Acting  Chief 

Bureau  of  Environmental  Science 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Illinois  Department  of  Transportation 
dated  November  21,  1975 


Richard  H.  Briceland,  Director  L 


DDDfimacSs 
IEmwSrKiDDDiimcEDDilffliD 

2200  Churchill  Road,  Springfield,  Illinois  62706 


Telephone: 

217/782-5620 


October  2,  1975 


1.  Air  quality  impacts  are  described  on  pages  594-595  of  the 
North  Border  Volume.  Mitigating  measures  are  discussed  on 
pages  662-664  of  the  North  Border  Volumes. 

2.  Soil  and  vegetation  mitigation  measures  are  discussed  on 
pages  608-612,  614-620  and  644-646  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

3.  This  section  of  the  Final  EIS  has  been  revised.  See  pages 
128-129,  Overview  Volume. 

4.  Mitigation  measures  concerning  noise  are  discussed  on  pages 
664-667  of  the  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS.  It  is  the 
responsibility  of  the  Applicant  to  comply  with  all  applicable 
Federal,  State  and  local  regulations  and  laws. 

5.  This  error  and  reference  have  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

6.  Comment  noted  —  no  response. 


Mr.  Roman  Koenings,  Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force  « 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

ha?  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Imoact  statement  - 
oimment  ral  Gas  Transportation  System  and  offers  the  following 
comments  regarding  implementation  effects  in  Illinois.  g 


a) 


b) 


I 


It  is  stated  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  that  a 
major  pipeline  rupture  may  result  in  the  release  of  100 

S'*1?  feet  °r  more  °£  gas'  The  Agency  must  encour- 
o?eat^eVei°Pment’  tD  the  greatest  extent  practicable, 

a.sys*:em  for  emergency  shut  down  (e.g.  pressure  activated 
block  valves)  to  minimize  such  losses. 

The  compressor  stations  will  produce  certain  air  contaminants 
most  notably  nitrogen  oxides.  Such  stations  will  not  likely  ' 
cause  violations  of  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Stan- 

s?ationNl£oalionsabd  °h  theraselves-  However,  should  compressor! 
oen.i  2  locations  be  chosen  in  or  near  major  population  1 

centers,  their  contribution  to  ambient  air  quality  should 
The  turblne  compressors,  as  well  as  any 
permits?t0rS  comPressor  sites,  will  require  operating 


c)  During  the  construction  phase,  significant  air  pollutant 
tionSi?ns  may  °ccur'  The  Agency  must  encouragePthe  adop¬ 
tion  ?o  speclfic  Procedures  to  be  employed  duiing  construc¬ 
tion  to  prevent  excessive  air  pollutant  emissions. 

d)  The  compressor  stations  are  capable  of  producing  noise 
effects,  especially  during  periodic  vending  of  high  pres¬ 
sure  gas.  Every  effort  should  be  made  to  assure  minimum 

l0Cati°"  °£  Stati°"a  di-aa™ 


I 
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It  appears  that  construction  and  operation  of  the  pipeline  will  I, 
cause  only  minor  disturbances  of  the  environment.  The  project  I 
will  be  subject  to  established  regulations  which  govern  the  j 

construction  and  operations  of  pipelines.  Should  you  have  any 
questions  on  the  above,  please  advise.  B 


Sincerely, 

Robert  P.  Clarke 
Environmental  Programs 


RPC/ma 

cc:  Harlan  Edmonds 


Response  Co  Comments  received 
from  Illinois  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
dated  October  2,  1975 


This  is  covered  on  pages  57-60,  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

This  is  covered  on  pages  457-465,  590-595,  and  662-664  of  Final 
EIS,  North  Border  Volume.  Acquisition  of  local  permits  will  be 
responsibility  of  the  Applicant. 

See  response  02. 

This  is  covered  on  pages  465-466,  596-603,  and  664-665  of  the 
Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

Comment  noted  -  no  response. 


Iowa 


CONSERVATION  COMMISSION 

300  FOURTH  STREET  □  DES  MOINES.  IOWA  50319 
515/281-5145 
An  Equal  Opportunity  Employer 


February  25,  1976 


coww'S sionern 
John  G  l*n*  Clurmon 

So.i.1  gw 

Tr.om.%  A  8.1., 

John  C  B'Op'1, 

dSPI ... .... 

0.5  A/o.n«« 

John  C  InomplOA 


Dime  cron 

frta  A 


EIS  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


Gentlemen: 

The  following  coirments  were  compiled  by  our  staff  from  the  Draft 
EIS  of  the  proposed  natural  gas  pipeline  through  Iowa. 

Proiect  Proposal:  Industry  proposal  to  construct  natural  jas 
pipeline  from  Alas loPoil  fields  to  terminals  in  the  United  States. 

EIS  is  involved  because  of  project  crossing  Federal  lands,  etc. 

Project  Facilities:  As  proposed  by  Industry. 

a.  Pipeline,  26"  to  48"  steel  pipeline,  buried;  244  miles  in 

b.  Compressor  stations  in  five  Iowa  counties  at  20  acres  each; 
Butler,  Linn,  Cedar,  Hancock  Counties,  and  possible  site  in 

c  Del ive remeasuring  stations  in  two  Iowa  counties  at  6  acres 

d.  Iowa  counties  at  4  acres 

e.  Block  valves,  unknown  number  at  .07  acres  each. 

Project  Location  in  Iowa:  As  proposed  by  Industry. 

s'tzzL'Ssit  sk'S.,“  -  * 

vgsum.,  fTJS'S 

Benton,  Linn,  Jones,  Cedar,  Clinton,  and  Scott. 

(Cordova) . 


EIS  Task  Force 
February  25,  1976 
Page  2 


Definite  Crossing  of  State  Areas:  Industry  proposal . 

Princeton  Wildlife  Area  -  .7  mile  of  pipeline  plus  .25  mile 
of  private  inholding  (??)• 

Also  of  concern  -  West  Fork  River  Greenbelt  (Black  Hawk  County 
Area,  LAWC0N  funds);  two  crossings  of  Wapsipinicon  (new  acquisition 
areas  ??). 

These  are  the  only  areas  mentioned  in  the  document,  without 
specific  route  I  could  not  check  for  other  areas. 

nrems  of  the  Wildlife  Section.  Conservation  Comission:  Not  inclusive. 

1  Industry  proposal  states  a  total  of  two  miles  of  wetlands  m 
wa.  These  should  be  identified  and  alternate  routes  requested, 
rranted. 

2.  Effects  on  terrestrial  habitat  -  especially  crossing  of  Wapsi 
irough  extensive  timber  tracts. 


3. 


Princeton  crossing;  West  Fork  Greenbelt  crossing. 


4.  Site  of  crossing  over  Mississippi  River  and  attendant  problems 
ch  as  dredging,  etc. 

5.  The  specific  route  should  be  ascertained  and  checked. 

6-  "i ssr  Sc 

ternatives  ^  S  2d  const  met  l2  techniques  to  lessen  environ- 
:n  ™ST2t.  We  should  support  this  concept. 

7.  Industry  needs  a  minimum  100- foot  rgW-of-way  fcr 

A  a  40- foot  strip  will  ***  £e£  aS £st  be  recognized 

f  project.  This  is  important  in  timber  areas,  *i 

5  a  "permanent  habitat  loss  . 

speciallyn2rreference1torstream°crossingstSwoodl2d  areast  Mississippi^  * 
iver,  etc. 
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EIS  Task  Force 
February  25,  1976 
Page  3 


Summary:  Review  of  the  impact  of  this  project  on  State  lands  and 
waters  is  limited  by  the  non-specific  location  of  the  pipeline.  However, 
the  industry  proposal  is  definite  enough  to  recognize  potential  problems 
at  Princeton,  the  Wapsi,  etc.  Of  most  importance  is  the  fact  that  the 
proposed  pipeline  location  is  not  fixed,  and  there  is  potential  to  steer 
construction  away  from  critical  areas. 


G.  F.  Schnepf,  Chief 
Planning  and  Coordination 


GFS:DH:rt 

cc:  Tom  Wallace 
Bob  Barr at t 


IN  REPLY  REFER TOi 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.G  20240 


*  Response  to  Comments  received 

from  Iowa  Conservation  Commission 

Hr.  <5.  P.  Schnepf  dated  February  25,  1976 

Chief,  Planning  and  Coordination 
Iowa  Conservation  Coosal salon 

300  Fourth  Street  Comment  received  after  the  Final  EIS  has  been  sent  to  the  printer. 

Des  Moines ,  Iowa  50319 

Dear  Mr.  Schnepf: 

This  la  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  your  crisints  dated  February  25  relating 
to  our  draft  environmental  1 upset  statement  entitled,  "Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System." 

Unfortunately,  your  consents  arrived  too  late  for  us  to  consider  thee  In 
the  preparation  of  our  final  environmental  Impact  statement  becauee  the 
final  had  already  gone  to  the  printer.  We  will,  however,  make  your 
comments  a  part  of  the  project  record  and  of  our  public  flla. 

If  ve  can  be  of  assistance,  please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely  your* , 


Roman  H.  Koenlngs 
Project  Manager 
Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 


cc:  Soulen 
Noldan 
,/Leonard 

302  Reading  File  -  Room  1040  South  Penthouse 
Hold  Copy 

LLM : RASoulen : baa : 3 / 2 / 76 
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STATE  OF  IOWA 


rYTv~TT^ 


\i 


OBERT  D  RAY 


STATE  OF  IOWA 

Office  for  Planning  and  Programming 

523  East  12th  Street.  Des  Moines,  Iowa  50319  Telephone  515/281-3711 


IBERT  F  TYSON 
Director 


September  17,  1975 


Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager,  EIS 
Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 
U.S.  Dept,  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

PNRS  Number  760151 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

The  Notification  of  Intent  describing  the  above-numbered  project  has 
been  distributed  to  those  State  agencies  which  may  have  had  an  interest 
in  it.  Any  comments  or  suggestions  concerning  this  Step  I,  Facilities 
Planning  Grant  are  attached  hereto. 

As  no  objections  were  received  from  State  agencies,  the  State  Clearinghouse 
has  completed  its  review  of  the  proposal.  A  copy  of  the  attached  sign- 
off  form  and  these  comments  should  accompany  the  application  to  the  EPA 
to  indicate  that  the  required  review  was  accomplished. 

This  review,  however,  covers  only  Step  I  of  the  proposed  construction. 
Separate  reviews  will  be  necessary  for  Step  II  and  any  other  steps  which 
may  be  taken  on  this  project  in  the  future. 

Sincerely, 

A.  Thomas  Wallace 
Federal  Funds  Coordinator 


ATW/pc 

Enclosure 


•BERT  F  TYSON 
Director 

Date  Received:  ?B.  1975 


JJ  Office  for  Planning  and  Programming 

523  East  12th  Street.  Des  Moines.  Iowa  50319  Telephone  515/281-3711 
STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 

PROJECT  NOTIFICATION  AND  REVIEW  SIGNOFF 


State  Identification  No:  tnnltl 


Review  Completed:  ^ptamher  ns  1Q7S  . 


Address  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Washington,  D.C.  20240  - - - - — - - - - 

FEDERAL  PROGRAM  TITLE,  AGbNLl  Public  Lands /°^K19;“T^-Way 
ANn  tatai nr.  NUMBER'  Department  of  the  Interior 

AND  CATALOG  NUMBER  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

_ _  Catalog  No.  15.203 - - - - - - ' 

AMOUNT  OF  FUNDS  KtQUESTED  :  NA  


Th“p"j«t“ncVudes  the  Department  of  the  Interior's  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System. 

Tie  State  Clearinghouse  mkes  the  following  dtspostUon  concerning  tuts  - - - 

ef  Si,*^cS«"hSsl,b^ct«trt.t*tScr^irJ 

review  has  been  performed. 

LJ  JHaSSf SSuS'arSiiSSr^tS:  rCiredVeifew^:  be” 

performed. 

STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE  COMMENTS: 


CH-14  Rev.  10-74 


i  Mi 

I  •  "  * 

i  !  i 

_1_  Nj-r  j  -1> 

Li  U 


STATE  OF  IOWA 

Office  for  Planning  and  Programming 

523  East  12th  Street.  Des  Moines,  Iowa  50319  Telephone  515/281-3711 


ROBERT  D  RAY 

Governor 

3BERT  F  TYSON 

Director 


November  7,  1975 


Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

PNRS  Number:  760151 

Draft  Environment  Impact  Statement 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

This  office  forwarded  to  you  on  September  25,  1975  our  Project  Notification 
and  Review  Signoff  for.  the  above-named  project.  After  that  date  we 
received  further  comments  from  the  State  Historical  Department  of  Iowa, 
Division  of  Historic  Preservation. 

We  are  forwarding  a  copy  of  these  comments  herewith  and  request  that 
they  be  attached  to  the  Project  Notification  and  Review  Signoff  that  was 
received  from  this  Clearinghouse.  Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 


Sincerely, 

/y  7/x 

a’  Thomas  Wallace 
Federal  Funds  Coordinator 


ATW/sm 


STATE  historical  department  OF  IOWA 
DIVISION  OF  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION 


ADRIAN  D.  ANDERSON.  DIRECTOR 
HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 


September  25,  1975 


Mr.  A.  Thomas  Wallace,  Jr. 

Federal  Funds  Coordinator 
Office  for  Planning  &  Programming 
523  East  12th  Street 
Des  Moines,  Iowa  50319 

Re:  Project  #760151,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 


Dear  Mr.  Wal lace: 

This  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  notes  that  historic/archaeological 
sites  reoresent  a  finite,  non-renewable  resource  which  will  almost  certainly 
be  encountered  and  adversely  affected  by  this  project.  On  pages  1330-133 
of  Volume  V,  there  are  nine  recommendations  for  reducing  the  impact  ot  this 
project  on  archaeological,  historical  and  related  resources.  In  general,  we 
concur  with  these  recommendations.  However,  as  the  ninth  recommendation 
applies  to  Iowa,  we  would  like  to  add  that  the  salvage  of  archaeologica  data 
and  artifacts  should  be  done  under  the  supervision  of  the  State  Archaeologist 
and  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  as  well  as  the  National  Park 
Service. 

In  connection  with  this  project,  we  would  like  to  stress  the  need  to  initiate 
the  compilation  of  an  inventory  of  cultural  resources  in  the  project  corndo 
as  soon  as  the  exact  project  route  is  chosen.  To  delay  the  surveys  needed  to 
produce  such  an  inventory  until  late  in  the  planning  process  could  lead  to 
project  delays  if  extensive  mitigative  measures  were  necessary.  This  is 
particularly  imoortant  with  regard  to  this  particular  P,'03e^  because  the 
corridor  crosses  an  area  of  Iowa  which  is  almost  unknown  archaeological  y, 
but  which  seems  to  conta i n  a  wealth  of  prehistoric  sites  based  on  interviews 
with  artifact  collectors.  It  would  be  difficult  to  draw  another  line  representing j 
240  miles  on  the  project  map  of  Iowa  that  would  cover  an  area  so  poorly  known 
with  regard  to  its  prehistoric  resources. 

Under  the  broad  definition  of  historic  resources  there  is  a  resource  which 
perhaps  deserves  more  attention  that  it  receives  in  this  document.  I  am 
referring  to  paleontological  resources.  Although  these  resources  are  mentioned 
on  Daoe  023  of  Volume  V,  we  are  unable  to  find  satisfactory  recommendation. for 
thePmitigation  of  the  adverse  affect  this  project  will  have  on  paleontological 

remains.  Paleontological  sites,  like  archaeologica  sites  are  finite  and 


,13  MAC  LEAN  HALL.  .  IOWA  CITY  IOWA  522A2 

TELEPHONE  319.353-6949/310.353.4  106 
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•.  A.  Thomas  Wallace,  Jr. 
i-ederal  Funds  Coordinator 
Office  for  Planning  &  Programming 
September  25,  1975 
Page  Two 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  State  Historical  Department  of  Iowa 
Division  of  Historical  Preservation 
dated  September  25,  1975 


Pleistocene  and  early  Holocene  sites.  The  project  corridor  enters  the  state 
in  a  recently  glaciated  region  which  was  covered  by  the  Des  Moines  Lobe  of 
the  Cary  Ice  Sheet  (see  pages  V- 273-276).  In  this  area,  it  is  likely  the 
pipeline  will  cut  through  late  Pleistocene  and  early  Holocene  bone  beds 
embedded  in  peat  deposits.  Near  the  edge  of  the  Des  Moines  Lobe,  forest  beds 
buried  beneath  the  Cary  till  may  be  unearthed  by  the  project.  East  of  this 
recently  glaciated  region,  along  streams  dissecting  the  Kansan  Till  Plain, 
fossil i ferous  deposits  dating  from  various  periods  of  terrace  formation  and 
channel  filling  will  most  likely  be  unearthed  by  the  project.  We  suggest, 
that  prior  to  construction,  a  paleontologist  should  inventory  likely  locations 
along  the  route  where  significant  fossil  bearing  deposits  might  be  found. 
However,  unlike  most  archaeological  investigations  which  ideally  should  be 
done  in  advance  of  actual  construction,  it  may  be  possible  for  paleontologists 
to  extract  much  of  their  data  by  coordinating  their  efforts  with  those  of  the 
construction  crew  as  the  project  proceeds  through  fossil  bearing  deposits. 

The  first  step  in  clearing  this  corridor  for  the  project  will  be  assembling 
a  team  composed  of  archaeologists,  a  historian  and  a  geologist  with  a  background 
n  geomorphology  and  paleontology.  Our  office  will  assist  in  locating 
qualified  personnel  if  such  assistance  is  necessary. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  A.  Alex,  Chief 
Archaeological  Survey 


1.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  made  in  final  EIS.  NPS  by  policy 
cooperates  with  State  Archeologists  and  Historic  Preservation 
Officers  on  these  activities. 

2.  Comment  noted  -  These  procedures  are  suggest  on  pages  652-654, 
North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

3.  Paleontology  has  been  added  to  the  historic  resources  -  page  652, 

3  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


RAArpah 


Nevada 


MU'  I  CALI  ACII  AN 


ADVISORY  MINING  BOARD 

KINGS  CAN  VON  ROAD 
CARSON  CriY,  NEVADA  89701 
Telephone  8‘. 7-1534 

August  1.?,  1975 


M.  DOUGLAS  MU  LER 
Chairman 
882-3534 

FRED  D.  G IIISON,  J,. 
Scerrlorr 
5M-II74I 

PETER  E.  OALEI 
.729-1169 

James  McCarty 
635-2680 

J.  M  REYNOLDS 
573-2232 

KENT  ROLLINS 
573-2335 
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STATE  OI  NEVADA 


M.  DOUl.l  AS  MILLER 
Chat 
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ADVISORY  MINING  BOARD 

•1719  KINGS  CAN  VON  ROAD 
CARSON  CITY.  NTVAIJA  89701 
Telephone  M8I-2534 


Re:  325  MUe 
Gas  line  and 
2  connections 
from  Mainline 
in  Nevada  &  Supply 
for  Nevada 


To:  EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transp.  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington, D.C.  20240 
and 

Federal  Power  Commission 

?atural  Gas  Transp.  System 
Washington,  D.C. 

Gentlemen? 

Alaska  Nat  ural^as  °Trans  porta  lion's  vat  em^informati*”  Mana?er’EIS  Task  Force, 

and  copies  of  the  Draft  Fnvi rnnmontli  T'  lr“ormati°n  letter  of  July  25,1975, 
Executive  Highlights,  dine  1975,^.3.  Dep^rtmlnf  ““StJrio^  #  VU  "Uh 

Nevada  and  have  certaln^omments '  and  F»  '  *S  an  Advisory  Mining  Board,  for 
addressed  Agencies  of  the  Federal  Government™  f°r  °f  the  above 

lhe  Task  Force  Is  not  acceptable  to  us  or *tr,h?wNepf^?  Plan  aS  recommended 
the  following  reasons:  °r  t^le  Citizens  Qf  Nevada  for 

U  ilevad3a5ThJies^aco™t)ee-3^  g“5  "f1?  Une  from  ^ermltt, 

seven  Nevada  Count  les  ,  t  o  Sasls  tl  ”?  c°>^les  ,  totaling 

Esmeralda  counties  or  lloioda^88  Pershlns’  Lander  and 
'andeExclusei^SI!lturalW"sU-1,1CoiaC?fPtable  pr0TldlnS  P-per 

5*r-ly  lnt0 

somewhere  near  Wlnnemn^oo  m  aa?  wltv  one  direct  connection 
West  of  ToS  ah  1  U  ^  I73"8  fnd  the  0ther  somewhere 

aev:ryafasf'gro:[°fsa?ate!  °"r  E°°n°ny  and  as 

proper  representation  would  U “entire?.  °Hr  d4stlny  without 

Of  Oregon  and  this  would  be  an  lStolornble  aid  SeI7lcc  Commission 

(Continued  on  page  2) 


FRED  D  GIBSON.  j*. 
Secrnnry 
365-8741 

PETER  E-  GALL  I 
329-1169 

JAMES  MrCARTY 
635-2680 

J-  M.  REYNOLDS 
571-2232 

KENT  ROLLINS 
57J-2335 

---I . .  Jf  HOWARD  WINN 

Page  2  continued,  EIS  Task  Force,  Alaska  ( Artie,  Gas  line  thru  NevadT”' 
carefully  before  Issuing  a  "Certificate  of  Convenience"  thru  Nevada. 

above  request  oo£  be°o™?Ud' out^i  !  h!nol^l™™tNeVada  provldln8  the 

state  their  Ideas.  This  subject  was  hm^ledlv  thSt  People  of  Nevada  can 
hearing  here  In  Heno,  Nevada  and  very  few  tlL?BSS7  °ver  ln  the  last 
being  done.  1  raised  this  questloi  aid  11  P"derstood  Just  what  was 

over  by  the  hearing  office?  end  EngL^e!-!.  hastlly  set  aslde  Passed 

Government^Just  Pwhat&ls  ESS  TV'S  £  °<  the  Federal 

Natural  Gas  from  the  Prudhoe  ,n  :  fle?d  to  She Stlt^f 


Thank  you  for  listening  and 


of  Nevada? 
»':>V  we  hear  from  you  soon? 


-I? 


Jp.'j^rvery  truly 

h  .  /CXr^r  t  ^  i/j>  *  . 


Dougla?  Ml 


lller 


"•  miller,-  Chairman 

sT-r-r;.,.  „.  J ^ 

2°"'  ;aul.L?Ialt.  U-S.  Senator  Nevada* 

Nevada  Ion ,j°ngreasmnn '  Nevada^ 

Geol°Slsts  of  Nevada*- 

^evad  ^Legislative  i  ,  - 

^i:v,trioTion  c°™isaion 

Nevada  Public  Service  Commission  1 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  State  of  Nevada, 
Advisory  Mining  Board 
dated  August  12,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  changes  to  the  Final  EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Reno,  Nevada 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Mr.  M.  Douglas  Miller 
representing 

Nevada  Advisory  Mining  Board 
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M.  DOUGLAS  MILLER 
Nevada  Advisory  Mining  Board 

MR.  MILLER:  Mr.  Chairman  we  have  prepared  a  written 
statement,  and  ours  primarily  is  concerned  with  the  gas  side 
of  the  Advisory  Mining  Board's  -- 

MR.  RATZMAN:  You  might  identify  yourself  and  your 
capacity  and  your  organization  before  you  start,  Mr.  Miller. 

MR.  MILLER:  Yes,  sir.  I  am  M.  Douglas  Miller.  I 
am  Chairman  of  the  Advisory  Mining  Board,  and  we  arc  concerned 

RICHARD  TUTTLr.  &  ASSOCIATES 
OFFICIAL  COURT  REPORTERS 
199  SOU1 H  SIERRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  99902 
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24 

under  the  Chapter  513  of  the  Nevada  Revised  Statutes.  We 
have  the  written  statement  here,  and  we  made  it  earlier,  and 
I  think  that  would  be  sufficient. 

There  are  a  lot  of  things  involved  that  I  think  this 
Board  will  be  involved  in,  and  so  will  the  State  of  Nevada. 

We  are  primarily  concerned  with  receiving  gas  as  this  line 
passes  through  Nevada,  and  we  do  not  wish  to  take  it  off  at 
Meacham,  Oregon. 

The  fact  is,  that  would  be  almost  an  impossibility 
to  run  one  linc^alongside  of  the  other,  for  several  hundred 
miles.  I  raised  this  question  in  our  former  meeting,  and  I 
so  stated  in  my  correspondence,  you  will  see,  by  reference. 

Everyone  is  talking  about  environmental  species  and 
all  of  these  things.  The  thing  we  are  concerned  with  is  the 
survival  of  mankind.  There  are  many  endangered  species,  but 
I  think  this  is  on  the  downgrade,  and  I  don't  think  that  Nevada 
is  going  to  be  too  much  concerned  over  the  long  range  of  area 
that  is  to  be  --  and  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  this. 

We  strongly  recommend  that  this  be  brought  into 
existence,  that  our  State  be  motivated  greatly,  and  a  lot  of 
our  energy  problems  maybe  will  be  solved  by  this  and  geothermal 
production,  which  we  are  directly  involved  in  this  Board. 

This  Board  is  made  up  of  expertise  people  in  the 
mining  industry.  We  hove  consultants  with  expertise  knowledge 
from  which  we  have  prepared  our  statement,  and  I  think  that  it 
is  feasible.  There  is  nothing  that  mankind  cannot  do  if  he 
sets  his  mind  to  doing  it.  The  thing  that  is  important  is  for 
these  environmental  people  who  think  only  in  terms  of  protcctin, 
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the  endangered  species  to  come  together  and  recognize  that 
there  are  some  things  that  man  must  accept  and  do  in  order  to 
survive.  We  are  talking  about  the  survival  of  a  great  nation 
in  petroleum  products  and  energy,  and  I  must  enter  into  our 
testimony  that  these  things  must  be  resolved,  and  they  are  not 
as  serious  as  some  of  these  environmentalists  and  ecologists 
would  try  to  make  believe. 

That  is  the  end  of  my  statement,  sir. 

MR.  RAT Z MAN :  Mr.  Hamerski,  do  you  have  any  ques¬ 
tions  of  Mr.  Miller? 

MR.  HAMERSKI:  No,  I  don't. 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Any  of  the  other  Panel  members? 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  No. 

MR.  THOMAS:  No. 

MR.  RATZMAN  :  Thank  you,  Mr.  Miller. 

The  next  speaker  will  be  Robert  H.  Powell. 

MR.  POWELL:  I  wish  to  defer  any  statement  that  I  may 
make  to  a  later  time  after  I  have  had  sufficient  time  to 
examine  some  of  the  new  impacts  that  are  concerned. 

MR.  RATZMAN:  If  you  would  advise  the  registration 
desk  as  to  the  approximate  time  today  or  tomorrow  that  you 
would  like  to  speak,  I  would  appreciate  it. 

MR.  POWELL:  Yes,  sir. 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Is  there  a  speaker  from  the  Sierra 
Pacific  Power  Company  in  the  hearing  room  this  morning? 

There  is  a  registration  from  the  Sierra  Pacific 
Power  Company,  and  we  will  defer  that  speaker. 

Is  Mr.  L.  H.  Conrad  in  the  hearing  room  this  morning? 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Nevada  Advisory  Mining  Board 
at  the  Reno  Public  Hearing 
October  2  and  3,  1975 


Comments  uere  noted  but  did  not  result  In  a  change  In  the  Final  EIS 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Reno,  Nevada 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Mr.  William  F.  Engel 

Executive  Assistant  to  the  State  Highway  Engineer 
Nevada  Highway  Department 
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WILLIAM  F.  ENGEL 

Executive  Assistant  to  the  State  Highway  Engineer 
Nevada  Highway  Department 

MR.  ENGEL:  I  am  William  Engel,  the  Executive 
Assistant  of  the  State  Highway  Engineer  or  to  the  State  Highway 
Engineer. 

I  apologize  for  not  being  here  this  morning.  It  was 
due  to  a  misunderstanding  on  my  part  regarding  the  project. 

In  reviewing  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
the  Highway  Department  felt  that  the  points  covered  were 
adequate,  that  the  results  of  the  study  were  in  depth  enough 
for  our  evaluation.  And  our  comments  will  not  be  too  different 
than  those  we  made  at  the  original  hearing  a  number  of  months 
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1 

41 

ago. 

2 

I  would  say  that  the  Department  still  requests  that 

3 

as  the  project  progresses  and  as  the  section  of  the  pipeline 

4 

through  Nevada  becomes  or  is  actually  nearing  the  contract 

5 

date,  realizing  the  present  situation  of  deferral,  that  we  be 

6 

kept  informed  of  what  will  be  involved  so  we  can  make  pro- 

7 

visions  for  it  in  our  highway  planning;  also,  that  during 

8 

construction  the  firm  involved  in  that  aspect  of  the  project 

9 

be  in  continual  contact  with  our  engineering  personnel  so  they 

10 

are  complying  with  our  requirements  regarding  any  cuts  in  our 

11 

roadways  that  will  be  necessary,  or  any  crossing  of  our  right- 

12 

of-way  that  will  be  required. 

13 

I  would  also  like  to  indicate  at  this  time  we  will 

14 

be  submitting  a  written  statement  covering  much  of  the  same 

15 

material  I  have  just  addressed  my  remarks  to. 

16 

Thank  you. 

17 

MR.  RAT Z MAN :  Does  the  Panel  have  any  questions  of 

18 

Mr.  Engel? 

19 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  I  have  nothing. 

20 

MR.  RATZMAN:  You  have  until  about  the  28th  of 

21 

October  to  submit  your  written  material  which  would  expand 

22 

upon  or  conform  with  the  statement  you  just  made. 

23 

MR.  ENGEL:  Thank  you. 

24 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Does  any  other  person  in  the  hearing 

25 

room  wish  to  make  an  oral  statement  relating  to  the  Alaska 

26 

Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

27 

Statement? 

28 

There  has  been  no  response.  We  will  be  in  recess 

RICHARD  TUTTLf  &  ASSOCIATES 
OFFICIAL  COURT  REPORTERS 
I  •  S  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  SB 302 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Nevada  Highway  Department 
at  the  Reno  Public  Hearing 
October  2  and  3,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS 


STATE  OP  NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT  Of  HIGHWAYS 

CARSON  CUT,  NEVADA  SS7I2 

October  10,  1975 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  State  of  Nevada, 
Department  of  Highways 
dated  October  10,  1975 


^EIS  -  Task  Force 

Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Trans.  System 
Room  1538 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

Department  of  Interior 
iWashington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 

As  was  indicated  at  the  public  hearing  on  October  2,  1975, 
the  Nevada  Department  of  Highways  is  submitting  written  testimony 
regarding  the  proposed  Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Pipeline. 

The  Highway  Department  realizes  that  the  proposed  section 
of  the  pipeline  through  Nevada  has  been  deferred  until  such  time  as 
the  production  of  gas  from  the  fields  in  Alaska  reaches  a  level  of 
600  million  cubic  feet  per  day.  However,  when  the  decision  is  made 
to  proceed  with  the  Nevada  section  of  the  system,  the  Department 
requests  detailed  information  on  the  project  be  provided. 

It  is  improtant  that  coordination  on  the  planning  and  con¬ 
struction  of  the  pipeline  be  accomplished  as  early  as  possible  to 
avoid  any  conflict  with  pending  highway  projects  or  existing  highway 
facilities . 

Since  it  appears  the  pipeline  will  cross  and/or  parallel  a 
number  of  state  highways  in  Nevada,  it  will  be  necessary  for  accurate 
engineering  information  to  be  provided  to  our  R/W  and  Utility  Division 
so  that  appropraite  permits  can  be  prepared. 

The  Highway  Department  has  no  objection  to  the  proposed  gas 
transportation  system  and  will  certainly  do  all  it  can  to  cooperate 
in  it's  construction  and  implementation. 


GRANT  BASTIAN ,  P.E., 
State  Highway  Engineer 

GB/WFE : jn 

cc:  State  Dir.  N-911 

BLM 

300  Booth  St. 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 


Comment  was  noted  and  has  been  included  in  the  Final  EIS,  pages  31  &  32 
of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume,  although  all  specific  agencies  were  not 
included  for  obvious  reasons. 
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THE  STATE  OF  NEVADA 
EXECUTIVE  CHAMBER 
Cahson  City  Nevada  89710 


Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Systems 


KE  O  CA--LAGMAI 


November  4,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

Review  of  the  Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
Systems  CIS  by  affected  State  agencies  in  Nevada  has  been 
completed.  Attached  are  technical  deficiencies  which  are 
to  be  addressed  if  the  pipeline  is  to  be  built  in  the 
proposed  location. 


Nevada  feels  strongly  that  if  our  state  is  to 
be  utilized  as  a  land  bridge  for  this  pipeline,  some 
energy  benefits,  such  as  direct  tap(s)  or  other  guarantees 
of  natural  gas  from  alternative  sources,  be  provided  to 
help  offset  the  environmental  impacts  that  will  result. 

Sincerely, 


(/;  /  ' 


♦Mike  O' Callaghan 
Governor  of  Nevada 


Attachments 


Technical  Conunents 


1. 

2. 

3. 

U. 


6. 


9. 


Pages  IV-936-938.  Description  of  Nevada  portion  of  route  omitted. 

Page  IV-952,  Figure  1.1. 5.2-6.  Tonopah  is  in  Nye  County. 

Page  IV-IOI49,  second  line.  Santa  Rosa  Range. 

Page  IV-1585.  Nevada  State  Park  should  read  Berlin-Ichthyosaur  State  Park. 

Page  IV-2017.  Paragraph  A  states  "...  158  miles  longer  than  preferred 
route",  yet  VI-419  states  the  east  alternative  route  "...  is  about  25 
miles  longer." 

On  page  IV-996,  a  statement  ends  with  "...  revegetatir.g  where  required." 
Elsewhere  in  the  document,  recognition  was  made  of  the  fact  that  Nevada's 
desert  land  is  fragile.  Revegetation  within  Nevada  would  be  a  mandatory 
requirement. 


I 

S* 

1+ 

I 


On  page  IV-998,  reference  is  made'  to  work  camps.  These  sites  fall  under 
regulations  of  the  Consumer  Health  Protection  Services  of  the  Department 
of  Human  Resources. 


I' 


On  page  IV-1008,  a  statement  says  that  no  plans  have  been  made  for  site 
restoration.  Restoration  provisions  should  be  mandatory  if  a  contractor 
is  allowed  to  salvage  the  pipe. 

Page  IV-1705  states ,  "New  access  roads  would  be  constructed  only  as  a  last 
resort."  This  should  be  strictly  observed  and  construction  roads  should 
be  abandoned  in  a  manner  that  would  asfeure  no  further  use. 

Figure  3.1.5.9-11  on  page  IV- 1741  indicates  sizeable  taxes  for  the  counties 
involved.  For  many  of  the  Nevada  counties,  those  figures  would  have  great, 
impacts,  especially  when  the  pipeline  is  abandoned.  Further  analysis  of 
the  negative  economic  impacts  at  time  of  abandonment  should  be  made. 

Plans  for  disposal  of  solid  waste  and  locations  of  work  camp  sites  must  be 
submitted  to  the  Department  of  Human  Resources  because  of  the  large  impact 
that  solid  waste  and  sewage  disposal  would  have  on  the  small  communities 
in  the  state. 

Page  IV-99U  is  the  same  as  page  IV-993.  Information  that  is  missing  should 
be  provided  for  review. 

Because  the  river  crossing  on  the  Humboldt  River  will  probably  happen  at 
low  flow,  the  agency  is  reminded  that  the  allowable  temperature  increase 
above  natural  conditions  is  only  3°F  since  the  water  from  the  pressure 
test  would  be  warmed  by  the  ambient  conditions  at  that  time  of  year. 


i< 


I 


I 


Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Systems 
Technical  Comments 
Page  2 


14.  This  document  never  clearly  indicates  what  the  firing  rates  are  for  the  com¬ 
pressor  stations.  Calculations  from  various  pages  indicate  different  heat 
input  requirements.  Any  compressor  unit  located  in  the  State  of  Nevada  that  has 
a  firing  rate  of  greater  than  1  x  106  kilogram  calories  (4  x  10^  BTU)  per  hour 
must  be  registered  in  accordance  with  Article  3  of  the  Nevada  Air  Quality 
Regulations  ( HAQR ) . 

15.  During  construction,  any  source  of  equipment  that  is  covered  by  the  Nevada  Air 
Quality  Regulations  shall  be  registered.  Any  fugitive  dust  resulting  from 
construction  must  be  controlled  as  covered  in  Article  7  of  the  NAQR. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  The  State  of  Nevada,  Executive  Chamber 
dated  November  4;  1975 


The  Final  EIS  was  revised  to  show  the  current  filing  route 
(pages  28-31  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume) . 

The  table  was  changed  and  the  county  in  which  Tonopah  is  located 
was  corrected  (Table  2. 1.5. 9-4). 


16.  Open  burning  i_s  not  permitted  at  the  discretion  of  the  contractor  construct¬ 
ing  this  pipeline.  Any  open  burning  must  be  in  accordance  with  Article  5  of 
the  NAQR. 


17.  In  sec-ior. 
ner.t  arrea 
differing 
to  high  or 

18.  There  appear  to  be  deficiencies  in  the  sections  dealing  with  air  quality, 
specifically  with  the  compressor  units'  size  and  specifications.  More  specific 
measurements  dealing  with  air  quality  meteorological  data  should  be  gathered 
prior  to  any  construction. 


2. 1.5.2-  .-“blent  Air  Quality  page  IV-159-,  £  contradictory  r- - 
rs  ir.  relation,  to  potential  air  pollution  incidents.  I"  :.re«s  r  ‘ 
incidences  occur  over  the  route  of  pipeline,  it  should  be  noted 
low  potential  and  the  location. 


is 


19.  The  occurrence  of  wildlife  along  the  pipeline  route  and  their  relative  import¬ 
ance  is  fairly  well  covered;  however,  there  is  no  documentation  on  the  actus.! 
importance,  i.e.  harvest,  angler  and  hunter  days,  etc.  Also,  no  mention  is 
made  concerning  their  value  in  the  socioeconomic  section. 


20.  Specifics  that  are  mentioned  concerning  the  impacts  on  wildlife  include  loss  cf 
habitat  along  the  right-of-way,  siltation,  turbidity  ana  potential  water  quality 
degradation  at  stream  crossings,  and  wildlife  disturbance  and  harassment.  No 
mention  is  made  as  to  the  method  of  treatment  to  be  used  in  sterilizing  the 
water  that  will  be  imported  into  the  State  during  the  line  testing  period,  and 
this  is  of  major  concern.  Undesirable  aquatic  diseases  of  viral,  bacterial  and 


1“ 


22.  Mineral  potential  should  be  determined  along  the  final  route  before  construction! 
is  started. 


parasitical  origin,  along  with  potential  introduction  of  undesirable  aquatic 
life,  both  fish,  amphibians,  reptiles,  nolusks  and  crustaceans,  could  occur. 
Further  elaboration  is  required  as  to  how  this  problem  will  be  overcome. 

21.  Indication  is  made  that  at  least  four  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds  will  be 
crossed.  Along  the  right-of-way,  access  will  be  provided  to  what  are  now 
remote  areas.  Approximately  six  square  miles  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat  will  be 
lost  in  the  Monte Cristo  Range.  Mitigating  measures  shall  be  taken  to  avoid 
these  areas. 


3.  This  was  changed  on  page  125  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

4.  This  comment  was  inadvertently  overlooked  in  preparation  of  the 
Final  EIS. 

5.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  EIS. 

6.  The  EIS  was  modified  to  indicate  that  revegetation  would  be  required 
as  a  mitigating  measure  as  discussed  on  pages  345-348  of  the 

Los  Angeles  Volume. 

7.  The  EIS  was  changed  to  show  a  myriad  of  State,  Federal  and  local 
angencies  will  be  coordinated  with  prior  to  the  issuance  of 
right-of-way  permits.  Some  of  these  agencies  are  indicated 

on  pages  3f  &  32  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

8.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

9.  This  will  be  part  of  the  stipulations. 

10.  See  #  4  above. 

11.  See  If  7  above. 

12.  This  was  deleted  in  the  Final  EIS. 

13.  Comment  was  noted,  although  not  specifically  mentioned,  degradation 
of  water  quality  was  discussed  on  pages  272-274  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Volume. 

14.  See  #  7  above. 

15.  This  section  was  rewritten  in  the  Final  EIS. 

16.  Conmient  was  noted  and  a  short  discussion  of  hunting  and  its  import¬ 
ance  is  found  on  page  183  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 
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17.  Page  345  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  states,  "Releases  would  occur 
only  after  inspection  and  testing  for  quality  and  in  accordance 
with  Federal,  State  and  local  regulations." 

18.  Page  332  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  states,  "Additional  measures 
include  avoiding  . . . ,  breeding  grounds  ...  as  deemed  necessary 

by  appropriate  Federal  and  State  agencies.  Local  wildlife  specialists 
of  State  game  departments  . . .  will  be  given  the  opportunity  to 
review  the  alignments  and  determine  their  proximity  to  biologically 
sensitive  areas . " 

19.  See  9  7  above. 


North  Dakota 

STATE  OF  NORTH  DAKOTA 


tea  K.  Oamicu.  W1UJSTOM 
l»ID  C  Pirr»CH.  MIMOT 

*MM  C  Ooia.no  •»ao  roa 
KMOUI  r.  «C»UIT».  r*»oo 


AERONAUTICS  COMMISSION 

Box  “1_T  -  Bismarck.  N.  D.  58501 


Harold  G.  Vavra 
Director 


Telephone  701-224-2748 


October  7,  1375 


Ms.  Bonnie  Austin 

State  Intergovernmental  Clearinghouse 
State  Planning  Division 
State  Capitol 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota  58305 


Subject:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transmission 
System  -  Micro  Wave  Towers. 


Dear  Madam: 


The  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  proposes  a  system  of  about  88  micro-wave  radio  transmission 
towers  with  heights  of  from  200  to  300  ft.  above  ground  level,  of  which 
about  14  would  be  located  in  North  Dakota,  in  accordance  with  Part  IV, 

Volune  1  of  3  (Pages  V-034) . 


Page  V-034  shows  that  the  communication  towers  in  North  Dakota  would 
be  located  at  sites  numbering  12  through  25. 


The  North  Dakota  Aeronautics  Commission  recommends  that  a  "Notice  of 
Proposed  Construction  or  Alteration"  be  prepared  by  the  applicant  for  each 
tower  site  on  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Form  #7460-1,  which  will 
show  the  following  information: 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 


Location  to  nearest  town  and  state. 

Distance  from  such  town. 

Location  by  Latitude  and  Longitude. 

Elevation  of  ground  site  above  sea  level. 

Location  and  distance  from  nearest  airport. 

Height  of  supporting  tower. 

Overall  height  above  sea  level  (land  elevation  plus  tower  height). 
Whether  the  tower  will  be  painted  in  accordance  with  standard 
aeronautical  obstruction  painting.  FAA  Circular  70/7460-1 
Whether  the  tower  will  be  obstruction  lighted  in  accordance  with 
federal  standards  (FAA  Circular  70/7460-1). 


Ms.  Bonnie  Austin 


-  2  -  October  /,  1975 


The  Aeronautics  Commission  recommends  that  the  applicant  file  the 
original  of  such  "Notice  of  Proposed  Construction"  with  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration,  Airports  District  Office,  Box  2016,  Bismarck, 
N.D.  58501,  with  a  copy  to  the  North  Dakota  Aeronautics  Commission, 

Box  U,  Bismarck,  North  Dakota  58505. 

This  request  is  made  in  order  that  such  tower  locations  may  be 
reviewed  before  construction  is  undertaken  to  determine  if  such  tower 
locations  and  heights  pose  any  hazard  to  airports  or  other  aeronautical 
activities  in  the  State  of  North  Dakota  before  the  tower  is  constructed. 

A  copy  of  Federal  Aviation  Administration  Form  No.  7460-1  is 
attached  to  this  lettw. 


HGV :ak 
Enc. 

cc-  Roy  Cunningham,  Chief 
District  Airport  Office 
Box  2016 

B i smarck, North  Dakota  58501 


Sincerely 
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Response  to  comments  received 
from  Aeronautics  Commission,  North  Dakota 
dated  October  7,  1975 


September  29,  1975 


It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Applicant  to  comply  with  appli¬ 
cable  State  regulations.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require 
a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


CV,*  5  r.awara  j.  tngierth,  and  I  am  appearing  today 
behalf  of  the  North  Dakota  Natural  Resources  Council. 

The  Natural  Resources  Council  was  created  by  the  44th  Leqis- 
lative  Assembly  of  the  State  of  North  Dakota  through  the  en¬ 
actment  of  Senate  Bill  2467,  signed  by  Governor  Arthur  A. 
Link  on  April  8,  1975.  The  members  of  the  Council  include, 
by  legislative  direction,  the  State  Engineer,  the  Game  and 
Fish  Commissioner,  the  Executive  Secretary  of  the  State  Soil 
Conservation  Committee,  the  Reclamation  Director  of  the 
Public  Service  Commission,  the  Director  of  the  State  Park 

0fficer  °f  the  State  Outdoor  Recreation 
of  m  Forester,  the  State  Geologist,  the  Director 

,  State  Planning  Division,  and  the  Chief  of  the  Environ- 

nealt!)  and  En9lneeting  Services  Division  of  the  State 
Health  Department. 

The  detailed  functions  and  duties  of  the  Natural  Resources 
be  ascertained  by  examining  the  copy  of  Senate 
wtl'l  ,  2467,  .  attached  to  the  copy -of  the  statement  which  I 

.lelVe  Wi  y?U  “P°2  comPleti°n  °f  this  presentation. 

Tne  statement  reads  as  follows : 


NORTH  DAKOTA  NATURAL  RESOURCES  COUNCIL 


After  examining  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  State¬ 
ment  prepared  by  the  United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
regarding  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Sy¬ 
stem,  the  North  Dakota  Natural  Resources  Council  submits  the 
following  recommendations  for  consideration.  It  is  our  hope 
that  these  recommendations  will  assist  the  Federal  government 
in  creating  the  environmental  safeguards  necessary  to  protect 
any  lands  through  which  the  proposed  pipeline  will  pass. 

1.  Much  of  the  proposed  pipeline  corridor  is  parallel 
to  the  prevailing  wind  direction  in  North  Dakota, 
and  wind  velocities  are  considerable  owing  to  the 
reach  afforded  by  lack  of  obstructions.  This  pro¬ 
blem  is  of  such  magnitude,  especially  along  the 
higher  elevations,  that  alternate  corridors  less 
susceptible  to  wind  erosion  problems  must  be 
seriously  considered.  The  most  serious  considera¬ 
tion  also  needs  to  be  given  to  the  use  of  jute 
matting  and  other  measures  to  effectively  counter¬ 
act  wind  erosion.  *- 


2.  The  proposed  pipeline  will  often  run  unavoidably 
across  the  contour  rather  than  along  it.  Specific 
measures  must  be  devised  to  eliminate  or  minimize 
the  formation  of  gullies  and  other  erosional  fea¬ 
tures  under  these  design  conditions. 


3.  Satisfactory  revegetation  0f  the  right-of-way  in 
native— grass  areas  will  be  a  lengthy  procedure. 
Fencing  is  needed  to  keep  livestock  out  during  the 
critical  period  of  re-establishment.  Where  fencing 
is  used,  gates  must  be  included  to  insure  stock 
access  from  one  side  of  the  right-of-way  to  the 
other,  lines  of  responsibility  for  maintaining  and 
eventually  removing  fencing  and  gates  must  be  es-  . 
tablished  and,  finally,  the  type  of  fencing  should 
not  inhibit  wildlife  migratory  patterns. 


4.  Specific  measures  must  be  devised  for  eliminating 
or  minimizing  erosional  "blowouts"  along  areas  of 
pipe  exposed  at  the  surface,  since  development  of 
such  erosional  features  dould  result  in  pipeline 
stress . 


To  effectively  deal  with  the  above  points,  appropriate  conser¬ 
vation  plans  approved  by  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Soil  Conser¬ 
vation  Districts  should  be  utilized  to  protect  all  disturbed 
areas  against  both  wind  and  water  erosion. 

5.  There  is  a  potential  fire  hazard  in  both  rangelands 
and  croplands  during  summer  and  fall  months  from 
welding  operations  along  the  pipeline  route.  Ade¬ 
quate  fire  prevention  methods  and  fire-fighting 
equipment  must  be  specified. 

6.  Pipeline  temperature  effects  surrounding  the  pipe 
need  to  be  evaluated  from  each  of  the  following 
standpoints : 

a)  During  the  winter  and  early  spring  when  the 
natural  gas  temperatures  are  expected  to 
range  from  33  to  58°  f.,  adequate  protection 
measures  must  be  applied  to  prevent  thawing 
of  fragile  areas.  Fragile  areas  include 
road  crossings,  which  could  easily  become 
hazardous  for  vehicles  if  the  roadbed  is 
too  soft. 

b)  High  pipeline  temperatures  (especially  down¬ 
stream  from  compressor  stations)  could  have  * 
adverse  effects  on  re-establishing  desirable 
vegetative  cover  over  the  disturbed  area. 

7.  The  role  of  soil  chemistry  in  pipeline  corrosion  must 
be  evaluated.  Severe  soil-induced  corrosion  of  pipe¬ 
lines  has  occurred  in  the  past  in  McKenzie  County. 

8.  Pipeline  routing  must  be  flexible  enough  to  bypass 
any  commercial  gravel  deposits  discovered  during  the 
detailed  route  survey. 

9.  Pipeline  routing  should  be  such  as  to  avoid  high 
public-use  areas  such  as  recreational  reservoirs  and 
wildlife  production  areas  wherever  possible. 

10.  Adequate  protective  measures  must  be  developed  in 
the  event  that  presently  unknown  historically  and/ 
or  archeologically  significant  finds  are  made  along 
the  right-of-way  during  the  detailed  route  survey. 

11.  The  use  of  aerial  pipeline  inspections,  as  opposed  to 
over- the -ground  inspections,  should  take  precedence. 
Much  of  the  terrain  in  western  North  Dakota  is  not 
conducive  to  the  development  of  an  inspection  road 
along  the  right-of-way. 
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12.  Right-of-way  restoration  procedures  must  include  the  I 
removal  and  separate  storage  of  topsoil,  followed  by  I 
removal  and  separate  storage  of  subsoil.  Replacement  I  _ 
of  the  soil  material  must  be  on  a  last-out-first-in  I 
basis.  Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS)  soils  maps  ■ 
and  interpretations  should  be  utilized  for  determin-  I 
ing  topsoil  thickness  and  suitability. 


13. 


14. 


15. 


V-131  of  the  Draft  EIS  states  that  the  applicant 
would  remove  the  pipeline  if  abandonment  becomes 
necessary.  The  committment  of  the  applicant  to  sub¬ 
sequently  restore  the  right-of-way  in  such  a  case 
should  be  made  at  least  as  comprehensive  and  at 
least  as  binding  as  the  committment  to  land  restora¬ 
tion  following  the  emplacement  of  the  pipeline. 

In  the  event  that  the  Northern  Border  segment  of  the 
proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
becomes  a  reality,  the  stipulations  developed  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  for  passage  of  the  pipe¬ 
line  across  public  lands  should  be  made  available  on 
a  State  and  County  level  in  order  to  make  the  public 
aware  of  the  degree  and  scope  of  the  protective  mea¬ 
sures  to  be  implemented  by  the  Federal  Government. 


is 


i+ 


Impacts  of  the  alternate  pipeline  corridors  have^  not 
been  presented  to  the  same  degree  of  thoroughness  as 
has  the  proposed  preferred  corridor.  More  study  and 
analysis  needs  to  be  done  on  the  alternate  corridors 
so  that  the  trade-offs  involved  can  be  thoroughly 
and  objectively  evaluated. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 
September  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Edward  Englerth 
representing 

North  Dakota  Natural  Resources  Council 
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MR.  EDWARD  ENGLERTH:  My  Chairman,  and 
members  of  the  hearing  committee.  My  name  is 
Edward  J.  Englerth  and  I'm  appearing  today  on 
behalf  of  the  North  Dakota  Natural  Resources 
Council . 

The  Natural  Resources  Council  was  created 
by  the  44th  Legislative  Assembly  in  the  State 
of  North  Dakota  through  the  enactment  of 
Senate  Bill  2467.  It  was  signed  into  law  by 
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the  Governor  on  April  9th  of  1975. 

2 

The  members  of  the  Council  include  by 

3 

Legislative  direction  the  State  Engineer,  the 

4 

Game  and  Fish  Commissioner,  the  Executive 

5 

Secretary  of  the  State  Soil  Conservation 

6 

Committee,  the  Reclamation  Director  of  the 

7 

Public  Service  Commission,  which  is  my 

8 

Par^^cu^ar  job  assignment,  the  Director  of 

9 

the  State  Park  Service, the  Liaison  Officer 

10 

of  the  State  Outdoor  Recreation  Agency,  the 

11 

State  Forester,  the  State  Geologist,  the 

12 

Director  of  the  State  Planning  Division  and 

13 

the  Chief  of  the  Environmental  Health  and 

14 

Engineering  Services  Division  of  the  North 

15 

Dakota  State  Health  Department. 

16 

The  detailed  duties  and  functions  of  the 

17 

Natural  Resources  Council  may  be  ascertained 

18 

by  examining  a  copy  of  Senate  Bill  2467  attached 

19 

to  the  copy  of  the  statement  which  I  will 

20 

leave  with  you  upon  completion  of  the  presentation. 

21 

The  statement  reads  as  follows:  After 

22 

examining  the  draft  Environmental  Impact 

23 

Statement  prepared  by  the  United  States 

24 

Department  of  the  Interior  regarding  the 

25 

- proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
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System,  the  North  Dakota  Natural  Resources 
Council  submits  the  following  recommendations 
for  consideration.  It  is  our  hope  that  these 
recommendations  will  assist  the  Federal 
Government  in  creating  the  environmental 
safeguards  necessary  to  protect  lands  through 
which  the  proposed  pipeline  will  pass. 

Number  one:  Much  of  the  proposed  pipeline 
corridors  is  parallel  to  the  prevailing  wind 
direction  in  North  Dakota  and  wind  velocities 
are  considerable  owing  to  the  reach  supported 
by  lack  of  obstructions.  This  problem  is  of 
such  magnitude  especially  along  the  higher 
elevations  that  alternate  corridors  less 
susceptible  to  wind  erosion  problems  must  be 
seriously  considered. 

The  most  serious  consideration  needs  to  be 
given  also  to  the  use  of  jute  matting  and  other 
measures  to  effectively  counteract  wind  erosion. 

Number  two:  The  proposed  pipeline  will 
often  run  unavoidably  across  the  contour  rather 
than  along  it.  Specific  measures  must  be 
devised  to  eliminate  or  minimize  the  formation 
of  gullies  and  other  erosional  features  under 
these  design  conditions. 
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hazard  in  both  rangelands  and  croplands  during 
summer  and  fall  months  from  welding  operations. 
Adequate  fire  prevention  methods  and  fire 
fighting  equipment  must  be  specified. 

Number  six:  The  temperature  effects 
surrounding  the  pipeline  need  to  be  evaluated 
from  each  of  the  following  standpoints.  A. 
During  the  winter  and  early  spring  when  the 
natural  gas  temperatures  are  expected  to  range 
from  33  to  58  degrees  Fahrenheit.  Adequate 
protection  measures  must  be  applied  to  prevent 
thawing  of  fragile  areas.  Fragile  areas  include 
road  crossings  which  could  easily  become 
hazardous  to  vehicles  if  the  roadbed  is  too 
soft. 

B.  High  pipeline  temperatures  especially 
immediately  downstream  from  compressor  stations 
could  have  adverse  effects  on  re-establishing 
the  desirable  vegetative  covering  over  the 
disturbed  area. 

Number  seven:  The  role  of  soil  chemistry 
in  pipeline  corrosion  must  be  evaluated.  Severe 
soil-induced  corrosion  of  pipelines  has  occurred 
in  the  past  in  McKenzie  County. 

Number  eight:  Pipeline  routing  must  be 
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Number  three:  Satisfactory  re-vegetation 
of  the  right-of-way  in  native  grass  areas  will 
be  a  lengthy  procedure.  Fencing  is  needed  to 
keep  livestock  out  during  the  critical  period 
of  re-establishment.  Where  fencing  is  used, 
gates  must  be  included  to  insure  stock  access 
from  one  side  of  the  right-of-way  to  the  other. 
Blanket  responsibility  for  maintaining  and 
eventually  removing  the  fencing  and  gates  must 
be  established.  And  finally,  the  type  of 
fencing  should  not  inhibit  wildlife  migratory 
patterns . 

Number  four;  Specific  measures  must  be 
devised  for  eliminating  or  minimizing  the 
erosional  blowouts  along  areas  of  high  exposed 
surface,  since  development  of  such  erosional 
features  could  result  in  stress. 

To  effectively  deal  with  the  above  points, 
appropriate  conservation  plans  approved  by  the 
Soil  Conservation  Service  of  the  United  States 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Soil 
Conservation  District  should  be  utilized  to 
protect  all  disturbed  areas  against  both  wind 
and  water  erosion. 

Number  five:  There's  a  potential  fire 
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flexible  enough  to  by-pass  any  commercial 
gravel  deposits  discovered  during  the  detailed 
route  survey. 

Nine:  Pipeline  routing  should  be  such  as 

to  avoid  high  public  use  areas  such  as 
recreational  reservoirs  and  wildlife  production 
areas  wherever  possible. 

Ten:  Adequate  protective  measures  must  be 

developed  in  the  event  that  persons  may  come 
on  historical  and/or  archaeological  significant 
findings  along  the  right-of-way  during  the 
detailed  route  survey. 

Number  eleven:  The  use  of  aerial  pipeline 
inspections  as  opposed  to  over  the  ground 
inspections  should  take  precedence.  Much  of 
the  terrain  of  western  North  Dakota  is  not 
conducive  to  the  development  of  an  inspection 
over  the  right-of-way. 

Number  twelve:  Right-of-way  restoration 
procedures  must  include  removal  and  separate 
storage  of  top  soil  followed  by  removal  and 
separate  storage  of  subsoil.  Replacement  of 
the  soil  material  must  be  from  the  last  out 
first  in  basis.  Soil  Conservation  Service  soil 
maps  and  interpretations  should  be  utilized 
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for  determining  the  top  soil  thickness  and 
suitability. 

Humber  thirteen:  Volume  5,  Page  131  of 
the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  states 
that  the  applicant  would  remove  the  pipeline 
if  abandonment  becomes  necessary.  The 
commitment  of  the  applicant  to  subsequently 
restore  the  right-of-way  in  such  a  case  should 
be  made  at  least  as  comprehensive  and  at  least 
as  binding  as  the  commitment  to  land  restoration 
following  the  placement  of  the  pipeline. 

Fourteen:  In  the  event  that  the  Northern 

Border  segment  of  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System  becomes  a  reality, 
the  stipulations  developed  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  for  passage  of  the  pipeline  across 
public  lands  should  be  made  available  on  a 
State  and  County  level  in  order  to  make  the 
public  aware  of  the  degree  and  scope  of  the 
protective  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the 
Federal  Government. 

And  finally  fifteen:  Impacts  of  the 
alternate  pipeline  corridors  have  not  been 
presented  with  the  same  degree  of  thoroughness 
as  has  the  proposed  preferred  corridor.  More 


29 


statement  with  the  young  lady  at  the  desk  in 
the  rear  of  the  room. 

Is  there  anyone  else  present  who  wishes 
to  make'  an  oral  statement? 

MR.  GARY  HELGESEN:  Gentlemen,  my  name  is 
Gary  Helgesen  and  I  am  an  Assistant  Attorney 
General  in  the  Office  of  the  Attorney  General, 
State  of  North  Dakota  and  Chief  of  the  Natural 
Resources  section  of  that  office. 

I  am  appearing  here  without  a  written 
statement.  My  statement  is  going  to  be  very 
brief  and  very  informal.  The  statement  is  for 
the  purpose  of  informing  this  panel  and  for  the 
record  that  the  State  of  North  Dakota  has 
intervened  as  the  party  in  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  proceeding  that  is  considering  the 
application  of  people,  the  active  party,  El  Paso 
proposals  and  that  the  parties,  specific  parties 
involved  in  the  State  of  North  Dakota,  Congressman 
Mark  Andrews,  Senator  Quenton  Burdick  and  the 
Attorney  General. 

Now,  the  Federal  Power  Commission  accepted 
the  Petitions  for  Intervention  and  permitted 
the  intervention  of  those  parties  in  their 
official  capacity  as  representatives  of  the 
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study  which  needs  to  be  done  on  the  alternate 
corridors  so  that  the  trade-offs  involved  can 
be  thoroughly  either  checked  or  evaluated. 

This  concludes  my  statement. 

MR.  MESCH:  Gentlemen,  do  you  have  any 
questions? 

MR.  TULLOSS:  I  have  just  kind  of  a 
presentation.  Most  of  your  points  stated  are 
areas  of  concern  that  you  people  are  looking 
at. 

MR.ENGLERTH:  That  is  correct. 

MR.  TULLOSS:  Are  you,  except  for  the  last 
one  dealing  with  alternatives  which  you  say  is 
weak,  on  the  other  points  do  you  mean  to  say  or 
imply  that  they  are  not  satisfactorily  handled 
or  that  you  want  to  go  back  and  look  at  those 
again  to  be  sure  that  we've  touched  all  the 
bases? 

MR.  ENGLERTH:  I  think  that  basically  we 
feel  that  we'd  like  to  see  what  degree  of 
consideration  these  will  be  given  before  the 
final  decision  is  prepared. 

MR.  MESCH:  Do  you  gentlemen  have  any 
questions? 

Thank  you.  Will  you  leave  a  copy  of  your 


j- orly-Kourlli  I ••  Assembly, Mali*  of  Norlli  IkiV'Tt  1  andhdri  at 
the  Capitol  in  the  City  of  Hism:u\k,  on  Tuesday,  (Ik*  seventh  clay  of 
January,  one  thousand  nine  hundred  and  seventy-five. 


SENATE  mi.!.  NO.  2467 
(Lee,  S trouj; * ) 


AM  ACT  to  create  a  natural  resources  council. 


BE  IT  ENACTED  BY  TUB  LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  THE 

STATE  OF  NORTH  DAKOTA : 

SECTION  1.  DECLARATION  OF  POLICY  7vND  PURPOSE.)  The 
legislative  assembly,  recognizing  the  profound  impact  that  the 
development  of  the  state's  natural  resources  will  have  upon  the 
citizens,  institutions,  and  government  of  this  state,  finds  that 
problems  related  to  the  proper  management  of  its  natural  resources 
often  encompass  the  responsibilities  of  several  state  agencies, 
ar.d  that  solutions  to  such  problems  require  the  interaction, 
participation,  and  cooperation  of  those  agencies.  Therefore,  the 
leg is la  ti.vc  assembly  declares  that  it  is  the  continuing  policy  of 
the  state  of  North  Dakota,  in  cooperation  with  the  federal 
government,  local  governments,  and  concerned  public  and  private 
organizations,  to  use  all  practicable  means  and  measures  to  promote 
the  welfare  of  the  state  by  better  developing  an  interdisciplinary 
approach  to  natural  resources  management  and  planning  to  provide 
a  means  whereby  the  executive  office  and  the  appropriate  state 
agencies  may  better  coordinate  and  direct  their  efforts  in 
planning,  managing,  and  regulating  this  state's  natural  resources. 

SECTION  2.  NATURAL  RESOURCES  COUNCIL  CREATED  -  MEMBERSHIP  - 
OFFICERS  -  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR.)  There  is  hereby  established  a 
North  Dakota  natural  resources  council.  The  council  shall  be 
composed  of  the  state  engineer,  the  game  and  fish  commissioner , 
the  executive  secretary  of  the  state  soil  conservation  corcr.it tee, 
the  reclamation  director  of  the  public  service  commission,  the 
director  of  the  state  park  service,  the  liaison  officer  cf  the 
state  outdoor  recreation  agency,  the  state  forester,  state  geolo¬ 
gist,  the  director  of  the  state  planning  division,  and  the  chief 
of  the  environmental  health  and  engineering  services  division 
of  the  state  health  department. 

I 

The  governor  shall  appoint  a  chairman  and  determine,  his 
salary  within  the  limits  of  legislative  appropriations  made  to 
the  office,  of  the  governor.  Tiie  chairman  may  appoint  whatever, 
employees  arc  necessary  to  carry  out  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
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Filed  in  this  office  this  _  day  of 

19  75,  at  _  o'clock  _ M. 


Secretary  of  State 


Received  by  the  Governor  at  ?  ;t  ..' M .  on 
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Approved  at ]3D  p%  M. 


$/'  ■  /  J? _ ,  1975. 

_ ,  1975. 


Governor 
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6/  'i'ho  counc.i.l  r.i.iy  coin;u*:t  ::,».ch  public  )kv».  .lugs  th'  t 
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provisions  of:  thin  Act. 

7.  The  council  nay,  in  aoca  danco  with  law,  rccjuc  r  t 
and  ccccpl.  ciny  grants  of  fund::  or  rie.rv icer:  from 
the  federal  <jo\wn..icn!; ,  any  state  gave:  :r.-ontal 
unit,  political  suMivj  ::.ion,  private  organi/a  t.i  on, 
or  pcriton.  The  council  May  c;:p.nd  sue!:  fundi:  or 
use  such  r.m  vices  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  provisions  of  this  Act. 

8.  The  council  s:m3 1  study,  develop,  cind  race v mend 
to  the  governor  a  long -.range  plan  for  the  use  and 
management  of  the  state's  natural  resources. 

SECT I OM  5.  COOPERATION  OF  STATE  ACdHCiES  REQUIRED.)  All 
state  agencies  shall  cooperate  with  the  natural  resources  council 
by  furnishing  such  information  end  data  concerning  the  natural 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  The  North  Dakota  Natural  Resources  Council 
dated  September  29,  1975 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Alternative  pipeline  routes  are  described  on  pages  703-719  of  the 
Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

Soil  mitigation  measures  are  discussed  on  pages  615-619  of  The 
North  Border  Volumes,  Final  EIS. 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Soil  and  Vegetation  mitigation  measures  are  discussed  on  pages 
608-609,  615-619  and  644-646  of  The  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS 

3.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
See  response  112  and  page  400  and  493,  North  Border  Volume,  Final 
EIS. 

4.  Comment  noted  -  See  response  11 2. 

5.  Utilizing  a  local  interdisciplinary  team  in  developing  rehabilita¬ 
tion  plans  is  discussed  on  pages  605-606,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 

6.  This  impact  is  recognized  on  page  149  of  the  Overview  Volume  and 
pages  532-533  of  the  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS.  Mitigating 
measures  concerning  fire  prevention  and  control  is  described  on 
pages  621-622  and  625,  North  Border  Volume. 

7.  Comment  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS.  See 
pages  40-41,  530-531  and  620  of  The  North  Border  Volume. 

8.  Comment  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS.  This 
topic  is  discussed  on  pages  11,33,  57-59,  607-608,  North  Border 
Volume. 

9.  Comment  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS.  See 
pages  605-606,  North  Border  Volume. 

10.  Mitigation  measures  concerning  cultural  resources  are  described  on 
pages  652-654,  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

11.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
See  pages  59  and  607,  North  Border  Volume. 

12.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Soil  mitigation  measures  are  discussed  on  pages  608-609,  615,  618- 
619  and  644,  North  Border  Volume. 
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13.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  made  in  Final  EIS.  As  noted  on  pages 
62-63,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS  abandonment  of  the  facili¬ 
ties  must  conform  to  regulations  prescribed  by  local,  State  and 
Federal  laws  in  existence  at  that  time  including  conditions  imposed 
by  The  Federal  Power  Commission  and  the  Materials  Transportation 
Board. 

14.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

15.  The  Alternatives  Volume  and  alternative  pipeline  route  described 
on  pages  703-719  of  The  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS  have  been 
revised  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 
September  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Gary  Helgesen 

Assistant  Attorney  General  for  the  State  of  North  Dakota 
and 

Chief  of  the  Natural  Resources,  Office  of  the  Attorney  General 
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Gary  Helgesen  and  I  am  an  Assistant  Attorney 
General  in  the  Office  of  the  Attorney  General, 
State  of  North  Dakota  and  Chief  of  the  Natural 
Resources  section  of  that  office. 

I  am  appearing  here  without  a  written 
statement.  My  statement  is  going  to  be  very 
brief  and  very  informal.  The  statement  is  for 
the  purpose  of  informing  this  panel  and  for  the 
record  that  the  State  of  North  Dakota  has 
intervened  as  the  party  in  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  proceeding  that  is  considering  the 
application  of  people,  the  active  party,  El  Paso 
proposals  and  that  the  parties,  specific  parties 
involved  in  the  State  of  North  Dakota,  Congressman 
Mark  Andrews,  Senator  Quenton  Burdick  and  the 
Attorney  General. 

Now,  the  Federal  Power  Commission  accepted 
the  Petitions  for  Intervention  and  permitted 
the  intervention  of  those  parties  in  their 
official  capacity  as  representatives  of  the 
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30 

people  of  the  State  of  North  Dakota  as  being 
in  the  public  interest  of  North  Dakota. 

A  statement  of  position  was  filed  in  May 
by  those  parties  and  I  filed  that  as  counsel 
of  record  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission  and 
that  is  on  record  with  the  Federal  Power 
Commission.  As  the  state  is  formally  represented 
now  before  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  we  do 
take  great  interest  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  that  has  been  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  Interior. 

There  has  perhaps  been  some  confusion  as 
to  the  Federal  Power  Commission  proceedings 
as  to  who  the  agency  is  going  to  be  in  preparing 
this  statement.  Our  first  indications  were  that 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  or  the  Department 
of  Interior  were  going  to  coordinate  a  lead 
agency-type  approach.  Apparently  that  didn't 
follow  through  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  statement  has  now  appeared.  Our 
latest  correspondence  and  information  through 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  proceedings  is 
that  the  El  Paso  proposals  will  be--the 
statements  of  that  particular  proposal  will  be 
prepared  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  perhaps 
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31 


in  coordination  with  the  Department  of  the 
Interior . 

The  formal  comments  that  our  office  would 
have  would  be  improve  the  A-95  Review  Process 
that  is  done  by  the  State  Planning  Office,  and 
they  have  authored  and  designed  attempts  at 
working  on  that. 

As  I  said  the  purpose  for  making  the 
statement  is  to  put  in  the  record  that  the 
State  of  North  Dakota  is  formally  represented 
at  the  Federal  Power  Commission  proceeding 
and  we  do  take  great  interest  in  this  statement 
as  well  as  the  statements  that  will  be  coming 
from  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  either  on 
the  same  subject — and  we're  not  clear  on  that 
matter  either,  if  it's  going  to  be  an  Environment  . 
Impact  Statement  with  the  magnitude  that  this 
one  is  on  the  same  subject;  the  Alaska-Arctic 
proposal  that'll  be  prepared  by  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  or  whether  they  will  accept 
it,  and  also  regarding  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  that  we  filed  on  the  El  Paso  proposal. 

MR.  MESCH:  Thank  you.  Does  anyone  have 
any  questions? 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Helgesen. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Office  of  the  Attorney  General,  North  Dakota 
Ri smark .  North  Dakota  Public  Hearing 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  In  the  Final 
EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 
September  30,  1975 
by  Mr.  Norman  Peterson 

representing 

Environmental  Health  and  Research 
North  Dakota  State  Department  of  Health 
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MR.  NORMAN  PETERSON;  I'm  Norman  Peterson. 

I'm  the  Director  of  the  Division  of  Pollution 
Control  for  the  North  Dakota  State  Department 
of  Health.  The  statement  I  am  making  is  from 
the  Health  Department.  It's  from  the  Environmental 
Health  and  Research  in  regards  to  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  as  prepared  by 
the  Department  of  Interior. 

MR.  MESCH;  Mr.  Peterson,  will  you  try  to 
speak  up  a  little  louder.  Maybe  the  microphone 
is  not  working. 

MR.  PETERSON;  The  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  states  that  the  applicant  will  comply 
with  all  applicable  State  Environmental  Control 
Laws,  Regulations,  Rules  and  Statutes.  In 
North  Dakota,  all  construction,  operational  _ 
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and  maintenance  activities  will  be  required 
to  comply  with  the  State  Air  and  Water 
Pollution  Control,  solid  waste,  noise  and 
the  ecological  laws,  rules  and  regulations 
and  standards  that  are  in  effect  and  that  are 
applicable.  Where  air  pollution  control  has 
such  an  activity,  will  meet  and  comply  with  any 
dust  descriptions,  open  burning  descriptions, 
motor  vehicle  emission  descriptions  and  in 
air  quality  standards.  In  the  area  of  regulation 
of  operation  or  activity,  primary  compression 
stations  will  need  to  comply  with  permits  to 
construct  and  operation  requirements.  This 
includes  the  approval  of  location  and  the 
design  of  installation  prior  to  the  start  of 
construction,  emission  standards  and  ambient 
air  quality  factors. 

Similarly,  the  construction,  operation  and 
maintenance  activities  will  be  required  to 
comply  with  the  State  Water  Pollution  Control 
and  solid  waste  disposal  requirements.  This 
includes  non-violation  of  the  State ' s  Surface 
Water  Quality  Standards,  silt  and  sediment 
control,  runoffs,  stream  crossings,  protection 
of  groundwater  and  obtaining  of  the  necessary 
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discharge  permits. 

The  applicant  that's  proposed  to  the 
Department  o£  Interior  that  certain  mitigation 
measures  will  be  taken  and  it's  here  in 
summation  has  been  based  on  estimates  and  are 
not  quite  specific.  They  may  not  be  adequate. 

It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  outfit,  that 
is  in  this  instance  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline 
Company  to  arrange  a  meeting  with  the  North 
Dakota  State  Department  of  Health  at  an 
appropriate  time.  This  meeting  will  provide 
and  help  them  to  a  full  understanding  of  the 
Department's  requirements  and  will  carry  out 
its  responsibilities  to  protect  the  environment 
and  the  public. 

MR.  MESCH:  You  gentlemen  have  any  questions? 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Peterson.  The  record  should 
show  that  Mr.  Peterson  has  submitted  a  written 
statement . 

All  right,  we'll  again  recess  and  await  the 
appearance  of  anyone  else  who  wishes  to  make  a 
statement. 

(A  recess  was  taken.) 


.yl loiiri  ^pkierson. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  North  Dakota  State  Department  of  Health 
at  the  Bismark,  North  Dakota  Public  Hearing 
September  30,  1975 


Comments  noted  -  see  response  to  North  Dakota  State  Department 
of  Health  letter. 


Statement  From  North  Dakota  State  Department  of  Health,  Environmental  Health 
and  Engineering  Services  Re:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  as  Prepared  by  the  United  States  Department  of 
the  Interior 


The  environmental  impact  statement  states  that  the  applicants  will  comply  with 
all  applicable  state  environmental  control  laws,  regulations,  rules  and  standards. 

In  North  Dakota,  all  construction,  operational  and  maintenance  activities  will  be 
required  to  comply  with  the  State's  air  and  water  pollution  control,  solid  waste, 
noise,  and  radiological  laws,  rules  and  regulations  and  standards  that  are  in  effect 
and  are  applicable. 

For  air  pollution  control,  cdhstruction  activities  will  need  to  comply  with  fugitive 
dust  restrictions,  open  burning  restrictions,  motor  vehicle  emissions  restrictions, 
and  ambient  air  quality  standards.  In  the  area  of  regulation  of  operational  activities, 
primary  compressor  stations  will  need  to  comply  with  the  permit  to  construct  and 
operate  requirements.  This  includes  approval  of  the  location  and  design  of  instal¬ 
lations  prior  to  the  start  of  construction,  emission  standards,  and  ambient  air 
quality  standards. 


I 


Similarly,  the  construction,  operational  and  maintenance  activities  will  be  required 
to  comply  with  the  State's  water  pollution  control  and  solid  waste  disposal  require¬ 
ments.  This  includes  non -violation  of  the  State's  surface  water  quality  standards, 
silt  and  sediment  control  from  run-off,  stream  crossings,  protection  of  ground- 
water  and  obtaining  the  necessary  discharge  permits. 


The  applicant  has  proposed  to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  that  certain  mitigation  A 
measures  will  be  taken.  It  appears  that  some  measures  have  been  based  on  estimates!  2. 
and  are  not  site  specific.  They  may  not  be  adequate. 

It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  applicant,  that  is,  the  Northern  Border  Pipe  Line 
Company,  to  arrange  a  meeting  with  the  North  Dakota  State  Department  of  Health 
at  an  appropriate  time.  This  will  provide  the  company  with  a  full  understanding 
of  the  Department’s  requirements  for  carrying  out  its  responsibilities  for  protect¬ 
ing  the  environment  and  the  public. 
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MEMORANDUM 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  North  Dakota  State  Department  of  Health, 
Envr ionmental  Health  and  Engineering  Services 
dated  October  1,  1975 


TO:  The  Commissioners 

FROM:  Reclamation  Director  E.  J.  Englerth 

SUBJECT:  Recommendations  regarding  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  Systems  (Draft  EIS) 

DATE:  September  5,  1975 


Comments  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Compliance  with  all  of  the  regulations  identified  in  these 
comments  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  applicant. 

The  prupose  of  the  EIS  is  to  identify  and  evaluate  environmental 
impacts  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  applicants 
proposal.  Since  the  route  at  the  time  of  application  was  a 
conceptional  one.  site  specific  Information  was 
unavailable.  Mitigating  measures  as  proposed  by  the  =PP“cant 
are  discussed  on  pages  605-642  North  Border  Volume,  Final 
EIS  On  pages  643-669  other  mitigating  measures  are  suggested 
by  the  Department  of  Interior 


3.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 


The  PSC  takes  the  position  that  soil  material  removed  from  I 
any  pipeline  trench  must  be  removed  in  two  (2)  lifts  (the  I 
first  lift  corresponding  roughly  to  the  A  horizon)  I  I 

separately  windrowed  or  stockpiled,  and  replaced  on  a  last-  I 
out-first-in  basis. 

Seed  sources  for  native  grasses  used  must  be  restricted  § 
to  the  Dakotas,  Montana,  and  northern  Nebraska.  I  2_ 


E  J  E 


MEMORANDUM 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  North  Dakota  PSC 
Reclamation  Director  E.  J.  Englerth 
dated  September  5,  1975 


To:  Commissioners  Elkin,  Hagen,  and  Wolf 

Fr:  Siting  Division,  Al  Bumann 

Subject:  Recommendations  regarding  Alaska  Natural  Gas 

Transportation  System 

Date:  September  8,  1975 


The  feasability  of  right-of-way  sharing  with  existing 
or  proposed  transportation  systems  shall  be  fully  and  com¬ 
pletely  explored. 

2.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 


1.  Comment  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 

EIS.  Soil  mitigation  measures  are  described  on  pages  608- 
609,  615,  618-619  and  644,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


148 


NORTH  DAKOTA  STATE  HIGHWAY  DEPARTMENT 
Comments  on  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  North  Dakota  Siting  Division  -  (A1  Bumann) 
dated  September  8,  1975 


Comment  noted  -  no  response.  Refer  to  page  605,  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 


There  appears  to  be  conflict  or  contradiction  as  to  who  obtains  the  neces¬ 
sary  permits  for  highway  crossings.  On  Page  V-074  the  contractor  is  respons¬ 
ible  and  on  Page  V-134  the  applicant  is  responsible .  It  is  our  recommendation 
that  the  applicant  obtain  the  permit  for  highway  crossings.  The  basis  for 
this  recommendation  is  that  the  applicant  would  prepare  pians  and  the  type 
and  manner  of  roadway  crossings  should  be  specified  in  the  plans  and  the 
construction  contract. 

Crossings  of  all  State  Highways  will  be  done  by  boring  or  jacking. 

The  pipeline  shall  be  encased  at  all  road  crossings. 

The  effects  on  roadways  of  high  temperatures  in  the  pipeline  during 
the  winter  months  is  unknown.  At  a  depth  of  30  to  36  inches  it  is  conceivable 
that  the  roadway  surface  above  the  pipeline  would  not  be  frozen  at  the  same 
time  as  the  remainder  of  the  roadbed.  This  could  create  pavement  break-ups 
and  soft  spots  which  would  require  continual  maintenance  .  If  the  30-36 
inch  cover  is  maintained  in  the  bottom  of  the  ditch  and  the  pipeline  is  installed 
on  a  level  grade  under  the  roadbed  then  the  temperature  would  probably  not 
affect  the  traveled  roadway  surface. 

Since  a  number  of  local  roadways  will  be  used  to  reach  the  pipeline 
during  construction  and  these  roadways  are  not  designed  for  heavy  truck 
traffic  consideration  should  be  given  to  restoration  of  roadways  upon  comple- 
ton  of  the  construction.  Local  units  of  government  do  not  have  financial  or 
organizational  capability  to  absorb  these  impacts. 


I 


9-25-  75 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  The  North  Dakota  State  Highway  Department 
dated  September  25,  1975 


1.  Suggested  change  that  the  Applicant  be  responsible  for  obtaining 
necessary  permits  has  been  made  on  page  33,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 

2.  Mitigation  measures  concerning  road  restoration  is  discussed  on 
pages  605,  620,  623  while  Impacts  are  discussed  on  page  576  -  578 
North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 
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5TE3TE  P EJRK  SEOTE 

FORT  LINCOLN  STATE  PARK 
ROUTE  2  DOX  J39 
MANDAN.  NORTH  DAKOTA  58554 
PHONE  663-9571 


October  7,  1975 


Bonnie  Austin 

State  Intergovernmental  Clearinghouse 
State  Planning  Division 
State  Capitol 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota  58505 
Dear  Miss  Austin: 

The  North  Dakota  Park  Service  and  the  State  Outdoor 
Recreation  Agency  offer  the  following  comments  for  your 
consideration  regarding  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Study. 

We  are  particularly  concerned  about  the  pipeline 
crossing  on  the  Little  Missouri  River.  The  1975  North  Dakota 
Legislature  passed  an  act  granting  free  flowing  status  to 
the  Little  Missouri  River  and  designated  it  as  the  state's 
first  state  scenic  river.  The  identified  river  crossing  is 
located  in  a  very  rugged  section  of  the  North  Dakota  Badlands. 
Slumping  and  rapid  erosion  of  soils  in  this  area  are  very 
characteristic.  We  assume  that  in  order  for  the  river 
crossing  to  be  made  that  a  rather  extensive  area  of  the 
badlands  must  be  contoured  to  a  gently  sloping  topography  to 
permit  the  laying  of  the  pipeline.  If  this  is  not  the  case, 
sections  of  the  pipeline  will  be  exposed  due  to  erosional 
factors. 

We  regret  that  the  industrial  firms  involved  in  the 
pipeline  proposal  must  see  fit  to  route  the  pipeline  through 
the  southwestern  portion  of  our  state  where  the  negative 
environmental  factors  are  much  greater  than  possible  alter¬ 
native  routes  in  eastern  or  central  North  Dakota.  It  is  our 
understanding  that  the  pipeline  routing  was  determined  largely 
on  the  basis  of  projected  coal  gasification  plants  being 
located  in  the  general  area  of  the  crossing.  If  feasible , some 
bf.  the  alternative  routes  should  be  more  fully  explored. 
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We  would  also  recommend  that  trenching  for  the  pipeline 
be  conducted  in  two  lifts,  and  that  topsoil  be  segregated 
from  the  less  desirable  subsoils.  Soil  replacement  should 
occur  on  a  last  out-first  in  basis. 

Our  review  has  indicated  that  no  identified  recreation 
areas  or  state  parks  will  be  directly  affected  by  the  proDosal, 
however,  we  also  recognize  that  the  potential  for  future 
recreation  sites  is  also  diminished  by  the  routing  of  this 
pipeline  through  our  state. 


I 

I 


We  thank  you  for  having  had  this  opportunity  to 
on  the  draft  proposal. 


GL/kmm 


comment 


Response  to  Conments  received 
from  North  Dakota  State  Park  Service 
dated  October  7,  1975 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  Little  Missouri  River  is  discussed  on  pages  456,  585,  589, 
656-658  of  The  North  Border  Volume. 

Soil  and  vegetation  impacts  and  mitigation  measures  are  discussed 
on  pages  488,  513,  605,  608-610,  615-620,  and  644-646,  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 

2.  The  sensitivity  of  Southwestern  North  Dakota  was  recognized  at 
numerous  times  throughout  the  Final  EIS.  See  pages  467,  479,  481, 
482  and  488,  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

Alternative  pipeline  routes  described  on  paged  656-658  and  703- 
720  of  The  North  Border  Volumes  were  developed  to  identify 
alternative  routes  to  avoid  or  minimize  impacts  on  sensitive  areas 
such  as  the  Little  Missouri  Badlands. 

3.  According  to  the  Applicant  the  pipeline  route  was  not  determined 
largely  on  the  basis  of  the  projected  coal  gasification  plants. 
Alternative  pipeline  routes  are  described  on  pages  703-720  of 
The  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

4.  Soil  mitigation  measures  are  described  on  pages  615  and  644,  North 
Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

5.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 
September  29,  1575 
by  Mr.  Austin  Engle 

Director  of  the  State  Planning  Division  for  North  Dakota 
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MR.  AUSTIN  ENGLE:  My  name  is  Austin  Engle# 
Director  of  the  State  Planning  Division  for 
North  Dakota. 

My  remarks  will  be  directed  to  the  concern 
of  the  social  impact  of  the  work  force  that 
would  move  to  North  Dakota  for  the  construction 
of  the  Arctic  gas  line. 

Under  the  leadership  of  the  government  over 
the  past  two  months#  the  State  Planning  Division 
has  been  working  closely  with  six  power  firms 
who  are  presently  planning  construction  of 
major  coal  conversion  plants  in  the  Dunn,  Mercer, 
Oliver  and  McLean  county  areas.  And  our  purpose 
here  has  been  to  try  and  get  a  picture  of  the 
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cumulative  effect  on  employment  and  on 
schools  especially  of  this  kind  of  construction 
over  the  next  eight  year  period. 

All  six  of  these  power  firms  have  plans 
for  the  construction  within  the  next  eight 
ye»rs  and  a  lot  depends  on  the  timing  and  the 
location  and  the  impact  of  these  combined 
operations  as  to  the  impact  of  the  combined 
plans  on  about  24  communities  in  this  area. 

And  so  we've  put  together  some  figures  that 
I'd  like  to  share  with  you  this  afternoon. 

I  understand  that  the  working  impact  or  the 
employment  impact,  that  the  break  line  would 


14  come  sometime  in  1977,  but  it's  not  clear 

15  exactly  when  in  1977  it'll  come  or  exactly 

15  where  it'll  come. 

17  Okay,  if  I  just  might  go  through  these 

18  figures  with  you  real  quickly,  I  think  that 

19  will  be  the  extent  of  my  presentation. 

20  These  are  tentative  cumulative  figures 

21  and  they’re  subject  to  change  when  we  look  at 

22  some  of  these  things  that  could  happen  to  make 

23  a  change  in  these  figures.  They  do  represent 

24  the  best  judgment  in  September  of  1975  of  the 

25  State  Planning  Division  and  the  six  power  firms 
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delayed  until  *78  or  '79  for  any  reason, 
you  can  see  that  they'll  be  running  into 
some  very  stiff  competition  for  any  local 
labor . 

The  second  page  gives  you  the  same  total 
figures  in  a  bar  graph  given  by  calendar  year 
with  the  open  bars  being  the  construction  force 
and  the  closed  bars  being  the  operating  force. 
The  rest  of  the  figures  on  the  charts  are  based 
on  those  projections  of  total  employment.  The 
green  pages  give  you  the  projected  student 
relocations  when  this  work  force  will  be  coming 
into  the  area. 

Prom  the  briefing  that  we  had  earlier  this 
morning  before  the  Natural  Resources  Council 
we  asked  if  the  impact  of  the  employment  force 
in  this  project  had  been  compared  or  related  to 
the  impacts  from  these  construction  projects 
and  of  course,  as  is  usually  the  case,  the 
impacts  had  not  been  related  to  each  other. 

I  would  submit  to  this  group  that  it's 
tremendously  important  that  the  companies 
involved  in  the  Arctic  gas  pipeline  consider 
the  cumulative  figures  if  that  work  force  noves 
through  the  state  and  seeks  to  find  housing. 
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34 

that  we  were  working  with. 

The  second  page  acknowledges  the  power 
firms  involved  and  their  local  representatives 
who  have  been  working,  for  reference  in  case 
you  should  want  to  check  these  out. 

The  first  white  chart,  or  the  third  page, 
the  first  white  chart  gives  you  the  total 
against  tenative  peaks  in  employment  projections 
for  both  construction  and  operation  of  these 
six  conversion  plants.  There’s  seven  listed 
because  -he  Basin  Two.  is  just  now  coming  to 
the  end  of  the  construction  phase  and  is  putting 
out  operating  reports.  But  the  open  bars  are 
construction  force  against  these  figures  for 
each  calendar  year;  the  closed  bars  are  the 
operating  force  and  they  give  the  peak  figures 
for  each  calendar  year  and  as  you  can  see,  those 
are  constant  once  they  achieve  their  operating 
level . 

The  two  bottom  lines  give  you  the  total 
for  construction  and  operation  and  as  you  can 
see  in  1977  the  projection  is— or  the  projections 
are  that  there  will  be  2362  construction  workers 
in  that  four-county  area  and  115  operating 
workers.  If  the  Arctic  gas  pipeline  should  be 
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local  labor,  schools  for  children  perhaps 
depending  on  how  long  they're  in  the  area, 
all  of  those  things  in  light  of  what  will 
probably  be  going  on  in  our  state  at  that 
same  time. 

I  think  this  would  end  my  remarks  unless 
there  are  any  questions  I  might  try  to  answer. 

MR.  TULLOSS :  I  have  a  question.  And 
having  not  seen  this,  is  there  an  indication 
here  of  what  per  cent  of  your  employment  for 
these  plants  will  be  local  people  versus 
construction  people  coming  in?  It  doesn't 
show  on  this  first  chart,  you  can't  pick  it 
out  of  there? 

MS.  ENGLE :  So.  Those  assumptions  were 
made  of  course  and  each  of  the  power  firms 
involved  had  a  little  different  formula  that 
they  worked  with.  Generally  speaking,  the  ones 
that  start  early  had  a  higher  percentage  of 
local  force  and  those  that  started  later  had 

a  lower  percentage  of  local  and  a  higher 
percentage  of  incoming  people  because  the 
assumption  is  that  whatever  local  labor  pool 
there  is  will  be  used  up  by  then.  And  by  the 
time  you  get  to  the  1979,  '78,  the  local  pool 
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will  be  about  exhausted. 

MR.  TULLOSS :  Say  the  percentaqe  of 
relocations  is  raised  from  50  per  cent  a  year 
to  80  per  cent. 

MR,  ENGLE i  Yes. 

MR.  TULLOSS:  So  you're  suggesting  that  if 
the  pipeline,  if  it  should  go  in  and  not  start 
'79,  there  would  be  a  serious  problem 
getting  local  labor  and  would  start  getting 
outside  labor? 

MR.  ENGLE:  Correct. 

MR.  SEDGLEY :  I  just  assume  that  the 
Planning  Commission  has  no  objection  to  us 
using  this  data? 

MR.  ENGLE:  No,  sir. 

MR.  MESCH:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Engle.  We'll 
make  the  tabulation  sheets  a  part  of  the  record. 

MR.  ENGLE:  Okay.  If  this  group  or  body 
would  like  more  details  under  the  formula 
that  lie  behind  these  figures,  we  could  provide 
those  if  you  want  them. 

MR.  MESCH:  Thank  you  very  much. 

Is  there  anyone  else  present  at  this  time 
who  wishes  to  make  a  presentation?  All  right, 
we'll  again  go  off  the  record  and  wait  for  the 


NORTH  DAKOTA  STATE  PLANNING  DIVISION 


ST*TE  CAP'T0l  -  rt  $\**«C*  VCO’m  DAKOTA  NJV 

?oi  KA-ja'a 


October  31,  1975 

STATE  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  CLEARINGHOUSE  SUPPLEMENTARY  "LETTER  OF  C0>MENT" 
ON  PROJECT  REVIEW  IN  CONFORMANCE  WITH  0MB  CIRCULAR  NO.  A-95 

To:  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  -  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
STATE  APPLICATION  IDENTIFIER:  7507310411 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings,  Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koer.lngs: 

Subject:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior  -  Bureau  of  Land  Management  on  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System. 

This  Draft  EIS  was  received  in  our  office  on  July  31,  1975 
and  the  review  letter  was  dated  October  24,  1975. 

In  the  process  of  the  A-95  review,  the  attached  comment  was  received 
from  the  South  Central  Dakota  Regional  Council. 

This  document  and  attachment  constitute  the  further  comment  of  the 
State  Intergovernmental  Clearinghouse ,  made  in  compliance  with  0MB 
Circular  No.  A-95.  Previous  comments  were  forwarded  with  a  "Letter  of 
Comment"  dated  October  24,  1975. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Response  to  Consnents  received 
from  the  North  Dakota  State  Planning  Division 
at  the  Bismarck,  North  Dakota  Public  Hearing 
September  29,  1975 


Comments  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Economic  impacts  are  described  on  pages  554-563,  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS.  Refer  to  response  to  North  Dakota  State 
Planning  Division  letter  dated  October  24,  1975. 


NDSIC  FORM  B  (1-75) 

FROM:  STATE  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  CLEARINGHOUSE 
STATE  PUNNING  DIVISION 
STATE  CAPITOL 

BISMARCK, NORTH  DAKOTA  58505 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  TO  BE  REVIEWED 
TO:  Maurice  Zink 


South  Central  Regional  Council 


Jamestown,  ND 


PROJECT 

TITLE:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System _ 

DATE:  July  31,  1975 _ 

APPLICANT:  l).  S.  Department  of  the  Interior _ 

The  Clearinghouse  has  received  a  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  review  under 
0MB  Circular  No.  A-95  for  the  above  project.  The  attached  project  information  is  re¬ 
ferred  to  your  agency  for  your  review  and  comment.  Please  review  the  proposal  as  it 
affects  the  plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  as  well  as  those  plans  with  which  you  are 
familiar,  and  indicate  your  comments  below  or  on  a  separate  sheet.  Some  general  sug¬ 
gestions  to  assist  in  your  review  of  projects  are  on  the  reverse  of  this  form. 

3  cooperation  is  requested  in  completing  your  review  and  returning  this  form  to  our 
office  by  October  1,  1975.  If  no  response  or  indication  of  your  desire  to  comment  is 
received  by  October  10,  it  will  be  assumed  you  have  no  comments  on  the  impact  statement. 

A  copy  of  the  material  received  by  the  Clearinghouse  is  attached. 


[  1  No  identif ied‘ conflict  (no  comment) 

|  1  Statement  is  supported  as  written 

/  |  Requests  a  meeting  with  the  applicant  (attach  statement  of  specific  concerns  which 

would  be  addressed  at  such  a  meeting) 

IV  1  Comments,  identified  issues,  suggestions,  recommendations  or  suggested  stipulations 
are  listed  below  or  attached 


Miss  Bonnie  E.  Austin 
Associate  Planner 

BEA/ds 

Attachment 


REVIEWER’S 
SIGNATURE  _ 

T  .E  _ 


■dr 


Executive  Director 


DATE  10/24/73 
TELE: 701-252-3060 
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PLANNING  STAFF 


SOUTH  CENTRAL  DAKOTA  REGIONAL  COUNCIL  «uss  c«.ist,.«so» 

Arlinq  RC  A  0  P*0|< 

Serving  vour  Commun.lv  In  Planning  .  Techn.cal  Assignee  •  RCMVCh 
Phone  252-0060  or  252-8061 
Wilson  Hall.  Jamoslown  College  Box  77 
Jamestown.  North  Dakota  50401 


'oiecl 

Coofdmaloi 
MAURICE  ZINK 
Planning  Di'CClOr 
ROONEY  ANDERSON 
Criminal  Justice  Planner 
ALOON  JOYES 

Area  Development  Special 
GENE  LANG 

Human  Resources  Piannei 


IARNES  COUNTY 
Ernes)  Miedema 
Eugene  Klein 
Marlin  L.I'sOn 

P  itpn  OuJier 
itCKEY 
Tneo  J  Guise 
George  Manvel 

FOSTER  COUNTY 

Jnhn  Mu'pny 
Alvin  Paulson 
D-svut  UUie 
GRIGGS  COUNTY 
LeRuy  Anderson 
Joe  Gruman 
r  -r  Aaresiad.  Jr 

Lav  AE  COUNTY 

Vernon  KiC'U 
Edward  OudC" 
Rehert  Mainson 
LOGAN  COUNTY 
John  Pom 
Rupert  KieTgariner 
Fr.snh  Wald 
MCINTOSH  COUNTY 
Laurel  I  Geis.Mer 
josepn  Lacncr 
Leonard  Roesjler 
STUTSMAN  COUNTY 
Georqe  Burcnill 


COMMENTS : 


Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 


•  i  .n 

I 


WELLS  COUNTV 


The  regular  meeting  of  the  South  Central  Dakota  Regional  Council 
yjc  held  at  the  Jamestown  Ramada  Inn  on  October  23,  19/b.  ine 
proposed  natural  gas  pipeline  was  discussed  at  length  wth  particular 
emphasis  on  the  impact  that  portion  of  the  pipeline  will  have  that 
crosses  portions  of  State  Planning  Region  Six. 

The  Executive  Committee  does  not  take  serious  issue  with  any  part 
of  the  environmental  review  as  Presented;  however,  the  committee 
did  point  out  that  the  following  points  should  receive  particular 
consideraton: 

1.  Natural  gas  service  should  be  made  available  to  users  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  pipeline.  This  energy  supply  should 

be  available  in  quantities  sufficient  to  supply  current 
residential,  commercial  and  industrial  demands  as  well  as  for 
projected  needs  during  this  century.  Gas  supplies  should  also 
be  available  for  the  manufacture  of  agricultural  fertilizers 
since  this  input  is  vital  to  our  basic  economy. 

2.  Soil  strata  should  be  retained  to  its  original  formation  after 
the  gas  line  is  in  place. 

3.  Every  consideration  shall  be  given  to  minimizing  the  environ¬ 
mental  disturbance  during  the  construction  stage. 

4  The  gas  line  shall  be  buried  to  a  depth  that  will  not  interfere 
with  the  ongoing  construction  and  improvements  to  secondary  roads 
in  the  respective  counties. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  North  Dakota  State  Planning  Division 
dated  October  31,  1975 


Comments  noted  -  see  response  to  South  Central  Dakota  Regional 
Council,  North  Dakota  letter. 


Sincerely, 

Maurice  Zink 
Executive  Director 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 


Part  V  -  Volume  I,  page  86  -  "In  those  areas  where  the 
landowner  required  the  topsoil  to  be  separated,  the  subsoil 
will  be  replaced  at  the  bottom  of  the  trench,  with  topsoil 
being  placed  in  the  upper  part  and  replaced  over  the  graded 
right-of-way. " 

The  opinion  of  the  North  Dakota  State  Soil  Conservation 
Committee  is  that  this  should  be  a  specific  requirement  for 
the  entire  route  of  the  pipeline  whether  crossing  federal, 
state  or  private  land.  We  would  strongly  encourage  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  to  include  this  requirement  before  con¬ 
struction  is  authorized. 


Continuing  on  page  87,  the  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  states:  "All  backfill  will  be  solidly  compacted  at 
opencut  roadways,  at  crossings  of  terraces  and  levees  and  at 
crossings  of  streams  and  ditches  to  minimize  erosion."  This 
commitment  is  good.  However,  we  urge  that  this  requirement 
be  extended  to  include  compaction  on  all  lands  including  crop¬ 
land,  rangeland,  pastureland,  hay land  and  forestland.  This 
practice  will  greatly  reduce  wind  and  water  erosion,  reduce 
the  need  for  high  mounds  over  the  backfilled  trench,  and 
ultimately  reduce  maintenance  and  repair  costs  that  could  be 
caused  from  erosion  on  non-compacted  lands. 


£. 


Restoration  of  the  right-of-way  is  most  important.  The 
establishment  of  vegetation  should  be  done  as  soon  as  possible  I 
after  backfilling  and  compaction.  Technical  assistance  for 
re-vegetation  can  be  obtained  from  the  USDA-Soil  Conservation 
Service  through  the  Soil  Conservation  Districts.  This 
assistance  can  be  tailored  to  trea«-  each  situation  according 
to  its  special  needs  that  will1 provide  the  needed  protection 
against  wind  and  water  erosion. 


Once  all  construction  is  completed  and  the  system  becomes 
operational,  the  success  of  re-vegetation  will  continually  be 
evaluated  by  the  keen  eye  of  North  Dakota  citizens. 


Response  Co  Comments  received 
from  North  Dakota  State  Soil  Conservation  Committee 
Undated 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  In  the  Final  EIS. 
See  page  644,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Soil  mitigation  measures  are  described  on  pages  608-609,  615  and 
644  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

3.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
This  topic  is  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS  on  pages  605-606,  615- 
619,  and  645-646,  North  Border  Volume 


.  Executive  Secretary  'V  *  : 

North  Dakota  State  Soil  Conservation  Committee 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 
September  30,  1975 
by  Mr.  Gary  Puppe 
representing 

State  Soil  Conservation  Committee 
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MR.  MESCH:  I  understand  that  Mr.  Gary  Puppe, 
representing  the  SCS  wishes  to  make  a  statement. 

MR.  GARY  PUPPE:  Thank  you,  sir.  I'm  Gary 
Puppe  with  the  State  Soil  Conservation  Committee. 

If  you  want  to  change  the  agency  that  you  have. 
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it's  not  the  Soil  Conservation  Service,  State 
Soil  Conservation  Committee. 

One  of  the  duties  of  the  State  Soil 
Conservation  Committee  is  to  represent  the 
state  in  matters  effecting  soil  conservation. 

It  is  with  this  in  mind  that  the  following 
testimony  is  presented  regarding  the  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System. 

Part  5,  Volume  I,  Page  86  of  the  Northern 
Border  section,  and  I  quote:  "In  those  areas 
where  the  landowner  requires  the  top  soil  to 
be  separated,  the  subsoil  will  be  replaced  at 
the  bottom  of  the  trench,  the  top  soil  being 
placed  in  the  upper  part  and  replaced  over 
the  graded  right-of-way." 

In  our  opinion  we  feel  this  should  be  a 
specific  requirement  for  the  entire  route  of 
the  pipeline,  whether  crossing  Federal,  State 
or  private  land.  We  would  strongly  encourage 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  to  include  this 
requirement  before  construction  starts. 

Continuing  on  Page  87  of  Part  5,  Volume  I, 
the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  states:  "All 
backfill  will  be  solidly  compacted  at  open 
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cut  roadways  that  crosses  the  terraces  and 
levees  and  at  crossing  of  streams  and  ditches 
to  minimize  erosion." 

This  commitment  is  good,  however,  we  urge 
that  this  same  requirement  be  extended  to 
include  compaction  on  all  lands  including 
croplands,  range  lands,  pasture  lands,  hay  lancjs 
and  forks.  This  practice  will  greatly  reduce 
wind  and  water  erosion,  reduce  the  need  for 
high  mounds  over  the  backfill  trench  and 
ultimately  reduce  maintenance  repair  costs 
that  could  be  caused  from  erosion  to  non-compdcted 
land. 

And  the  third  area  restoration  of  right-of-way 
is  most  important.  The  establishment  of 
vegetation  should  be  done  as  soon  as  possible 
after  backfilling  and  after  compaction.  Technical 
assistance  for  re-vegetation  can  be  obtained 
from  the  Soil  Conservation  Service  through  the 
Soil  Conservation  District.  This  assistance 
can  be  tailored  to  treat  each  situation  accordinj. 
to  its  special  needs  that  will  provide  for  the 
needed  protection  against  wind  and  water  erosion 

Once  all  construction  is  completed  and  the 
system  becomes  operational,  the  success  of 
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re-vegetation  will  always  be  evaluated  by 
the  keen  eye  of  the  North  Dakota  citizens. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MESCH:  Do  you  gentlemen  have  any 
questions? 

MR.  SEDGLEY :  I  might  just  ask  you  if  you 
feel  that  these  sections  are  adequately  covered 
in  the  EIS,  or  do  you  think  we  need  some  changes? 

MR.  PUPPE :  It's  our  estimation  that  the 
draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  deals  or 
discusses  or  evaluates  what  may  or  may  not  be 
done.  We  feel  that  it's  not  a  firm  commitment 
of  what  will  be  done  and,  therefore,  we  feel 
that  if  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
is  to  become  that  commitment,  we  would  like  to 
see  these  things  included.  We  feel  putting  the 
top  soil  back  on  soft  surface  soil,  the 
compaction  and  the  re-vegetation  are  three  very 
important  aspects  of  the  program  to  lead  to  a 
good,  laying  of  a  platform. 

MR.  SEDGLEY:  What  you  actually  feel  though 
is  that  the  applicant's  statements  should  be 
strengthened.  EIS  was  written  on  the  basis  of 
what  the  applicant  proposed.  These  were  his 
proposals.  These  additional  things  for  top  soil. 
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MR.  PUPPE:  If  including  this  testimony 
in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  would 
require  it,  yes,  we  would  go  along  with  that. 

We  feel  that  this  should  be  a  requirement  for 
construction  across  lands. 

MR.  MESCH:  Thank  you. 

I  understand  that  Mr.  Norman  Peterson  would 
also  like  to  make  a  statement  at  this  time. 

MR.  NORMAN  PETERSON:  I'm  Norman  Peterson. 

I'm  the  Director  of  the  Division  of  Pollution 
Control  for  the  North  Dakota  State  Department 
of  Health.  The  statement  I  am  making  is  from 
the  Health  Department.  It's  from  the  Environments 
Health  and  Research  in  regards  to  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  as  prepared  by 
the  Department  of  Interior. 

MR.  MESCH:  Mr.  Peterson,  will  you  try  to 
speak  up  a  little  louder.  Maybe  the  microphone 
is  not  working. 

MR.  PETERSON:  The  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  states  that  the  applicant  will  comply 
with  all  applicable  State  Environmental  Control 
Laws,  Regulations,  Rules  and  Statutes.  In 
North  Dakota,  all  construction,  operational 


1 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  North  Dakota  State 
Soil  Conservation  Committee 
at  the  Bismark,  North  Dakota  Public  Hearing 
September  30,  1975 


Comments  noted  -  see  response  to  North  Dakota  State  Soil 
Conservation  Committee  letter. 
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Mr.  Koonings 
Pago  2 

October  28,  1075 


Ohio 


Stat«  o»  Oh  if  Enviioitinontal  Protection  Agency,  Bo*  104<>,  361  r.til  Rronrl  Street,  Columbus,  Ohio  43216  (014)  466-8665 


October  28,  1975 


Re:  Draft  CIS  -  Alaska  natural  Gas  Transportation  System  -  USDOI 


Jnm»s  a  Rhode* 

Governor 

Mid  R  Williams.  P.E 

Director  Mr.  Roinan  H.  Koenings 

Project  Manager,  CIS  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Dureau  of  Land  Management  (302 ) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
"!  Washington,  D.C.  202-10 


j  Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

j  The  Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  been  charged,  by  the 
Governor,  with  lead  agency  ar.d  review  coordination  responsibilities 
t..'  the  State  of  0  i o  on  Fcdrral  Environmental  Impact  Statement^. 

The  above  Mentioned  Draft  Environmental  Iirpnct  Statement  lias  been 
reviewed  by  sections  oe  this  Agency,  the  Ohio  Department  of  Natural*  • 
Resources,  ti  CM  ' o  Depart. -er.t  of  Economic  ant'  Cor.  unity  Development, 
and  t'  Ohio  r-partment  of  Transportation.  The  following  comments 
constitute  those  received  iron  the  dove  agencies  and  have  been  coor¬ 
dinated  under  the  auspices  of  the  State'  Clearinghouse. 


The  above  referenced  Draft  EIS  was  undoubtedly  the  most  comprehensive 
document,  frer.,  lb?  standpoint  of  gcugrapt  ical  distribution  b*  con¬ 
struction  cv;?r  r-vM  eu  by  this  State.  Ihis  rc\->w  will  i  c- •-  attempt 
to  inne.ee  the  document,  but  *.•  i 1  cur.CL-rn  itself  primarily  in  two 
areas,  one  being  the  overall  concept  of  the  project,  and  the  second 
being  related  to  Part  V  of  the  document  (specifically  Ohio). 


An  undertaking  of  this  sort,  with  the  environmental  impacts  ar.d  asso¬ 
ciated  ec.o:K  v;  c  costs,  should  1  Justified  in  as  cl  oar  and  comprehen¬ 
sive  a  mi n :,,-r  £«;  pwusil-U.  While  ii  can  be  said  l ha v  the  documents 
exhibited  c©  ruhensive  data  on  projected  energy  supply/d®nand  scenar¬ 
ios,  it  camu  :  oe  said  that  the  presentation  of  that  data  was  done  in 
a  clear,  understandable  manner.  The  proliferation  of  tables  showing 
estimated  demands  and  supplies  of  gas,  referencing  various  sources 
throughout  th  documents,  tended  to  confuse  and  contradict  issues 
which  given  ;  geographic  scope  ct  the  proj»ct  and  the  p-obaUe  dn- 
regiilalic  f  'U  ral  g.-.  nee  •  to  be  dealt  wjlk.  It  night  tz  more 
appropria : .  to  re-design  the  v«rtV.is  sect  lulls' i  jusiifiv.tion  of 
the  projecr  into  a  section  which  clearly  and  concisely  indicates  tlw 
iw.ds  of  varie.s  sections  u'  the  United  States  affected  by  the  pro¬ 
ject  c.s  well  as  the  possible  suppl>  areas  which  might  occur  through 


deregulation.  Any  material  which  may  bo  available  showing  this  information  would 
do  much  toward  justifying  the  construction  of  a  pipeline  from  Alaska  to  serve  customers 
in  Ohio.  This  State  is  acutely  aware  of  a  "shortfall"  of  natural  gas  as,  no  doubt, 
are  ether  StM.cs  within  our  region.  However,  the  practice  of  constructing  longer  and 
then  loi.aer  pipelines  to  remote  corners  of  the  globe  while  potential  reserves  neere*  at 
hand  lie’undevoiopsd  because  cf  artificial  price  ceilings  makes  little  environmental 
or  economic  sense.  While  ihu  justification  of  the  pipeline  based  cn  demand  versus  supply 
is  not  to  be  den  s?d,  it  is  felt  that  deregulation's  Impacts  (ts  di  in  Parts  V 

and  VI)  arc  fi.r  more  significant  a:  to  geographi  avallauill  y  of  natural  gas  than  »5 
been  discussed  thus  far  in  the  document. 

Aii  additional  j-.  sti fixation  which  shc.ild  Up  exploited  os  to  secondary  Impacts  contef  *s 
the  statement  In  Pari  V  that  the  prop©  ed  pipeline  could  be  rsed  to  transport  ga^ 
produced  fiom  cwal  obtai  .  .i  in  the  Dakotas.  -The  statcncBt  suggests  that  the  likelihood 
of  this  additional  source  of  gas  is  a  further  justification  or  benefit  of  the  pipeline. 

The  statement  apparently  fails  to  interpret  the  coal  mining  and  gasification  operations 
(with  their  attendant  primary  and  secondary  impacts)  as  secondary  impacts  of  the  pipeline 
project  an  interpretation  that  would  be  valid  If  it  were  shown  that  the  prior  existence 
of  a  large- volume  pipeline  Increased  ffte  benefi t--cr st  ratio  of  the  coal-gasifi cation 
scheme.  If  the  increase  In  the  benefit— cost  ratio  were  crucial  (that  is,  sufficient 
to  make  the  ‘its  i  fcc  the  costs  iten  there  is  i 

that  1  if  feat  l.  a  m  ry  ir.;.aci.  1 

Pipul in?. 

Or  p  .  ti$t  ' 

1  1 Irfl  .  t 

and  withuu  onr. 

construction."  This  statement  increases  the  likelihood  trat  the  proposed  pipelirc  | 

system  will  generate  secondary  impacts.  It  is  appropriate  that  the  Final  Statement  I 

should  expand  its  consideration  of  the  pipeline’s  secondary  impacts.  B 


One  major  complaint  submitted  bv  all  reviewers  concerned  the  graphics  for  the  Northern 
Border  Area  (•  rt  V).  Willie  it' is  realised  th  l  a  final  align  ent  Is  yet  to  be  detemined, 
there  was  a  corridor  developed.  However*  the  maps  depleting  the  corridor  ir  the  document®- 
were  not  sufficiently  detailed  to  allow  the  reviewers  to  follow  the  corridor  to  any  great® *) 
detail.  The  ultv  nte  cw  nl ms  of  this  occur  on  pages  V-250,  V-2S4,  V-323,  and  V- 32*1  B 

B 

di  t  c  r  i  .  T  i  :  .  .a  .  pri-.i  to  r.i lape  in-  rot  • "  \$i  ir.  detail 

:  ■  1  .  -  •  »  <  ci  and  d  i  points.  'A 

possible  soli  icn  to  this  would  be  t.  consol  Id  Mien  of  icm  parameters  cn  single,  detailed 
maps  rather  than  the  display  of  single  parameters  on  many  generalized  maps. 

Specific  Comments  *  '  * 

The  fol'owii ;  are  cow;  onts  related  to  various  parts  of  th?  document.  They  are  labeled 
as  to  ike  ssci-c 


Mr.  roc-rings 
Page  3 

October  28,  1975 


-  _2_.0V.1J  -  Compressor  station  locations.  It  would  bo  helpful  to  know  how 
coi'ip re-ur r  station  locations  art*  optimized.  A  diagram  of  typical  noise  contours 
around  a  compressor  station  would  also  be  valuable. 

Part  I  -  .5 •_0_y.-J.JH  -  This  appears  to  be  a  very  serious  criticism  of  the  project. 
Exactly  v.r.at  is  me  meaning  of  this  statement? 

£*rU  ~..7.- -  Th*  cor.'.ni ttr.  ent  cf  resources  mentions  5.9  million  tons  of 
steel  as  .1 1  as  21.7  million  pounds  of  welding  rod.  For  s-  el,  this  is  4.72 
of  the  19/1  production  which  is  an  appreciable  part  of  the  supply.  Sufficient 
lead-time  for  production  cf  those  materia  Is  should  be  considered  in  the  state¬ 
ment. 

j-Ji-lii?.  -  •'•••  <Sc  fined,  tlie  Fro;  .sal  could  affect  both  the  short-rouge 
planning  .in  into  nance  operations  in  five  (5)  cf  Chic-  Department  of  Transport- 
ation’s  Field  District.-.  It  is  requested,  that  a;,  soon  as  the  aligqpent  is  de¬ 
fined  in  more  detail  that  sufficient  sets  of  prints  for  the  alignment  in  Ohio' be 
furnished  in  order  that  proper  coordination  can  be  established  in  the  Ohio  Depart- 
ment  of  Transportation. 

I— v.’-l -J- .?  (•;'  “  0)  H  would  l  e  c*.  ;  cr:t  t  -*  obi.  i.i  i.-.for  M  :.-n  on  t  v.-.ct 
locations  or  ail  oi  i  ■  s  well:.  I .  -,i  .  corrict  .  >o  r;.dui  -.  posri  V 
that  the  w  \\i  will  bo  sr;  : 

The  locations  of  known  oil  and  gas  twills  da  on  file  aj.;,  arc-  :  ,  fr. . 

the  Subsurface  Section,  Ohio  Division  cf  ecological  Survey. 

(2)  The  Meigs  Creek  (.'io.  9)  coal  bed  should  L>e  listed  or.  page  V-322  as  an  import¬ 
ant  coal  bed  in  eastern  Ohio. 

(3)  It  is  not  clear  from  the  document  whether  the  pipeline  will  pass  through  coal¬ 
mine  rubble.  A  statement  on  page  V-322,  second  paragraph  indicates  this  will  occur, 
however  page  V-S34,  second  paragraph  apparently  contradicts  this  statement.  This 
should  be  clarified. 

•F~$rLV  n  ~  This  section  discusses  the  Ohio  zoning  process.  The  authors 

of  the  Draft  EIS  are  apparently  misinformed  about  several  things.  Contrary  to  their 
belief,  counties  non-ally  do  not  institute  coring  on  their  own.  Zoning  i5  ir.stnmei 
in  Onio  on  a  tewnshir  by- town  snip  vet*?  of  ‘.he  people.  Also,  agrirel  tvral  lar.-J  an'* 
public  util i ti land  is  ewecipt  vrer,-  .oninn  cad  :s  considered  only  .  ?  a  land  usu. 

J[]e  £tt?f'!??-pdyeS  1i  -v  ‘  tf-e  Ruj  1  7o’iirg  !  and:  a!,  may  prove  useful  to  the  authors  of 
the  Draft  EIS. 

EIS  also  fails  t0  mention  the  Ohio  Mid-Eastern  Governments  Association 
(OMEGA)  as  an  A-95  review  agency.  Their  name  and  address  should  be  added  to  the 
statement  (Part  V,  Volume  3,  page  V-1622,  and  possibly  elsewhere).  The i r_ address 
is  as  follows: 


l 


Mr.  Koenings 
Page  4 

Octob-.r  28,  1975 


Part  V  -  3. 1.2. 3  -  The  Draft  EIS  thoroughly  addresses  the  impact  of ^constructing 
and  operating  the  proposed  pipeline  on  geologic  parameters ,  but  it  fails  to  dis- 
cucs  specifically  the  imparl  of  the  pipeline  within  the  proposed  corridor,  ihat 
is,  th-  geology  of  the  regions  through  which  the  pipeline  will  pass  is  adeouiuely 
discussed,  tut  specific  impacts  on  the  geology  of  specific  sites  are  not  ciscusscc. 
The  trrat'rci.t  is  too  gene)  al ;  impacts  should  be  discussed  on  a  sUe-sp:cific  basis. 


part  v  -  3. 1.3. 4  -  Most  of  the  Issues  of  concern  to  the  0  - ' ;  ] 

ResouKes  and  t  :  local  soil  ar.d  \  .ter  conserve  lion  districts  arc  qui  ’:c  \:e .  1 

addressed  in  Fart  V  of  the  f*  'iror.muiit  i  Impact  StaU  •:r*nt.  They  include: 

(1)  Acer. lei .  ted  soil  erosion  arid  relaiet!  sediment  pollution; 

(2)  Reduced  productivity  indefinitely  unless  the  surface  leycr 
of  soil  is  removed  and  replaced; 

(3)  Expeditious  revegetation  or  stabilization  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  area;  and 

(4)  Consic  Lion  ox  ir ■: i - :  1  ».j  drair  •’r  facilities. 

Two  n  eas  of  *  . no  v  « ra  not  well 

surfs c  and  subsurf? ce  dreiftfifi©  ns  ' 

vegetation  reestablishment  wil:  Le  cor.  .dared  dm  i.  j  l-i :»o  i 1  1  ^nstruc,  .on. 

Ohio  Department  cf  Natural  Resources,  Division  of  Soil  and  Water  Districts  is  pri¬ 
marily  interested  in  a  logical,  cooperative  means  of  minimizing  the  adverse  impact 
on  the  above  mentioned  items.  The  Division  feels  that  topsoil  should  be  rostered 
in  all  cases,  unless  otherwise  negotiated  by  the  landowner  and  the  local  soil  ar.c 
water  conservation  district.  It  also  feels  that  reasonable  consideration  should 
be  given  to  future  drainage  needs  with  regard  to  pipe  depth.  A  copy  of  a  coopera¬ 
tive  agreement  which  can  serve  to  satisfy  these  ne-.-iis,  as  well  as  locating  exist¬ 
ing  subsurface  drains  and  addressing  erosion-control  requirements  has  boon  enclose. 
The  joint  procram  and  policy  for  cooperation  has  stood  up  well  in  practice,  serving 
the  interests'  of  the  landowners,  the  utility  companies  involved,  and  the  public. 

The  responsible  c?:  any  should  also  L  ■  *  '.do  a.  ai  ■■  r.f  tiv  Divi:  ion  cf  Soil  and  •  ut*..r 
District's  proposed  sedrunt  contioi  regulations,  which  mey  be  n  c-f fcc.  as  carl 
as  July  1970.  These  regulations  would  basically  control  all  earth^disturbrng  » 
activities  except  agricultural  activities,  which  are  dealt  with  under  a  similar 
set  of  specific  regulations.  If  applicable  at  the  time,  such  regulations  would 
require  a  statement  by  the  responsible  company  of  policies  that  it  will  follow 
to  control  erosion  during  and  after  construction.  The  policies  then  would  need 
to  be  (1)  approved  by  the  responsible  approving  agent  and  (2)  complied  with  until 
such  time  as  the  area  is  stabilized  against  erosion. 


13 


It 


Ohio  Mid-CciStcc.'i  (iovorr.ron'.s  Associi.t  'cn 

Post  Office  Box  06 

326  Highland  Avenue 

Cartridge,  Ohio  43726 

614-439-4471 


Part  V  -  3. 1.3.6  (A)  -  From  the  standpoint  of  Ohio  lores try,  the  most  critical  pal t  (| 
of  the  pipeline  wilt  be  that  in  western  Ohio,  where  there  is  so  little  for.  a  ted  laivfl 
and  related  wildlife  habitat.  Any  loss  of  forests  In  western  Ohio  will  have  a  ■ 
greater  impact  than  would  he  in  eastern  Ohio.  Therefore,  every  effort  should  be  ■ 
made  to  avoid  w.-odlots  in  western  Ohio.  If  they  must  be  crossed,  they  should  be  ■ 
crossed  along  their  rdt  1  .  rather  than  their  middles,  to  mitigate  extensive  damage.  ■ 
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Mr.  Koonings 
Page  5 

October  28,  1975 


Part  V  -  3.1.3.13  (A)  -  No  dedicated  nor  potential  state  nature  preserves  will  be  I 

directly  affected  by  the  proposed  pipeline.  However,  construction  of  the  pipeline  I 

across  Wakatomika  Creek  (Martinsburg  Quadrangle,  U.S.6.S.  Topographic  Map  7.5-  I  }( o 

minute  series)  could  adversely  affect  the  stream  ecosystem.  The  pipeline  will  I 

cross  the  watershed  of  Wakatomika  Creek  upstream  of  an  area  of  interest  to  the 
Natural  Areas  Section  of  the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  as  a  potential  state  |j 
nature  preserve.  A  map  of  the  area  in  question  is  attached.  • 


Recreational  Pa ci_l  UJ/js 

The  proposed  pipeline  will  cross  the  Buckeye  Trail  (map  attached)  twice,  once  in 
western  Onio  and  once  in  eastern  Okie.  Provision  should  bo  mace  to  ensure  the 
safety  of  hikers  who  will  be  using  the  trail,  and  to  provide  alternative  routes 
during  construction. 


If  possible,  the  feasibility  of  using  the  right-of-way  for  nonmotorized  recreation 
(e.g.,  hiking)  should  be  explored. 

Part  V  -  4.1.3.?  (C)  -  Several  reviewers  expressed  concern  over  the  loss  of  i  psoilB 
alone  tV,.;  propose-^;  route.  It  would  be  of  more  aid  in  the  caurr  of  reducing  soil  ■ 
erosion  <• 1  r.t  or  pol  its  11  on  I  \  o 

he  has  tht  opportunity  io  have  his  a-,  -  -i  i  ty  . .  .  ..  .•  visit  for  t  li  ;d  I 

owner  to  require  it.  I 

We  would  like  to  point  out  at  this  lima  that  ti.c  ccnn.ents  abcv.j  si..  .Id  not  bo  con¬ 
sidered  as  on  indictment  of  the  Draft  CIS.  For  evuy  point  raised  above  there  were 
two  to  three  points  given  as  to  the  quality  and  adequacy  of  the  document  as  a  whole. 

Your  task  force  can  be  proud  of  the  document  as  it  stands  at  this  time.  We  greatly 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  this  document  and  feel  confident  that  when  the 
Final  EIS  is  produced  our  expressed  concerns  will  be  addressed. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  State  of  Ohio  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
dated  October  28,  1975 


1.  Comments  noted  -  do  not  relate  to  changes  in  EIS  -  no  change 
in  FEIS. 

2.  The  possible  use  of  the  proposed  pipeline  for  future  trans¬ 
portation  of  coal  gas  was  mentioned  very  briefly  in  the  Appli¬ 
cant's  proposal.  Since  this  aspect  of  the  proposal  appeared 
purely  speculative  it  was  not  covered  in  depth  in  the  EIS. 

As  stated  on  page  10,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS,  if  and 
when  coal  gasification  becomes  a  reality  impacts  will  be 
assessed  in  other  environmental  statements. 

3.  The  maps  referred  to  illustrate  broad  physiographic  regions, 
bed  rock  formations,  and  coal  deposits.  The  proposed  route 
line  on  these  maps  was  not  intended  to  be  precise  but  to 
illustrate  the  formations  crossed  by  the  route.  The  general 
quality  of  maps  has  been  improved  in  the  Final  EIS. 

4.  This  section  has  been  revised.  Compressor  station  informa¬ 
tion  is  mainly  on  pages  9  and  10.  More  detailed  Information 
is  given  in  Chapter  1  of  the  geographic  volumes.  Compressor 
station  noise  is  discussed  on  pages  178-180  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

5.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 


Very  tr>fly  yours, 

'  Ned  L.  WiriVams,  P.F. 
Director 


GW/ sc 
31503.0 


6.  The  impact  of  availability  of  steel  and  welding  rod  has  been 
Incorporated  in  Chapter  6  under  short-term  losses  (6.0V. 3) 
page  211  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

7.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  in  final  EIS. 

8.  This  will  undoubtedly  be  done  by  the  Applicant  when  the  final 
route  is  surveyed.  It  was  not  considered  necessary  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  EIS. 


Enclosures 


9.  The  Meigs  Creek  coal  bed  was  added  in  the  Final  EIS  -  North 
Border  Volume,  page  192. 


Rural  Zoning  Han-'book 

Map  of  Sucke.ve  Trail 

Map  of  l.'.'.kci :  rmika  Creek  Nature  1  Arc: 

State'?: it  of  cooper.. ti\ agree: .cm  with  utilitif-s 

Proposed  Ohio  Urban  Soil  Sedii;.ent  Pollution  Abatement  SUi.dc.rds  and  Regulalii*.  * 


10.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  deemed  necessary. 

11.  This  has  been  corrected  in  the  Final  EIS  -  North  Border  Volume, 
page  429. 

12.  The  Ohio  Mid-Eastern  Governments  Association  has  been  added 
to  the  list  of  agencies  to  receive  Final  EIS. 


13.  As  stated  on  page  472,  North  Border  Volume,  Fianl  EIS,  the 
project  will  have  negligible  effects  on  the  geology.  The 
impacts  to  soils,  page  479-500,  are  covered  in  greater  detail 
and  indicate  surficial  geologic  impacts. 

14.  The  EIS  has  addressed  the  impacts  of  the  project  based  on  the 
Applicant's  proposals.  On  pages  644-646  of  the  Final  EIS, 
North  Border  Volume,  it  is  recognized  that  local  expertise 
including  that  available  from  Soil  and  Water  Conservation 
Districts  should  be  utilized  in  site  specific  planning.  Im¬ 
plementation  of  such  procedures  however,  is  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  EIS. 

15.  This  impact  is  discussed  on  pages  520-521,  North  Border, 

Final  EIS.  Mitigation  for  specific  sites  will  be  by  agree¬ 
ment  between  the  Applicant  and  individual  landowner. 

16.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  made  in  Final  EIS.  The  crossing 

of  the  Wakatomika  Creek  should  not  impact  the  area  delineated. 

17.  Comment  noted  -  no  danger  to  hikers  is  anticipated.  Future 
use  of  the  right-of-way  for  motorized  recreation  would  need 
to  be  negotiated  with  the  Applicants.  No  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

18.  This  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  EIS.  Negotiations  with  land- 
owners  will  be  done  by  the  Applicant.  No  change  in  Final  EIS. 
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Oregon 


State  of  Oregon 

DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  QUALITY 


INTEROFFICE  MEMO 


To*  W.  R.  Vertneere,  Environmental  Specialist  Date.  September  10,  1975 

Dept,  of  Energy,  Siting  Division 
From;  E.  J.  Weathersbee,  Director  Technical  Programs,  DEQ 

Subject:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Draft  EIS  (W.  R.  Vermeere  Nemo  of  9/8/75) 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Oregon  Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
dated  September  10,  1975 


DEQ's  primary  Interest  In  this  project  is  to  insure  that  construction 
activities  would  be  conducted  so  as  to  minimize  impacts  on  air  quality, 
water  quality,  solid  waste  disposal  and  noise.  Care  in  construction  of 
stream  crossings  has  been  the  major  item  of  concern  with  similar  projects 
In  the  past. 


We  will  be  unable  to  attend  the  September  12  meeting  in  Salem,  but 
would  want  to  see  general  and/or  special  plan  specifications  relative  to  ■  2. 

safeguarding  environmental  quality  (principally  prevention  of  turbidity,  oils,  I 
etc.,  in  streams)  during  construction.  • 


The  comment  was  considered  in  the  Final  EIS.  (See  Pages  244, 
245,  263,  301,  303,  313,  and  315  In  the  San  Francisco  Volume.) 

Stipulations  will  be  developed  to  mitigate  impacts  prior  to 
issuance  of  the  right-of-way  permits.  (See  Pages  313  and  316 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume.) 


cc:  Glen  Carter 
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DEPARTMENT  OF 

GEOLOGY  AND  MINERAL  INDUSTRIES 

ADMINISTRATIVE  OFFICE 

1069  STATE  OFFICE  BLDG.  •  PORTLAND,  OREGON  •  97201 


365RT  W.  STRAUB 

.  GOVERNOR 


September  18,  1975 


Ph.  (503)  229-5580 


Mr.  William  Vermeere 
State  Department  of  Energy 
528  Cottage  Street 
Salem,  Oregon 

Dear  Bill: 

Here  are  our  comments  on  the  proposed  natural  gas  pipeline  as  described  in 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Part  IV,  West  Coast: 

(1)  On  the  basis  of  a  quick  review  of  the  report,  it  would  appear  that 
there  is  no  threat  to  any  of  the  mineral  resources  that  might  lie 
along  the  Oregon  portion  of  the  right-of-way,  and  it  is  entirely 
possible  that  the  excavation  of  the  ditch  for  the  pipeline  might 
uncover  something  of  geological  value. 

(2)  An  excavation  of  this  magnitude  and  length  is  bound  to  transect  a  wide 
variety  of  soils  and  rock  formations  having  varied  engineering  character¬ 
istics.  Furthermore,  the  excavation  will  be  located  on  surfaces  that 
range  from  flat  to  steeply  inclined,  that  are  nearly  dry  or  thoroughly 
saturated,  and  that  are  composed  of  solid  rock,  angular  fragments  or 
deeply  weathered  sequences  of  bentonitic  type  clays.  Stream  crossings, 
fault  zones,  and  landslide  areas  create  other  problems.  Clearly  no 
simple,  generalized  assessment  can  be  made  of:  (1)  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  pipeline  excavation,  (2)  the  disposition  of  spoils,  and 

(3)  the  geologic  hazards  to  which  the  pipeline  would  be  subjected  over 
the  years. 

(3)  Very  probably  there  will  be  long  stretches  of  the  excavation  which  will 
pose  very  few  problems  from  either  an  environmental  or  engineering  stand¬ 
point.  There  will  be,  however,  certain  sections  of  the  project  which 
will  require  the  most  careful  geologic  study.  The  identification  of 
these  areas,  which  if  improperly  handled,  could  possibly  cause  excessive 
stream  siltation,  sheet  runoff,  landsliding  or  subsidence,  with  possible 
rupture  of  the  pipeline,  can  only  be  made  after  careful  on-the -ground 
examination. 
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Mr.  William  Vermeere 
Page  2 

September  18,  1975 


(4)  The  Department  of  Geology  and  Mineral  Industries  is  prepared  and  equipped 
to  make  a  detailed  examination  of  the  entire  right-of-way  and  to  identify 
those  sections  of  it  which  would  possibly  be  subject  to  greater  than 
normal  geologic  hazards.  It  is  estimated  that  this  work  could  be  accom¬ 
plished  in  approximately  two  months'  time  at  a  cost  of  about  $10,000. 

Currently  our  field  personnel  are  engaged  in  studies  i/hich  will  keep 
them  occupied  until  spring  1976.  Wl-  would  like  to  be  able  to  schedule 
this  proposed  study  as  soon  as  possible  after  this  date  so  the  field 
work  could  be  completed  as  promptly  as  possible.  Those  portions 
paralleling  surfaced  roads  and  highways  could  b«  surveyed  during  periods 
of  Inclement  weather  but  the  more  Isolated  sections  would  require  good 
weather  and  with  the  ground  free  of  snow. 


Sincerely  yours. 


REC  :Jr 


Raymond  E.  Corcoran 
State  Geologist 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Oregon  Department  of  Geology 
and  Mineral  Industry 
dated  September  17  and  18,  1975 


1.  Comment  was  considered,  but  it  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in 
the  Final  EIS. 

2.  Comments  were  considered  in  the  rewrite  of  the  Final  EIS. 
(See  Pages  254  and  313-316  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume.) 

3.  Comments  were  considered,  but  they  did  not  lead  to  a  change 
in  the  Final  EIS. 


*  OCT  M  1?‘r 


STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 


Relations  Division 
240  Cottage  Street  S.L.,  Salem,  Oregon  97310 
Ph:  378-3732 

P  N  R  S  S  T  A  T  L  R  E  V  1  L  H 


DEPARTMENT  Or 
LAND  CONSERVATION 

ANO  pcx/Pi  nc»MC»4T 

AUG  1  4  1975 


SALEM 


Project  1 :  7 50%  4  AZA  Return  Date:  /0^//6  _ 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  LV1EW  £itt 

1.  A  response  is  required  to  all  notices  requesting  environmental  review. 

2.  OMB  A- 95  (Revised)  provides  for  a  30-day  extension  of  time,  if 
necessary.  If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  please 
call  the  State  Clearinghouse  to  arrange  for  an  extension. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW 
DRAFT  STATEMENT 

(  )  Thi.-i  project  does  not  have  significant  ci  vironmental  impact. 

(  )  The  environmental  impact  is  ade  luatoly  described. 

(N)  We  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  in  the  prepara- 
f '  tion  of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  this  pro¬ 

ject. 


(  )  No  comment. 

REMARKS 


The  site  location  phase  of  this  project  must  be  coordinated  with 
local  land  use  plans  as  well  as  the  identification  of  any  short  term 
community  impacts  during  the  construction  phase. 

It  appears  that  the  EIS  fails  to  discuss  the  possibility  of  utilizing 
the  existing  PGE  36  inch  pipeline  constructed  in  1961.  It  seems 
utilization  of  portions  of  this  right  of  way  would  minimize  adverse 
impacts  on  agricultural  and  forest  land  and  environmental  quality.  ■ 

The  statewide  goals  of  areas  subject  to  natural  Disasters  and  hazards  A 
should  be  examined  in  relation  to  known  geologically  active  structures]  ^ 
crossed  by  the  pipeline. 


Agency  _ /  0.  ~7)0 ^ 


03  Id 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Oregon  Dept,  of  Land 
Conservation  &  Development 
dated  August  14,  1975 


1.  Coordination  with  local  land  use  plans  and  short-term  community 
impacts  are  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS.  (See  Pages  285  and  313 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume.) 

2.  The  existing  PGT  &  PG&E  natural  gas  line  is  referenced  many 
times  in  the  Final  EIS.  (For  example,  see  Pages  1,  2,  and 
243  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume.) 

3.  This  comment  was  considered  in  the  Final  EIS.  (See  Pages  247 
and  318  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume.) 
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OREGON  ENVIRONMENTAL  COUNCIL 

2637  SW  WATER  AVENUE.  PORTLAND.  OREGON  97201  /  PHONE  503/222-1963 

October  14,  1975 

EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Dept  .  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Gentlemen: 

The  enclosed  letter  from  T.P.  Thayer  to 
Ms.  Kim  Weller  should  be  included  with  the 
comments  of  the  Oregon  Environmental  Council 
on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System.  The  comments  were  submitted  along 
with,  our  verbal  testimony  at  the  hearing  in 
Portland,  Oregon  on  September  25,  1975. 

A  copy  of  that  testimony  is  also  enclosed. 


Larry  '"Williams 
Executive  Director 


Enclosures 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
Reston,  Virginia  22092 

October  2,  1975 


Ms.  Kim  Weller 
Oregon  Environmental  Council 
2637  S.W.  Water  Avenue 
Portland,  Oregon  97201 

Dear  Ms.  Weller: 

All  maps  that  I  have  seen  relating  to  earthquake  activity  indicate  that 
central  Oregon  is  seismically  "dead".  This  is  consistent  with  geologic 
field  evidence  that  there  are  no  signs  of  active  faults  in  the  region. 

The  most  recent  faulting  of  which  I  know,  along  the  John  Day  valley  and 
south  of  Unity,  occurred  so  long  ago  that  the  areas  raised  by  the  faultinq 
have  been  deeply  eroded. 

Most  landslides  in  the  region  seem  to  be  inactive,  although  in  some  areas, 
such. as  north  of  Picture  Gorge,  they  are  moving.  The  main  period  of 
sliding  seems  to  have  been  during  the  late  Pleistocene,  probably  more 
than  10,000  years  ago,  when  rainfall  may  have  been  greater  than  now.  Many 
slides  are  so  old  that  the  lower  parts  have  been  completely  removed  by 
nearby  streams,  as  along  Canyon  Creek  between  John  Day  and  Canyon  City. 

Freedom  from  geological  incidents  along  the  Pacific  Gas  Transmission 
Company  pipeline  for  14  years  since  1961  should  provide  assurance  that 
with  reasonable  engineering  foresight  another  line  could  be  installed 
safely.  I  would  judge  that  the  probability  of  landslides  being  triggered 
by  an  earthquake  in  the  area  is  insignificant. 

Sincerely  yours, 

T.  P.  Thayer 
Geologist 


TESTIMONY  OF  THE  OREGON  ENVIRONMENTAL  COUNCIL 
PUBLIC  HEARING  ON  THE  ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS 
TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM,  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  STATEMENT  SEPTEMBER  25,  1975 


I  am  Larry  Williams,  representinq  the  Oreqon  Environmental  Council. 

Our  offices  arc  located  at  2637  S.W.  Water  Avenue,  Portland,  Oreqon. 

Our  organization  is  a  statewide  coalition  of  80  groups  consisting  of 
citizens  interested  in  various  aspects  of  Oreoon's  natural  environment 
and  2,500  individual  members.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment 
on  this  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  presents  an  unbiased  and  fairly  comprehensive  view  of  the 
possible  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  However,  the  Oreqon  Environ¬ 
mental  Council  feels  that  some  areas  of  the  report  need  more  thorouah 
cons i de  ration . 

One  of  the  major  shortcominqs  of  the  DEIS  is  in  its  presentation 
of  the  prime  route .  The  discussion  of  the  proposed  route  is  broken  up 
into  geographic  sections --Alaska, Canada  Northern  Border,  and  West  Coast-- 
presumabiy  for  ease  in  analysis.  However,  because  the  information  is 
divided  in  this  manner,  it  is  easy  to  lose  sight  of  the  fact  that  the 
prime  route  is  a  6,280  mile  system  impacting  thousands  of  miles  of  territory 

Because  the  Oregon  Environmental  Council  is  best  able  to  evaluate 
the  pipeline  impact  within  the  state  of  Oreqon,  and  has  a  oreater  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  this  immediate  concern,  it  does  not  mean  that  we  should 
ignore  the  problems  with  this  pipeline  in  Alaska.  The  OEC  has  consulted 
with  conservation  leaders  in  Alaska  and  with  the  Sierra  Club  Alaska  Task 
Force  regarding  the  results  of  their  studies.  It  is  our  conclusion  that 
no  pipeline  should  be  allowed  to  cross  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Ranoe 
in  Northeastern  Alaska.  We  also  wish  to  state  that  it  appears  to  us  that 
the  least  environmentally  destructive  pipeline  route  would  be  that  which 
uses  the  existing  trans -Alaskan  pipeline  corridor  to  Big  Delta  near  Fair¬ 
banks,  and  then  would  head  southwest  alonq  the  Alaska  Hiahway.  This  is 
one  of  the  routes  suggested  by  the  Arctic  Gas  Company. 

We  are  thankful  for  the  ground  work  performed  by  the  Sierra  Club  and 
the  Alaska  Conservation  Center  in  reviewinq  the  route  proposals.  We 
found  that  a  comparison  of  the  advantaqes  and  disadvantanes  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  route  and  alternatives  is  almost  impossible  because  of  the  manner 
in  which  the  DEIS  presents  the  information.  We  suegest  that  in  addition 
to  the  text,  a  table  should  be  included  which  displays  the  key  factors  for 
the  entire  system  of  each  alternative  (e.g.,  miles  of  pipe,  tons  of  steel, 
cubic  yards  of  borrow  materials,  fuel  used  in  the  construction  chase, 
compressor  stations,  roads,  river  crossings,  parks  traversed,  etc.). 
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The  unnecessarily  large  size  of  the  DEIS  makes  a  thorough  review  of  the 
document  difficult.  So  much  detailed  information  is  oresented  that  the 
main  issues  are  obscured;  the  forest  cannot  be  seen  for  the  trees. 

Better  organization  of  the  DEIS  could  have  reduced  the  senseless  reoetition 
of  information  in  each  volume,  thus  making  the  statement  less  cumbersome. 

Citizen  response  to  the  proDosed  project  has  probably  been  reduced 
because  of  the  size  of  the  DEIS.  Few  laymen  have  time  to  read  the  state¬ 
ment,  much  less  evaluate  it.  Even  'loncemed  orcranizations  are  reluctant  to 
tackle  the  statement.  Inadequate  citizen  input  will  result  in  the  im¬ 
plementation  of  the  proposed  project  without  due  consideration . 

Though  the  DEIS  criticizes  many  of  the  aspects  of  the  proposed  project, 
it  often  fails  to  follow  these  criticisms  with  recommendations  for  actions 
which  would  alleviate  the  project's  shortcominas .  For  example,  the  DEIS 
notes  that  blasting  along  the  existina  corridor  in  order  to  lay  the  second  -2 

pipeline  may  rupture  the  first.  The  DEIS  should  follow  this  comment  with  ^ 

the  recommendation  that  the  applicant  research  the  effects  of  blastina 
and  find  methods  to  mitiaate  any  harmful  results.  A  mere  comment  on 
the  possibility  of  an  adverse  environmental  impact  may  not  be  adequate 
to  inspire  the  applicant  to  positive  action. 

The  Oregon  Environmental  Council  questions  the  necessity  of  creatina 
a  second  pipeline  corridor  in  Eastern  Oregon.  Two  pipelines  are  presumably  I 
required  to  carry  aas  by  two  different  companies,  PG&E  and  SoCal,  to  thier  I 
respective  termini --Antioch  and  Cajon,  California.  However,  two  26"  gas  14 

pipelines,  omed  by  the  two  companies,  already  link  the  San  Francisco  and  I 

Los  Angeles  areas .  Use  of  the  existina  POT  corridor  in  Oregon  and  of  the 
pipelines  connecting  the  an  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles  areas  could  elim¬ 
inate  the  need  for  a  new  corridor  through  Oregon.  ® 

The  quantity  of  natural  gas  that  can  be  transported  in  a  pipeline  is 
dependent  upon  the  size  and  strength  of  the  line  and  the  decree  of  gas 
compression.  Increasing  these  three  factors  in  the  pipeline  that  is  to 
follow  the  existing  PGT  corridor  in  Oregon  could  allow  this  line  to  do  the 
work  that  two  are  proposed  to  handle. 

Because  of  the  diminishing  supply  of  aas  in  the  Los  Angeles  area,  the 
excess  capacity  of  the  pipeline  used  to  transport  this  gas  to  the  San 
Francisco  area  could  be  used  to  carry  Alaskan  aas . 

A  multitude  of  adverse  environmental  impacts  could  be  avoided  in  Oreaon 
if  only  the  existing  route  were  used.  A  second  pipeline  along  this  corridor 
would  not  cause  much  more  damage  than  has  already  been  created  by  the 
existing  pipeline.  However,  if  a  second  corridor  were  constructed,  the 
following  adverse  effects  could  ensue:  severe  wind  erosion  in  northeastern 
Oregon,  loss  of  soil  productivity,  crossina  of  rivers  such  as  the  Malheur 
and  Grande  Ronde  with  assoicated  erosion,  water  quality  deoradation,  loss  ^ 

of  stream  biota,  and  lowerina  of  potential  for  classification  as  Oreaon  ^ 

State  Scenic  Waterways,  traversina  of  the  Umatilla  and  Wallowa-Whitman 
national  Forests  and  other  recreation  areas,  destruction  of  archaeological 
and  historical  resources,  disruption  of  wildlife  habitat,  deterioration 
of  the  visual  environment,  and  needless  use  of  non-renewable  resources  for  1 
the  construction  of  the  new  corridor. 


The  construction  of  one  pipeline  and  the  use  of  existing  routes  would 
be  far  more  economical  than  the  construction  of  an  entirely  new  route — 
economical  for  both  the  natural  gas  companies  involved  in  the  project  and 
the  consumers  of  their  product. 

SoCal,  pG&E ,  and  ITA(A)  should  be  encouraoed  to  collaborate  in  the 
construction  of  one  pipeline  throuah  Oreaon  and  in  the  use  of  existina 
routes  in  California  in  order  to  minimize  impacts  on  the  environment  and 
the  costs  of  construction  and  operation. 


Few  references  to  the  existina  PGT  aas  pipeline  in  central  Oreaon 
are  made  in  the  DEIS,  though  the  norposed  I'inasaate-to-Antioch  pipeline 
is  to  share  the  same  corridor.  A  more  thorouah  examination  of  the  impacts 
produced  thus  far  by  the  present  pipeline  would  make  possible  a  more  accurate 
prediction  of  the  consequences  of  the  second  pipeline.  By  determinina  the 
shortcomings  of  the  existina  pipeline,  the  repetition  of  the  same  errors 
could  be  avoided  in  locatina  and  constructina  the  second. 


The  DEIS  discusses  the  applicant’s  proposed  location  of  a  21  mile 
segment  of  the  Kingsaate-to-Antioch  pipeline  in  the  John  Dav  r>iver  Canyon. 
This  segment  would  not  follow  the  existina  corridor  because  of  erosion 
problems  experienced  with  the  first  pipeline  in  the  area.  Accordina  to 
the  DEIS,  the  relocated  pipeline  Portion  crosses  or  borders  a  larae  land¬ 
slide  which  is  on  such  a  steep  slope  that  future  movement,  which  could 
rupture  the  pipe,  is  almost  certain. 

The  area  traversed  by  the  21-mile  segment  is  desianated  by  the  DEIS  as 
Class  A-l,  meaning  that  it  is  of  national  importance  because  of  the 
uniqueness  of  its  scenic  qualities  and  the  larae  number  of  oeonle  who  view 
the  landscape.  Recreational  uses  of  the  river  and  its  environs  include 
hunting,  fishina,  boating  and  scenic  viewina.  The  pipeline  seament  would 
expose  much  more  trench  scar  tc  those  enoaaed  in  such  recreational 
activities  than  does  the  existina  crossing. 

The  portion  of  the  river  crossed  by  the  proposed  pipeline  has  been 
designated  as  an  Oregon  Scenic  waterway  and  has  been  nominated  for  ..addition 
to  the  national  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  Construction  of  a  pipeline 
across  the  rive*-  could  reduce  its  potential  for  desianation  and  manaaement 
under  the  system. 

In  spite  of  the  instability  of  the  terrain  underlyina  the  proposed  21- 
mile  relocation,  the  increased  visual  deoradation  that  would  occur,  and  the 
possibility  that  the  John  Day  River  would  lose  its  chance  for  addition  to 
the  national  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System,  the  PEIS  has  not  recommended  that 
a  new  route  through  or  around  the  John  Day  River  Canyon  be  found.  A  re- 
routina  for  this  portion  of  the  pipeline  segment  should  be  proposed. 


The  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  acquisition  and  subsequent  discharge 
of  hydrostatic  testing  water  for  the  Kinasaate-to-Antioch  pipeline  is  not 
adequate.  The  source  and  volume  of  water  to  be  used  for  each  test  seament 
should  be  determined.  Withdrawal  of  water  from  lakes  or  flowing  streams 
in  accordance  with  the  nr-'rooriate  jurisdictional  authoritv  should  be  re¬ 
quired.  Water  should  be  withdrawn  from  sources  selected  to  avoid  excessive 
drawdown  of  flow  interruption.  The  effects  of  drawdown  on  aqatic  life  should 


be  analyzed.  Screening  of  water  intakes  to  prevent  entrainment  of  fish 
and  establishment  of  intake  rates  which  would  minimize  imoinaement  of 
plankton  and  small  fish  should  be  considered.  'Metering  and  filtering  the 
water  used  in  hydrostatic  testing  to  prevent  entry  of  sand  other  foreign 
matter  should  be  considered. 

The  selection  of  discharge  points  in  order  to  minimize  erosion  to  banks 
and  beds  of  receiving  waters  should  be  stated  as  an  objective.  The  method 
of  segment  length  determination  and  test  manifold  location  should  be  dis¬ 
cussed.  The  amount  of  hydrostatic  test  water  to  be  discharaed  from  each 
segment  should  la  determined.  Timing  of  discharges  to  minimize  the  impact 
of  siltation  on  fish  eags  and  fry  should  be  considered. 

Criteria  should  be  established  for  the  construction  of  holdina  oonds . 

The  possibility  of  ground  water  pollution  through  percolation  of  chemicals 
in  solution  from  holding  oonds  or  the  borrow  pits  sugaested  on  oaqe  762  of 
Part  IV  should  be  discussed.  If  necessary,  preventive  measures  for  such 
percolation  should  be  established. 

The  impact  of  the  release  of  hydrostatic  testing  water  throuah  breaks 
in  the  pipeline  should  be  considered.  Corrective  measures  for  such  flows 
should  be  established.  Thouah  the  Lava  wiver  Caves  State  Park  will  be  ad¬ 
versely  affected  through  the  construction  of  the  oronosed  Kinasaate-to- 
Antioch  pipeline,  few  mitigatina  measures  are  suggested.  Little  data  has 
been  supplied  by  the  applicants  reaardina  precautions  for  blastina,  which 
is  proposed  to  be  used  in  the  area.  Blastina  could  damaae  the  part  of  Lava 
River  Caves  State  Park  that  is  open  to  visitors,  endanaering  the  tourists' 
safety  and  the  intearity  of  the  Caves.  The  applicants  should  be  required 
to  establish  blasting  precautions  to  protect  the  Caves  and  their  visitors. 
The  effects  of  lava  tube  collaose  on  the  pipeline  should  also  be  assessed. 
Specific  measures  which  would  minimize  the  scarring  of  the  youngest  flows 
*11  the  Northwest  Rift  Zone,  which  are  among  the  finest  examples  of  young 
basalt  flows  in  the  U.S.,  should  be  established. 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  Kingsgate-to-Antioch  pipeline  on  historical 
and  archaelogical  resources  has  not  been  adequately  considered.  The  value 
of  both  existing  sites  affected  by  the  present  pipeline  and  of  new  sites 
identified  during  the  construction  of  the  new  pipeline  should  be  determined 
by  an  archaelogist  and  an  historian  approved  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  and  emi  loyed  by  the  applicant.  Newly  discoved  and  existina  sites, 
which  have  not  been  damaged  by  the  present  pipeline  and  which  are  of  local 
or  national  significance,  would  be  protected.  Preservation  measures  for 
historical  and  archaelogical  values  should  be  established. 

The  Oregon  Trail,  an  historical  resource  of  national  sianificance ,  is 
to  be  crossed  by  the  proposed  pipeline  approximately  8  miles  southwest  of 
the  Butter  Creek  campground.  The  exact  location  and  lenath  of  the  seament 
of  the  Oregon  Trail  crossed  by  the  proposed  pipeline  should  be  determined, 
the  characteristics  of  the  crossed  portion  described,  and  the  potential  of 
the  segment  for  preservation  and  historic  interpretation  considered.  If 
the  portion  of  the  trail  crossed  by  the  proposed  pipeline  is  significant, 
measures  should  be  established  to  protect  it. 

Again,  thank  you  for  this  chance  to  comment  on  the  proposed  action. 
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Presented  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manaaement 
Portland,  Oregon 


September  25 ,  1975 


OREGON  ENVIRONf CENTAL  COUNCIL 
2637  SW  Water  Avenue 
Portland,  Oregon 

(503)  222-1965 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Oregon  Environmental  Council 
dated  October  14,  1975 


1.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  217  of  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume. 

2.  This  has  been  corrected.  For  example,  see  pages  357-365  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

3.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  24,  304-308,  317 
and  318  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

4.  The  Antioch  to  Los  Angeles  area  alternative  is  discussed 
on  page  410  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume.  The  new  corridor 
through  into  Eastern  Oregon  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final 
EIS. 

5.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  10  of  the  Overview. 

6.  This  has  been  corrected  on  pages  1,  2  and  243  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

7.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  2,6,217,249  and 
318  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

8.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  222,  228,  230, 

231  and  373  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

9.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  229  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume.  It  is  being  studied  for  inclusion  in  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 

10.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

11.  This  discussion  has  been  partially  revised  on  pages  100, 

263  amd  316  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

12.  See  #11  above. 

13.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

14.  This  discussioh  has  been  partially  revised  on  pages  263,  268, 
316  and  335  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

15.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  297,  313  and  332 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

16.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 


AN  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 


EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENT 


INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS  DIVISION 

240  COTTAGE  STREET  S.E.  •  •  •  •  SALEM,  OREGON  97310 


ROBERT  W.  STRAUB 

GOVERNOR 

siAffORo hanseu  October  23,  1975 

Director 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 


Re:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Trans¬ 

portation  System 
PNRS  #  7508  4  220 

Thank  you  for  submitting  your  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  State  of  Oregon  review  and  comment. 

Your  draft  was  referred  to  the  appropriate  state 
agencies.  Governor  Robert  Straub's  Office,  Department 
of  Land  Conservation  and  Development,  Division  of  State 
Lands,  and  Forestry  Department  offered  the  enclosed 
comments  which  should  be  addressed  in  preparation  of  your 
final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

We  will  expect  to  receive  copies  of  the  final  state¬ 
ment  as  required  by  Council  of  Environmental  Quality 
Guidelines . 

Sincerely , 

William  H.  Young  — 
Administrator 

WHY : lm 
Enclosures 


OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 
STATE  CAPITOL 
SALEM  B73IO 


September  29,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

Thank  you  for  submitting  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
for  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  for  our  review.  The 
draft  was  referred  to  the  appropriate  state  agencies  and  their  comments 
are  enclosed  to  assist  your  staff  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  report. 

The  Department  of  Energy  is  currently  reviewing  the  draft  EIS  and  at  such 
time  as  the  plan  comes  to  fruition  will  require  the  applicant  to  apply  for 
a  site  certificate. 

Excerpts  from  agency  comnents: 

1)  The  State  of  Oregon  passed  legislation  in  the  form  of  Senate  Bill  483 
during  the  1975  Legislature  that  provides  for  comprehensive  state  in 
energy  planning,  distribution  and  utilization.  In  so  doing,  the  siting, 
construction  and  operation  of  energy  facilities  shall  be  accomplished  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  the  protection  of  the  public  health  and  safety. 

Pipelines  that  are  sixteen  inches  or  greater  in  diameter,  and  five  miles 
or  longer  in  length  used  for  the  transportation  of  natural  or  synthetic  | 

gas  are  described  as  energy  facilities.  Energy  facilities  are  required 
to  receive  a  site  certificate  from  the  Energy  Facility  Siting  Council  of 
Oregon.  The  Council  acting  as  a  one-stop  siting  authority  has  12  months 
to  review  the  certificate  application  prior  to  submitting  its  conclusions 
and/or  approvals.  The  draft  EIS  does  not  discuss  this  requirement  but 
the  final  EIS  should  take  cognizance  of  this  siting  requirement. 

2)  The  draft  EIS  does  not  document  the  necessity  for  two  pipeline  corridors  ft 
through  Oregon  to  the  southern  terminuses.  It  is  apparent  that  the 
pipeline  leading  westward  from  Caroline  Junction,  Alberta  is  a  42-inch  I . 
pipeline  which  is  the  same  sized  pipeline  as  proposed  by  Pacific  Gas  I*- 
Transmission  Company  (PGT)  to  continue  from  the  bifurcation  at  Kingsgate J 
British  Columbia  south  to  Antioch,  California.  This  route  parallels 

an  existing  36-inch  line  except  for  a  21  mile  detour.  * 


.. 
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The  Interstate  Transmission  Associates  and  Southern  California  Gas 
Company  route  from  the  bifurcation  at  Kingsgate  to  Cajon,  California, 
would  be  a  duplication  of  service  lines  though  of  smaller  size. 

Currently,  there  is  an  existing  interconnection  between  the  Cajon 
location  and  Antioch  location. 

Review  of  data  provided  in  the  draft  EIS  established  that  either  use 
of  or  widening  of  an  existing  right-of-way  appears  to  be  the  most 
beneficial  and  least  damaging  to  the  ecology  of  Oregon. 

3)  The  draft  EIS  fails  to  discuss  the  existing  36-inch  pipeline  constructed 
by  PGT  in  1961.  The  final  EIS  should  provide  data  on  the  existing 
corridor  referencing  problems  and  mitigation  that  have  been  experienced 
in  the  past  14  years.  The  line  is  still  quite  evident  and  may  be  traced 
the  length  of  the  State  by  aerial  survey. 

4)  Construction  activity  will  affect  the  Oregon  trail,  the  John  Day  River,  J 

known  and  unknown  historic  sites,  Lava  tubes  on  the  west  flank  of  B5” 

Newberry  Crater,  and  other  river  crossings.  The  impacts  on  these  areas  J 
of  interest  should  be  discussed  in  detail. 

5)  The  State  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (DEQ)  is  concerned  that  ft 
construction  activities  be  conducted  in  a  manner  to  minimize  impacts  on  J/ 
air  quality,  water  quality,  solid  waste  disposal  and  noise.  In  particular  ^ 
the  DEQ  is  concerned  that  plans  be  formulated  relative  to  safeguarding 
environmental  quality  of  streams  from  turbidity,  oils,  etc  during 
construction. 

6)  Some  off-site  material  barrow  sources  may  be  required.  Each  off-site 
source  will  be  required  to  have  a  State  Surface  Mining  Permit  and 
approved  reclamation  plans  prior  to  the  onset  of  any  excavation  or  site 
preparation.  Off-site  barrow  sources  for  any  access  road  construction 
in  connection  with  the  pipeline  will  require  Surface  Mining  Permits  and 
reclamation  plans  and  will  not  be  considered  exempt  as  true  "access  road 
pits"  as  defined  by  0RS  517.750  (11)) 


I 


7)  Off-site  disposal  of  spoils  should  be  coordinated  with  the  State  Department 
of  Geology  and  Mineral  Industries  to  maximize  reclamation  of  orphaned  or 
abandoned  surface  mine  sites  in  the  area.  The  State  Highway  Division 
proposes  three  exhausted  site  for  material  waste: 

a)  M.P.  29.2,  John  Day  Highway.  Possible  0.25  acres  could  be  filled  o 
12  feet  deep. 

b)  M.P.  66.3,  Sherman  Highway.  Possible  0.75  acres  could  be  filled 
15  feet  deep. 

c)  M.P.  167.3,  The  Dalles-California  Highway.  Possible  12.0  acres 
could  be  filled  10  feet  deep. 

8)  Tentative  construction  schedule  should  be  provided  to  allow  coordination  ft 
of  other  large  construction  activities  with  related  heavy  traffic  volumeJq 
and  the  movement  of  heavy  equipment.  The  Highway  Division  should  be 
appraised  of  locations  where  pipeline  construction  equipment  will  gain  I 

i -  i.t.  —  m 
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9) 


The  evaluation  of  alternate  sources  and  alternate  routes  does  not  present 
a  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  available  alternatives.  An  analysis 
should  show  the  relative  cost  differential  between  the  proposed  land 
lines  and  the  LNG  transportation  system.  Important  to  this  discussion 
should  be  the  inclusion  of  material  similar  to  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  Systems  Economic  and  Risk  Analysis  Conclusions  and 

Results ,  June  1975,  Draft. 


10 


10)  The  State  Forestry  Department  and  Board  of  Forestry  are  concerned  with 
the  amount  of  forest  land  being  taken  out  of  production  by  housing  sub¬ 
divisions,  easements  for  power  lines,  roads,  gas  pipelines  and  other 
projects.  While  each  project  individually  may  not  greatly  affect  the 
forest  land  base,  collectively  over  a  period  of  time,  they  create  a 
major  impact  on  Oregon's  forest  industry. 

It  is  difficult  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  timber  removed  from  productive 
capacity.  Figure  2. 1.4. 9-9  indicates  that  1583  acres  of  timber  is  to 
be  affected  while  other  sections  of  the  report  indicate  that  only  1000 
acres  of  timber  land  is  to  be  affected  along  the  917  miles  of  pipeline 
between  Kingsgate  and  Antioch.  Clarification  of  this  discrepancy  will 
facilitate  Department  of  Forestry  activities. 


id 


13) 


Prior  to  construction  of  the  massive  project  in  the  conterminous  48  state 
it  appears  necessary  that  the  United  States  establish  exactly  what 
surplus  gas  Canada  will  have  available  for  export.  It  is  anticipated 
in  the  draft  EIS  that  after  5  years  of  operation  the  Alaskan  fields  will  I 
provide  2.25  KMcfd  but  the  proposed  pipeline  will  have  the  capacity  of 
an  additional  3.65  KMcfd  dependent  on  the  economic  and  productive  mood 
of  Canada.  If  Canada  is  not  going  to  provide  large  gas  supplies  for 
export,  the  construction  of  oversize  facilities  will  impose  an 
unnecessary  expense  on  rate  payers. 


a 


The  draft  EIS  does  not  discuss  "The  Mackenzie  Valley  Pipeline  Inquiry" 
being  conducted  by  Mr.  Justice  Berger  to  investigate  the  social,  economi 
and  environmental  effects  of  the  Canadian  Artie  Gas  proposal  on  the  nativ 
people.  Hearings  were  started  in  March  of  1975  and  it  is  anticipated 
that  at  least  a  year  will  pass  before  a  final  report  will  be  available. 
Disapproval  of  this  portion  of  the  route  may  have  a  significant  impact 
on  the  timing  of  construction  in  the  United  States  and  possibly  on  the 
final  route.  With  such  a  sensitive  portion  of  the  route  not  defined, 
we  find  that  discussion  of  the  northern  route  is  premature. 


Details  on  the  ability  of  the  Canadian  Federal  Government  and  local 
Provincial  governments  to  attach  discriminatory  taxation  or  nationalization, 
of  pipelines  have  not  been  adequately  presented.  This  could  result  in  I.a 
the  rate  payers  of  the  United  States  paying  excessive  fuel  rates  based  I  ^ 
not  only  on  the  Canadian  Governments  attempt  at  taxation  to  meet  *.l 

OPEC  energy  cost  levels  but  also  local  Provincial  needs  to  increase  / 
their  funding.  Types  of  taxation  that  are  possibly  to  apply  on  a  line  h 


going  through  Canada  are  income  taxes,  gross  receipt  taxes,  import 
taxes,  export  taxes,  license  taxes,  sales  taxes,  transit  taxes  and 
real  estate  taxes. 


I 
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I  wish,  in  addition,  to  take  this  opportunity  to  state  that  based  upon  our 
study,  the  Trans-Alaskan  shipment  of  natural  gas,  with  subsequent  LNG 
transport,  is  the  preferred  means  of  transporting  the  gas  and  minimizing 
environmental  impact. 

Sincerely, 

E^yT^L^ZTT 

Governor  Robert  W.  Straub 
STATE  OF  OREGON 

bh 

Enclosures 

cc:  Department  of  Energy 
Division  of  State  Lands 

Department  of  Geology  and  Mineral  Industries 
Department  of  Transportation 
Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
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P;nw  t  RDM M r;NT m-  t  M ['  ACT  ;  .EVIEW  ERE ’C UPU.RES 
1  A  response  is  required  to  all  notices  requesting  environmental  review. 
OMB  A-95  ( Revised!  provides  for  a  30-day  extension  of  time,  If 
necessary.  If  Too  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  please 
^rruTThL State  Clearinghouse  to  arrange  for  an  extension. _ _ 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW 
DRAFT  STATEMENT 

(  )  This  project  does  not  have  sign. f leant  c.  vironmental  impact. 

(  )  The  environmental  impact  is  ado  .uatnly  di  scribed. 

iH)  We  suggest  that  the  foliowing  points  be  considered  in  the  prepara- 
‘  "ion  of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Sta.ement  regarding  this  pro 

ject . 

(  )  No  comment.  _  _  _  _ 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT- 1 <F.VIEW  PRC 'C.LPURES 
l.  A  response  is  required  to  all  notices  requesting  environmental  review. 
>.  OMB  A-95  (Revised)  provides  for  a  30-day  extension  of  time,  if 

necessary.  If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  please 
call  the  State  Clearinghouse  to  arrange  for  an  extension. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW 

DRAFT  STATEMENT  0 

(  )  This  project  does  not  have  significant  environmental  impact. 

(  )  The  environmental  impact  is  adequately  described. 

C'n/}  We  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  in  the  prepara- 
tion  of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  this  pro¬ 
ject. 


(  )  No  comment. 


community  impacts  during  the  construction  phase. 

It  appears  that  the  EIS  fails  to  discuss  possibility  of  utilizing 

listing  FG  E^inch  * 

impacts  ^"agricultural  and  forest  land  and  environmental  quality. 

fh^rrrxeamIn:dSinfreraationUtrLown  geologically  active  structure 
crossed  by  the  pipeline. 
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„  -An  to 


No  Justification  for  the  use  of  two  pipelines  and  two  pipeline  routes  is 
shown  by  this  draft  EIS.  We  strongly  urge  that  the  environmental  impacts 
in  Oregon  be  minimized  by  allowing  only  the  Central  Oregon  (PG&E)  pipeline 
which  can  carry  the  requisite  quantity  of  natural  gas  according  to  the 
alternatives  section  of  the  EIS. 


I 


I* 


Impacts  from  construction  which  affects  the  John  Day  River  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  system,  the  Oregon  Trail,  known  and  unknown  historic  sites,  and  other  I 
river  crossings  are  not  adequately  mitigated.  The  matter  of  blowdown  noise  I 
at  compressor  stations  is  subject  to  further  consideration  by  DEQ.  The 
matter  of  water  discharge  from  hydrostatic  testing  is  also  subject  to 
concerns  of  DEQ,  Fish  and  Wildlife,  and  Board  of  Health.  ™ 


The  analysis  of  alternative  sources  of  energy  takes  an  all- the -eggs -in - 
one-basket  approach  to  solving  an  energy  shortage  problem.  The  assertion 
that  no  alternative  source  of  energy  could  supply  enough  BTUs  to  meet  the 
needs  is  dangerously  double-edged;  a  pipeline  break  of  a  6280  mile  long 
pipeline  is  a  relatively  high  order  of  probability,  and  secondly,  only 
two  pages  are  used  to  explain  that  combinations  of  alternative  sources  are 
difficult  to  forecast.  Such  a  forecast  is,  we  feel,  mandated  by  NEPA  and 
must  be  included  in  the  final  EIS. 
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EMVIRQNI-iaiTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW.  -LRL 'CEDURES 

1.  A  response  is  required  to  all  notices  requesting  envi conmental  review. 

2.  OMB  A-95  (Revised)  provides  for  a  30-day  extension  of  time,  if 
necessary .  If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  please 
call  the  State  Clearinghouse  to  arrange  for  an  extension. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW 
DRAFT  STA CEMENT 

(  )  This  project  does  not  have  significant  cl vironmental  impact. 

(  )  The  environmental  impact  is  ado »uately  df scribed. 

(X)  We  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  in  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  this  pro¬ 
ject. 

(  )  No  comment. 
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OFFICE  OF  STATE  FORESTER 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO:  Intergovernmental  Relations  Division 

FROM:  Phil  Brogan,  Management  Analyst 

SUBJECT:  Project  No.  7508  4  220 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  EIS 

DATE:  October  8,  1975 


We  have  previously  written  to  Mr.  Bill  Vermeere,  Department 
of  Energy,  regarding  the  concerns  of  this  Department  and  of  the  Board 
of  Forestry,  as  to  the  amounts  of  land  being  taken  out  of  forest  pro¬ 
duction  by  conversion  to  other  uses.  A  copy  of  that  letter  is  attached. 

At  this  time  we  would  like  to  make  some  suggestions  and  pose 
some  questions  about  specific  items  in  the  draft  EIS. 

On  Page  IV-74,  regarding  brush,  grass  or  other  vegetative  fires. 

We  suggest  that  "Federal,  State  and  local  fire  fighting  organizations"  be 
substituted  for  "Local  fire  departments"  as  having  the  equipment  and  train¬ 
ing  to  fight  these  fires. 

On  Page  IV-75,  Table  1.1. 4. 7-1.  We  suggest  the  heading  be  changed 
to  "Fire  Organizations"  and,  under  Oregon,  add  Oregon  Forestry  Department 
offices  at  Gilchrist  and  Klamath  Falls,  Oregon. 

On  Page  IV-410,  Figure  2. 1.4. 9-9.  What  do  the  1/,  2/,  3/  and 
4/  indicators  refer  to?  What  are  the  "Blue"  and  "Value"  factors?  Are  the 
acreages  new  rights-of-way  that  will  be  taken  out  of  production  or  does  it 
include  present  rights-of-way?  Why  are  the  acreages  for  forest  land  differ 
ent  than  the  acreages  stated  on  Pages  IV-561  and  IV-787? 

On  Page  IV-420,  "Figure  2.1.4.11-1.  What  are  the  units  under  ■  , 
"Land  Use  of  Right-of-Way?  (Miles?)  What  is  the  significance  of  two  figures  B^ 
for  each  region?  B 
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TO:  Intergovernmental  Relations  Division 
FROM:  Phil  Brogan 
DATE:  October  8,  1975 


On  Page  IV-808,  "Vegetation  now  occupying  the  proposed  right- 
of-way  includes  —  and  mature  timber  stands."  1 

Is  it  the  intent  to  say  that  all  trees  on  the  proposed  right-of- 
way  are  mature?  We  would  suspect  that  the  stands  are  a  mixture  of  various 
sized,  ages  and  species  of  trees.  If  so,  it  would  be  more  accurate  to  just 
use  the  word  "timber"  rather  than  "mature  timber  stands". 


We  would  like  to  see  the  EIS  clarified  to  indicate  the  acreage 
and  value  of  lands  that  will  be  taken  out  of  forest  production  by  the 
proposed  pipeline.  The  value  of  merchantable  timber  that  will  be  harvested, 
and  the  value  of  unmerchantable  timber  that  will  be  wasted  should  be  stated. 
It  would  be  useful  to  have  this  information  separately  for  Forest  Service, 
B.L.M.  and  private  land. 


PDB:nep 
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DEPARTMENT 

OFFICE  OF  STATE  FORESTER 

2600  STATE  STREET  °  SALEM,  OREGON 


97310  <*  Phone  378-2560 


September  19,  1975 


Mr.  Bill  Vermeere,  Environmental  Specialist 
Department  of  Energy,  Siting  Division 
528  Cottage  St. 

Salem,  OR  97310 

Dear  Mr.  Vermeere: 


Following  are  this  Department's  comments  regarding  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
Since  you  want  only  a  "broad  picLure"  review  at  this  time,  we  are  not 
commenting  on  several  detail  items.  We  will  include  our  detailed 
comments  when  we  reply  to  the  State  Clearinghouse. 

Also,  according  to  your  instruction,  we  have  confined  our 
comments  to  the  Kingsgate-San  Francisco  route. 


The  Board  of  Forestry  and  this  Department  are  concerned  with 
the  amount  of  forest  land  being  taken  out  of  production  by  housing  sub¬ 
divisions,  easements  for  power  lines,  roads  and  gas  pipelines  and  other 
projects.  While  each  project  individually  may  not  greatly  affect  the 
forest  land  base,  collectively  and  over  a  period  of  time,  they  create 
a  major  impact  on  Oregon's  forest  industry. 

Unlike  agricultural  crops,  which  can  be  grown  over  the  under¬ 
ground  pipelines  within  a  year  or  two  after  installation,  timber  cannot 
be  grown  directly  over  the  pipes,  and  it  takes  years  to  reestablish  the 
stand  over  the  remainder  of  the  right-of-way.  The  years  of  growth  of 
immature  timber,  removed  for  the  project,  is  wasted.  Even  if  reestab¬ 
lished,  the  trees  may  be  removed  for  maintenance  of  the  pipeline,  or  * 
in  this  case,  for  the  placement  of  another  line. 


From  the  forestry  standpoint,  we  would  prefer  that  these 
projects  not  be  placed  on  forest  land  at  all.  If  that  is  not  possible, 
they  should  be  designed  and  placed  so  as  to  have  the  least  impact  on 
forest  production. 


We  have  not  been  able  to  determine  from  the  EIS  exactly  what 
the  impact  on  forest  lands  will  be.  Figure  2. 1.4. 9-9  on  page  IV-410 
indicates  1583  acres  of  forest  land  in  Oregon  is  affected.  That  table 
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Mr.  Dili  Vunnueru 
SopLciiiber  19,  1975 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Executive  Department,  Oregon 
dated  October  23,  1975 


also  provides  a  value  factor  but  an  explanation  of  that  factor  is  not  S 
provided.  I 

The  acreage  stated  in  Figure  2. 1.4. 9-9  is  not  consistent  with  Mxl 
other  statements  in  the  LIS  which  indicate  1,000  acres  of  coniuercial  B 

forest  land  will  be  taken  out  of  production  along  the  entire  917  mile  I 

pipeline  through  all  states.  I 

VJe  recommend  that  the  EIS  be  more  precise  on  the  acreage  and  ft 

value  of  forest  labels  that  will  be  taken  out  of  production  in  Oregon.  ft  2.S 

Whatever  the  actual  acreage  of  additional  forest  land  that 
will  be  taken  out  of  production  by  this  project,  it  is  apparent  that  less 
acreage  will  be  involved  by  placing  a  parallel  pipe  to  the  existing  pipe, 
compared  to  establishing  another  right-of-way  in  the  same  vicinity.  We 
would  urge  the  pipeline  company  to  design  the  installation  so  as  to  do 
the  least  damage  to  existing  timber  stands  and  to  allow  as  much  area  to 
return  to  a  productive  state  as  possible. 

Only  as  much  permanent  easement  should  be  obtained  by  the 
company  as  necessary  to  maintain  the  pipeline  after  it  is  installed. 

Temporary  easements  should  be  obtained  on  that  additional  area  necessary 
for  installing  the  pipeline.  The  temporary  easement  area  should  revert 
to  the  landowner  after  installation. 

Please  call  us  if  we  can  be  of  any  additional  assistance. 

Sincerely, 

J.  W.  SCHROEDER,  Shate  Forester 

By 

Philip  D.  Brogan' 

Management  Analyst 


PDB:nep 

cc:  Executive  Staff 
Mike  Miller 


Department  of  Forestry 
Department  of  Land  Construction  and 
Development 

Executive  Department-Intergovernmental 
Relations  Division 
Office  of  the  Governor 


1.  As  pointed  out  on  page  32,  Los  Angeles  Volume,  a  myriad  of 
Federal,  State  and  local  permits  will  be  needed  by  the  App¬ 
licant  prior  to  construction.  Stipulations  will  also  be 
developed  with  these  agencies  during  the  permit  procedures. 

2.  The  EIS  does  not  coaent  on  the  necessity  for  two  pipeline 
corridors  but  merely  consents  upon  the  applications  as 
submitted.  An  alternative  to  two  pipeline  corridors  is 
presented  on  pages  41G-414  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

3.  See  #2  above. 

4.  The  existing  PGT  line  is  referenced  many  times  in  the  EIS. 
While  no  data  is  presented  regarding  that  line,  use  of  this 
data  provided  a  unique  guideline  from  which  to  develop  mit¬ 
igatory  measures. 

5.  The  Oregon  trail  and  historic  sites  are  discussed  within 
the  Archeological  and  Historical  sections  of  the  Los  Angeles 
and  San  Francisco  Volumes.  The  John  Day  River  and  other 
river  crossings  are  discussed  under  the  water  resources 
section  of  the  same  two  volumes.  Impacts  to  the  lava  tubes 
are  discussed  in  the  San  Francisco  Voluae  of  the  EIS  on 
page  251. 

6.  Section  4  describes  mitigatory  measures  which  would  mini¬ 
mize  such  impacts.  Also  see  #1  above. 

7.  See  #1  above. 

8.  See  #1  above. 

9.  See  #1  above 

10.  An  environmental  comparison  between  the  alternatives  and 
the  proposed  route  is  made  in  section  8  of  the  EIS,  the 
Alternatives  and  Overview  Volumes.  A  cost  benefit  analysis 
was  not  made  in  the  EIS  due  to  Departmental  policy. 


11.  Table  3.1. 5. 9-7  indicated  approximately  348  acres  of  forest¬ 
land  would  be  impacted  by  the  ITA(A)  portion  of  the  pipeline 

in  Oregon. 

12.  No  Canadian  gas  for  export  to  the  United  States  will  be 
transported  by  this  system  as  indicated  on  page  5  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

13.  The  EIS  addresses  the  routes  selected  by  the  Applicants. 

Whether  these  routes  will  be  approved  by  the  Canadian  and 
United  States  governments  is  purely  conjecture  at  this 
time. 

14.  This  problem  is  not  an  environmental  issue  and  was  not 
addressed  in  the  EIS.  Intergovernmental  negotiations  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States  and  Canadian  Governments  prior  to 
permit  authorization  will  consider  problems  such  as  this. 

15.  See  0 1  above. 

16.  See  02,  4,  and  10  above. 

17.  See  01  above. 

18.  See  02,  4,  and  10  above. 

19.  Page  353,  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  suggests  "A  protective 
buffer  zone  along  any  known  historic  trail  segments  ... 
will  be  established  ....  All  historic  roads  and  trails  ... 
should  be  crossed  with  a  minimum  area  of  disturbance  or  be 
avoided.  The  San  Francisco  Volume  discusses  mitigation  of 
the  John  Day  river  crossing  on  page  318. 

20.  Various  alternative  methods  of  alleviating  the  energy  require¬ 
ments  Is  part  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

21.  The  statement  was  changed,  (See  San  Francisco  Volume,  page  34). 

22.  Figure  1.1.4. 7-1  (Local  Fire  Departments)  was  deleted,  (see 
page  34  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume). 

23.  Figure  2. 1.4. 9-9  (Estimated  Value  of  Crops  and  Forest  Land, 
etc.)  was  deleted  from  this  section,  (see  page  189  of  the 
San  Francisco  Volume). 

24.  Figure  2.1.4.11-1  (Summary  of  Land  Uses)  was  changed,  (see 
pages  210  and  217  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume). 

25.  The  statement  was  changed,  (see  page  346  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume) . 


26.  The  acreage  of  new  land  not  dedicated  to  the  existing  right- 
of-way  is  shown  but  the  value  of  the  land  is  not,  (see  page  < 
295  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume) . 

27.  See  #23  above. 

28.  See  #26  above. 
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OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 
STATE  CAPITOL 
SALEM  B7  3  1  O 


September  29,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


°Cf 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
September  29,  1975 
Page  two 


The  Interstate  Transmission  Associates  and  Southern  California  Gas 
Company  route  from  the  bifurcation  at  Kingsgate  to  Cajon,  California, 
would  be  a  duplication  of  service  lines  though  of  smaller  size. 
Currently,  there  is  an  existing  interconnection  between  the  Cajon 
location  and  Antioch  location. 

Review  of  data  provided  in  the  draft  EIS  established  that  either  use 
of  or  widening  of  an  existing  right-of-way  appears  to  be  the  most 
beneficial  and  least  damaging  to  the  ecology  of  Oregon. 

3)  The  draft  EIS  fails  to  discuss  the  existing  36-inch  pipeline  constructed 
by  PGT  in  1961.  The  final  EIS  should  provide  data  on  the  existing 
corridor  referencing  problems  and  mitigation  that  have  been  experienced 
in  the  past  14  years.  The  line  is  still  quite  evident  and  may  be  traced 
the  length  of  the  State  by  aerial  survey. 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

Thank  you  for  submitting  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
for  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  for  our  review.  The 
draft  was  referred  to  the  appropriate  state  agencies  and  their  comments 
are  enclosed  to  assist  your  staff  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  report. 

The  Department  of  Energy  is  currently  reviewing  the  draft  EIS  and  at  such 
time  as  the  plan  comes  to  fruition  will  require  the  applicant  to  apply  for 
a  site  certificate. 

Excerpts  from  agency  consents: 

1)  The  State  of  Oregon  passed  legislation  in  the  form  of  Senate  Bill  483 
during  the  1975  Legislature  that  provides  for  comprehensive  state  in 
energy  planning,  distribution  and  utilization.  In  so  doing,  the  siting, 
construction  and  operation  of  energy  facilities  shall  be  accomplished  in 
a  manner  consistent  with  the  protection  of  the  public  health  and  safety. 

Pipelines  that  are  sixteen  inches  or  greater  in  diameter,  and  five  miles 
or  longer  in  length  used  for  the  transportation  of  natural  or  synthetic 
gas  are  described  as  energy  facilities.  Energy  facilities  are  required 
to  receive  a  site  certificate  from  the  Energy  Facility  Siting  Council  of 
Oregon.  The  Council  acting  as  a  one-stop  siting  authority  has  12  months 
to  review  the  certificate  application  prior  to  submitting  its  conclusions 
and/or  approvals.  The  draft  EIS  does  not  discuss  this  requirement  but 
the  final  EIS  should  take  cognizance  of  this  siting  requirement. 

2)  The  draft  EIS  does  not  document  the  necessity  for  two  pipeline  corridors 
through  Oregon  to  the  southern  terminuses.  It  is  apparent  that  the 
pipeline  leading  westward  from  Caroline  Junction,  Alberta  is  a  42-inch 
pipeline  which  is  the  same  sized  pipeline  as  proposed  by  Pacific  Gas 
Transmission  Company  (PGT)  to  continue  from  the  bifurcation  at  Kingsgate, 
British  Columbia  south  to  Antioch,  California.  This  route  parallels 

an  existing  36-inch  line  except  for  a  21  mile  detour. 


4)  Construction  activity  will  affect  the  Oregon  trail,  the  John  Day  River, 
known  and  unknown  historic  sites.  Lava  tubes  on  the  west  flank  of 
Newberry  Crater,  and  other  river  crossings.  The  impacts  on  these  areas 
of  interest  should  be  discussed  in  detail. 

5)  The  State  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  (DEQ)  is  concerned  that 
construction  activities  be  conducted  in  a  manner  to  minimize  impacts  on 
air  quality,  water  quality,  solid  waste  disposal  and  noise.  In  particular 
the  DEQ  is  concerned  that  plans  be  formulated  relative  to  safeguarding 
environmental  quality  of  streams  from  turbidity,  oils,  etc  during 
construction. 

6)  Some  off-site  material  barrow  sources  may  be  required.  Each  off-site 
source  will  be  required  to  have  a  State  Surface  Mining  Permit  and 
approved  reclamation  plans  prior  to  the  onset  of  any  excavation  or  site 
preparation.  Off-site  barrow  sources  for  any  access  road  construction 
in  connection  with  the  pipeline  will  require  Surface  Mining  Permits  and 
reclamation  plans  and  will  not  be  considered  exempt  as  true  "access  road 
pits"  as  defined  by  ORS  517.750  (11)) 

7)  Off-site  disposal  of  spoils  should  be  coordinated  with  the  State  Department 
of  Geology  and  Mineral  Industries  to  maximize  reclamation  of  orphaned  or 
abandoned  surface  mine  sites  in  the  area.  The  State  Highway  Division 
proposes  three  exhausted  site  for  material  waste: 

a)  M.P.  29.2,  John  Day  Highway.  Possible  0.25  acres  could  be  filled 
12  feet  deep. 

b)  M.P.  66.3,  Sherman  Highway.  Possible  0.75  acres  could  be  filled 
15  feet  deep. 

c)  M.P.  167.3,  The  Dalles-Califomia  Highway.  Possible  12.0  acres 
could  be  filled  10  feet  deep. 

8)  Tentative  construction  schedule  should  be  provided  to  a-llow  coordination 
of  other  large  construction  activities  with  related  heavy  traffic  volumes 
and  the  movement  of  heavy  equipment.  The  Highway  Division  should  be 
appraised  of  locations  where  pipeline  construction  equipment  will  gain 
access  or  exit  along  the  State  system. 
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9)  The  evaluation  of  alternate  sources  and  alternate  routes  does  not  present 
a  cost-benefit  analysis  of  the  available  alternatives.  An  analysis 
should  show  the  relative  cost  differential  between  the  proposed  land 
lines  and  the  LNG  transportation  system.  Important  to  this  discussion 
should  be  the  inclusion  of  material  similar  to  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  Systems  Economic  and  Risk  Analysis  Conclusions  and 

Results ,  June  1975,  Draft. 

10)  The  State  Forestry  Department  and  Board  of  Forestry  are  concerned  with 
the  amount  of  forest  land  being  taken  out  of  production  by  housing  sub¬ 
divisions,  easements  for  power  lines,  roads,  gas  pipelines  and  other 
projects.  While  each  project  individually  may  not  greatly  affect  the 
forest  land  base,  collectively  over  a  period  of  time,  they  create  a 
major  impact  on  Oregon's  forest  industry. 

It  is  difficult  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  timber  removed  from  productive 
capacity.  Figure  2. 1.4. 9-9  indicates  that  1583  acres  of  timber  is  to 
be  affected  while  other  sections  of  the  report  indicate  that  only  1000 
acres  of  timber  land  is  to  be  affected  along  the  917  miles  of  pipeline 
between  Kingsgate  and  Antioch.  Clarification  of  this  discrepancy  will 
facilitate  Department  of  Forestry  activities. 

11)  Prior  to  construction  of  the  massive  project  in  the  conterminous  48  states, 
it  appears  necessary  that  the  United  States  establish  exactly  what 
surplus  gas  Canada  will  have  available  for  export.  It  is  anticipated 

in  the  draft  EIS  that  after  5  years  of  operation  the  Alaskan  fields  will 
provide  2.25  MMcfd  but  the  proposed  pipeline  will  have  the  capacity  of 
an  additional  3.65  MMcfd  dependent  on  the  economic  and  productive  mood 
of  Canada.  If  Canada  is  not  going  to  provide  large  gas  supplies  for 
export,  the  construction  of  oversize  facilities  will  impose  an 
unnecessary  expense  on  rate  payers. 

12)  The  draft  EIS  does  not  discuss  "The  Mackenzie  Valley  Pipeline  Inquiry" 
being  conducted  by  Mr.  Justice  Berger  to  investigate  the  social,  economic 
and  environmental  effects  of  the  Canadian  Artie  Gas  proposal  on  the  native 
people.  Hearings  were  started  in  March  of  1975  and  it  is  anticipated 
that  at  least  a  year  will  pass  before  a  final  report  will  be  available. 
Disapproval  of  this  portion  of  the  route  may  have  a  significant  impact 

on  the  timing  of  construction  in  the  United  States  and  possibly  on  the 
final  route.  With  such  a  sensitive  portion  of  the  route  not  defined, 
we  find  that  discussion  of  the  northern  route  is  premature. 

13)  Details  on  the  ability  of  the  Canadian  Federal  Government  and  local 

Provincial  governments  to  attach  discriminatory  taxation  or  nationalization, 
of  pipelines  have  not  been  adequately  presented.  This  could  result  in 
the  rate  payers  of  the  United  States  paying  excessive  fuel  rates  based 
not  only  on  the  Canadian  Governments  attempt  at  taxation  to  meet 
OPEC  energy  cost  levels  but  also  local  Provincial  needs  to  increase 
their  funding.  Types  of  taxation  that  are  possibly  to  apply  on  a  line 
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going  through  Canada  are  income  taxes,  gross  receipt  taxes,  import 
taxes,  export  taxes,  license  taxes,  sales  taxes,  transit  taxes  and 
real  estate  taxes. 


I  wish,  in  addition,  to  take  this  opportunity  to  state  that  based  upon  our 
study,  the  Trans-Alaskan  shipment  of  natural  gas,  with  subsequent  LNG 
transport,  is  the  preferred  means  of  transporting  the  gas  and  minimizing 
environmental  impact. 

Sincerely, 

Governor  Robert  W.  Straub 
STATE  OF  OREGON 

bh 

Enclosures 

cc:  Department  of  Energy 
Division  of  State  Lands 

Department  of  Geology  and  Mineral  Industries 
Department  of  Transportation 
Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Department  of  Environmental  Quality 
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AN  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Office  of  the  Governor  of  Oregon 
dated  Septenber  29.  1975 


See  responses  to  comments  from  the  following  agencies: 

Oregon  State  Highway  Division 

Department  of  Geology  and  Mineral  Industrues 

Department  of  Environmental  Quality 

Fish  and  Wildlife  Commission 

Forestry  Department 


EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENT 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  RELATIONS  DIVISION 


DBERT  W  STRAUB 

GOVERNOR 


STAFfORD  HANSEll 
Dk»Oof 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 


SALEM,  OREGON  97310 
October  24,  1975 


Re:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Trans¬ 
portation  System 
PNRS  #7508  4  220 

The  State  Clearinghouse  has  received  additional 
comments  from  the  State  Fish  &  Wildlife  Department,  Environ¬ 
mental  Management  Section,  suggesting  areas  for  improvement 
on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  draft  En¬ 
vironmental  Impact  Statement  subsequent  to  our  October  23 
letter.  A  copy  of  these  comments  is  enclosed  for  your 
attention. 


Please  consider  this  letter  and  enclosure  an 
addendum  to  our  previous  letter. 

Sincerely , 

.  .  \/jfr  -■  ,y 

William  H.  Young 
Administrator 
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end 


OREGON  PROJECT  NOTIFICATION  AND  REVIEW  SYSTEM 

^  STATE,  CLEARINGHOUSE 

Xn-hei'cJo.'d^^  1*1  eit-fa  I 

-Lbcal  Govarnmeftt-  Relations  Division 
240  Cottage  Street  S.E.,  Salem,  Oregon  97310 
Ph:  378-3732 

PURS  STATE  REVIEW 

Project  t:  lS09  V  Return  Date: _ /<g J/o 7< — _ 

FNV  T  RON  MENTAI.  IMPACT  I  <FVTFW  P  R(  iCEDURES 

1.  A  response  is  required  to  all  notices  requesting  environmental  review. 

2.  OMB  A-95  (Revised)  provides  for  a  30-day  extension  of  time,  if 
necessa ry .  If  you  cannot  respond  by  the  above  return  date,  please 
call  the  State  Clearinghouse  to  arrange  for  an  extension. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REVIEW 
DRAFT  STATEMENT 

(  )  Thi.i  project  does  not  have  significant  ci vironmental  impact. 

(  )  The  environmental  impact  is  adequately  described. 

( X  )  We  suggest  that  the  following  points  be  considered  in  the  prepara¬ 
tion  of  a  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  regarding  this  pro¬ 
ject. 

(  )  No  comment. 


REMARKS 
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'*  On/ 
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See  attachment. 


i 

j'Y 

Y  ("Jv 


Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Comments  on 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Part  I  -  Vo  I .  I,  Part  4  -  Vol.  I  4  2 


Basically,  the  draft  statement  gives  a  good  assessment  of  the  Impacts  of 
the  project  on  wildlife  and  of  existing  conditions.  The  following  comments 
are  general  In  nature.  We  concur  with  the  U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service's 
detailed  analysis  of  the  draft  statement  which  was  submitted  directly  to 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 


!•  Stream  Crossings.  Protection  of  water  quality,  streams ide 

vegetation,  fish  spawning  and  rearing  areas  are  of  prime  concern. 
The  time  of  year  construction  occurs  will  strongly  influence  the 
Impact  on  these  parameters. 


I 


2.  Loss  of  Wildlife  Habitat.  Widening  of  the  existing  right-of-way  A 
or  clearing  of  a  new  one  will  remove  vegetation  utilized  for  food  I 
and  cover  by  wildlife.  Some  of  this  loss  could  be  offset  by  ■  2. 

revegatation  with  plant  species  beneficial  to  wildlife.  This 
department  is  available  to  recommend  seed  mixtures,  time  and  rate  8 
of  app I  I cat  ion. 


Access.  The  existing  right-of-way  is  readily  accessible  for  much 
of  its  length.  We  do  not  favor  creation  of  additional  access  roadsB 
because  they  remove  land  from  production,  lead  to  undue  harrassmentB 
of  wildlife  and  In  some  cases,  may  be  detrimental  to  the  quality  of 8 
hunting  and  angling. 


3 


Wildlife  Migrations.  To  our  knowledge,  the  present  right-of-way 
has  no  serious  affect  on  wildlife  migrations.  The  degree  of  impact 
Is  apparently  related  to  the  width  of  the  right-of-way  and  percent 
of  vegetative  cover  removed.  If  the  existing  right-of-way  is 
broadened  to  any  great  extent,  patches  of  cover  such  as  trees 
should  be  provided  to  serve  as  travel  lanes  for  migrating  animals. 


I 


Spoil  Disposal.  Both  excavated  rock  and  vegetation  which  is 
removed  (juniper,  sagebrush,  pine  trees),  could  be  placed  in  a 
manner  to  create  habitat  for  small  mammals  and  upland  game  birds. 
Rock  and  brush  piles  often  provide  good  nesting  sites,  roosting 
sites,  and  escape  cover. 


I 
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6.  TIml nq.  Construction  activities  should  be  timed  to  avoid  inter¬ 
ference  with  wildlife  during  critical  times  of  the  year  in  key 
areas.  Examples  would  Include  nesting  seasons,  wintering  areas, 
fawning  seasons,  migration  seasons  and  areas. 


7.  Rare  and  Endangered  Wildlife.  Care  should  be  taken  to  avoid 
disturbance  of  rare  and  endangered  wildlife  and  their  habitat. 
An  example  would  be  an  eagle  nesting  site. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
dated  October  24,  1975 


1.  Timing  of  construction  activities  with  fish  and  wildlife 
critical  life  processes  is  described  on  Pages  318-322  of 
the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

2.  Consultation  with  State  and  local  officials  in  developing 
mitigative  measures  is  discussed  on  Pages  318-322  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Volume. 

3.  Locked  gates  on  right-of-ways  were  discussed  on  Page  323 
of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

4.  As  mentioned  on  Page  325  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume,  vegetative 
screens  will  be  utilized  in  timbered  areas.  Avoidance  of 
migration  areas  is  mentioned  on  Page  320  in  the  Los  Angeles 
Volume . 

5.  The  piling  of  brush  as  small  game  habitat  improvement  is 
mentioned  on  Page  346  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

6.  See  #1. 

7.  This  is  discussed  on  Page  321  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  and 
Page  314  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 


Oregon  State  Highway  Division  file:  pht 

INTER-OFFICE  C*  ir.ZSrONDENCE 

Bead  Oregon  97701 . 

. September  5,  1975 


fro.v.:  Carl  M.  Williams 

Regional  Engineer 


TO: 


John  Oakes  *- 
Asst.  R/W  Engineer 


3JECT:  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 


RE:  Statement  that  material  from  pipeline  could  be  v/asted  in  ex¬ 
hausted  quarries  and  gravel  sites. 

Most  of  state  owned  or  controlled  sites  still  contain  useable  mate¬ 
rial  and  shall  be  retained  for  that  purpose. 

There  are  three  sites  that  are  exhausted  and  available  for  waste 
purposes. 


1.  MP  29.2,  John  Day  Highway 

Possible  0.25  acres  could  be  filled  12-feet  deep. 

2.  MP  66.3,  Sherman  Highway 

Possible  0.75  acres  could  be  filled  15’  deep. 

3.  MP  167.8,  The  Dal les-California  Highway 
.Possible  12  acres  could  be  filled  10-feet  deep. 


CMW:mr 

enclosure 


I-  S.«.-S.£. 
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OREGON  STATE 
HIGHWAY  DiVISiON 


RECEIVED 
SEP  1  2  1975 
DEPT.  OF  ENERGY 


OBERT  W.  STRAUB 

governor  September  11,  1975 

f.  B  KLABOE 
Adminlt*ra*o>  ond 

si«>* H>oNw»y Engineer  Department  of  Energy 

528  Cottage  Street  N.E. 

Salem,  OR  97310 


Attention  Mr.  W.  R.  Vermeere 


Re:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Dear  Mr.  Vermeere: 

The  State  Highway  Division  has  an  interest  and  concern  with 
the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  crossing  Oregon. 

Our  major  concerns  lie  with  safety  for  the  traveling  public  on 
state  highways  to  be  crossed  by  the  pipeline  and  protection  of 
those  facilities.  Coordination  of  the  work  is  essential  to 
assure  that  adequate  signing,  flagging  and  other  traffic  control 
measures  are  taken.  Pipeline  crossing  permits  are  required  for 
all  locations  where  the  lines  cross  state  highway  right-of-way. 

Cursory  examination  of  our  available  material  sources  near 
the  pipeline  indicates  most  contain  useable  material  a\id  shall  be 
retained  for  that  purpose.  Three  exhausted  sites  for  material 
waste  are  located  as  follows: 

1.  M.P.  29.2,  John  Day  Highway.  Possible  0.25 
acres  could  be  filled  12  feet  deep. 

2.  M.P.  66.3,  Sherman  Highway.  Possible  0.75 
acres  could  be  filled  15  feet  deep. 

3.  M.P.  167.3,  The  Dalles-California  Highway. 

Possible  12.0  acres  could  be  filled  10  feet 
deep. 

Our  Regional  Engineers  in  Bend  and  La  Grande  should  be 
contacted  to  assure  that  all  appropriate  measures  are  taken  to 
maintain  the  safety  and  protection  of  the  state  highway  system 
and  its  users. 


Department  of  Energy  -2-  September  11,  1975 


Region  Engineer's  names,  addresses  and  phone  numbers  are: 


Carl  M.  Williams 

P.  0.  Box  1249 

The  Dalles-California  Hwy. 

Bend,  OR  97701 

Phone:  503-382-1911 


W.  E.  Schwartz 
2111  Adams  Avenue 
P.  0.  Box  850 
La  Grande,  OR  97850 
Phone:  503-963-3177 


The  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  is  appreciated. 


Very  truly  yours, 

<^^Rulien 
Project  Management  Engineer 


Attachments 

cc:  E.  S.  Hunter 
John  Oakes 
Carl  Williams 
W.  E.  Schwartz 
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FILE:  PHT  12 


Oregon  State  Highway  Division  file:  ewv 

INTER-OFFICE  CORTES rONEER CL 


a  Grande,  C^econ 
.August  15,  1975 


hwartz 
Regional  Engineer 


Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Natural  Gas  Pipelines 


TO:  John  Oakes 

Assistant  R/W  Engineer 


.  Oregon  State  Highway  Division 

INTER-OFFICE  C'  iir.ESrONDENCE 

. . ..Bend,  Oregon  97701 . 

_...  Septembers,  J 97  5 _ 


Carl  M.  Williams. 

Regional  Engineer  £ 

John  Oakes  ^  '  '' 

Asst.  R/W  Engineer 


SUBJECT:  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 


There  are  exhausted  quarries  and  gravel  pits  along  the  general  pipe¬ 
line  routes  shown  on  the  exhibit  mars.  Only  a  portion  of  these  sites 
are  owned  by  the  State  of  Oreaon.  The  vast  majority  of  material 
sites  in  Eastern  Oregon  are  owned  by  various  agencies  cf  the  Federal 
Government.  In  these  sites  we  have  only  a  mineral  right  or  occupy 
the  site  on  a  material  lease. 

A  good  deal  more  information  would  be  needed  before  we  could  agree 
that  the  area  would  benefit  by  havirc  waste  material  deposited  at: 
old  material  sites.  If  the  waste  material  were  covered  with  topsoil, 
contoured  to  the  shape  of  the  original  grounG,  and  seeded,  tin’s 
would  probably  be  a  benefit.  If  the  waste  material  were  disposed  cf 
in  any  other  manner,  there  would  probably  be  no  benefit. 


WES : sh 

cc  Carl  Williams  _  j-  •'  l  *  ; 

'  ; SEP  -  .01375  V:|c.*j 

.. -r.„. ,  I  r 


RE:  Statement  that  material  from  pipeline  could  be  wasted  in  ex¬ 
hausted  quarries  and  gravel  sites. 

Most  of  state  owned  or  controlled  sites  still  contain  useable  mate 
rial  and  shall  be  retained  for  that  purpose. 

There  are  three  sites  that  are  exhausted  and  available  for  waste 
purposes. 

1.  MP  29.2,  John  Day  Highway 

Possible  0.25  acres  could  be  filled  12-feet  deep. 

2.  MP  66.3,  Sherman  Highway 

Possible  0.75  acres  could  be  filled  15*  deep. 

3.  MP  167.8,  The  Dal les-Cal ifornia  Highway 
Possible  12  acres  could  be  filled  10-feet  deep. 


CMW:mr 

enclosure 


•  oivSSi  7 
-L 1 £  V  E  rt\ 


Response  to  Coments  received 
from  Oregon  State  Highway  Div. 
dated  September  11,  1975 


1.  Referenced  section  was  revised.  (See  Pages  313,  315,  and  316 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume.) 
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Pennsylvania 


COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
GOVERNOR'S  OFFICE 
OFFICE  OF  THE  BUDGET 

HARRISBURG.  PA.  17129 
P.O.  Bo.  1323 


September  24,  1975 


suajcct  Proposed  Alaska-Pennsylvania  Gas  Pipeline 


to.  A.  Edward  Simon 


Richard  3.  Fernbach 


October  17,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  Koenings 
Project  Manager,  EIS  Task  Force 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

Attached  please  find  additional  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  -  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  (PSCH  No.  75-07-3-003).  These  comments 
were  received  frca  the  Office  of  State  Planning  who  reviewed  the  project 
for  the  Governor's  Energy  Office. 

Please  attach  these  comments  to  our  letter  of  October  3,  1975  in 
which  we  the  Department  of  Environmental  Resources  comments  on  the  above 
referenced  project. 

If  you  have  any  questions  on  this  math er  please  feel  free  to  call  me 
at  717-787-8046. 


Sincerely, 


Rosemary ‘i.  White 

Project (Review  Coordinator 

Pennsylvania  State  Clearinghouse 


REW/let 


This  will  respond  to  the  request  to  you  from  Mr.  William  B. 

Harral ,  Executive  Director  of  the  Governor's  Energy  Council,  that 
we  review  and  comment  upon  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
draft  for  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  as  it  would 
affect  Parlnsylvania .  I  found  the  Executive  Highlights ,  which  ac¬ 
companied  the  request  inadequate  for  the  purpose  and  instead  reviewed 
those  parts  of  the  complete  report  which  appeared  to  be  germain  to 
the  Commonwealth. 

In  brief,  after  also  consulting  informally  with  the  Departments' 
of  Environmental  Resources,  Commerce  and  Transportation,  as  well 
as  the  Public  Service  Commission  and  the  Southwestern  Pennsylvania 
Regional  Planning  Commission,  I  conclude  that  no  adverse  environ¬ 
mental  impact  would  be  so  severe  in  the  light  of  its  probable  econ¬ 
omic  advantages,  as  to  preclude  our  cooperation  in  advancing  this 
project.  These  advantages  lie  principally  in  the  supply  of  much 
needed  natural  gas  to  Pennsylvania  as  well  as  to  other  industrial 
areas  in  the  northeast  and  to  the  potential  for  the  fabrication 
of  a  major  portion  of  the  necessary  pipe  here  in  our  State. 

From  a  land  planning  point  of  view  we  endorse  the  position  taken 
by  the  Southwestern  Pennsylvania  Regional  Planning  Commission  that 
every  effort  be  taken  to  relocate  the  proposed  line  still  further 
south  as  it  passes  south  of  Pittsburgh so  that  it  will  not  traverse 
two  of  Pittsburgh's  regional  recreation  areas  and  also  to  avoid  an 
inhibiting  influence  upon  the  orderly  development  of  Pittsburgh's 
southern  suburbs. 

I  have  attached  copies  of  the  exchanges  of  correspondence  with 
both  the  Southwestern  Pennsylvania  Regional  Planning  Commission 
and  our  Department  cf  Commerce,  as  well  as  a  copy  of  rsn  early  memo¬ 
randum  to  you  on  this  subject.  Ir.  these  I  have  marginally  marked 
the  more  significant  points. 


RBF/bb 

•ENCLOSURES 


GOVERNOR'S  CFFICE 
OFFICE  or  r.TATC  HLANNIN3  AN  O  DEVELOPMENT 
COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 
HARRISBURO,  PA.  *7130 


August  28,  1975 


Mr.  William  Froehlich,  Executive  Director 
Southwestern  Pennsylvania  Regional  Planning 
Commission 
Manor  Building 

Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania  15212 


Dear  Bill: 

It  was  good  to  talk  with  you  and  it  occurs  to  me  that 
it’s  a  long  time  since  I've  been  to  Pittsburgh  to  see 
what  mischief  you  are  into. 

Herewith  is  material  on  the  proposed  "Alaska  -  Pennsylvania" 
pipeline  which  we  discussed  this  morning.  While  it  is  only 
a  proposal  it  is  my  hunch  that  this  tremendous  project  will 
be  realized. 

I  have  gone  through  the  stack  of  volumes  comprising  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
dated  June  of  this  year  and  come  to  the  following  conclusion: 

1.  That  the  project  will  be  very  important  to  the 
economy  of  the  Nation  and  to  the  Commonwealth  and 
that  it  should  be  supported. 

2.  That  essentially,  in  the  light  of  it's  economic 
importance,  its  environmental  impact  upon  the 
the  three  southwestern  Pennsylvania  counties 
which  it  will  traverse  would  be  relativity  less 
important.  Certainly  its  earth,  air,  and  water 
disruption  v/ill  be  considerably  less  than  would 
be  that  of  an  interstate  highway  along  the  seme 
route. 

3.  There  is  a  possibility  that  the  proposed  project 
could  have  a  special  economic  impact  on  southwestern 
Pennsylvania.  It  is  this  last  point  which  I 
especially  appreciate  having  you  explore  with 
emphasis  upon  the  Delmont  terminal  area  and  upon 


a  delivery  point  to  Columbia  Gas  Transmission 
Corporation  near  Canonsburg.  Precise  locations 
are  not  given. 

4.  The  biggest  expenditure  for  the  entire  project 
will  be  for  over  six  thousand  miles  of  large 
diameter-heavy  wall  pipe,  with  the  expectation 
that  this  pipe  would  be  mostly  imported  into 
the  United  States.  Scuttlebutt  has  it  that, 
our  steel  productivity  capacity  can't  handle 
this  much  production.  If  you  have  the  leads 
to  look  into  this  matter  without  arousing  local 
passions,  it  would  be  helpful. 

There  are  a  number  of  points  at  which  the  proposed  right-of-way 
would  or  could  have  a  negative  impact  on  land  use  and  which 
you  might  wish  to  explore.  These  include  the  traversing  of  two 
regional  parks  south  of  Pittsburgh  and  the  skirting  of  several 
small  communities  suburban  to  Pittsburgh,  named  in  the  attached 
notes. 

My  address  for  the  two  weeks  following  Labor  Day  will  be: 

c/o  Mr.  T.  Vincent  Kelly 
35  75th  Street 
Townsends  Inlet,  New  Jersey 

I  would  appreciate  your  sending  me  a  xerox  copy  of  what  you 
are  able  to  put  together,  to  the  above  address.  In  case  of 
rain  I  shall  start  putting  together  a  final  report. 

With  best  wishes. 


Sincerely, 

ichard  B.  Fernbach 


RBF/elr : 
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COMMONWEALTH  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 


October  1,  1975 


October  16,  1975 


**-'*J*ct:  United  States  Department  of  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  75-07-3-003 


TOi 


FROM 


In  reference  to  the  project  stated  in  the  subject  above,  the  following 
comments  are  submitted.  Based  on  the  information  available,  it  would 
appear  that  there  are  no  adverse  environmental  impacts  which  would  be 
so  severe  in  light  of  the  probable  economic  advantages  which  should 
preclude  our  cooperation  in  advancing  this  project.  These  stated 
advantages  lie  principly  in  the  supply  of  much  needed  natural  gas 
for  Pennsylvania  as  well  as  to  other  industrial  areas  in  the  Northeast 
as  well  as  to  the  potential  for  the  fabrication  of  a  major  portion  of 
the  necessary  pipe  here  in  Pennsylvania. 

The  Office  of  State  Planning  and  Development  and  the  Southwestern 
Regional  Planning  Commission  have  indicated  that  every  effort  should 
be  taken  to  relocate  the  proposed  line  still  further  south  as  it 
passes  south  of  Pittsburgh  ,  so  that  it  will  not  traverse  two  of 
Pittsburgh's  regioanl  recreational  areas,  and  also  to  avoid  an  inhibit¬ 
ing  influence  upon  the  orderly  development  of  Pittsburgh's  southern 
suburbs . 


Rosemary  White 
Project  Review  Coordinator 
Pennsylvania  State  Clearing  House 
Governor's  Office  of  the  Budget 

I  ft  ' 

Raymond  H. 

Assistant 

Governor 'sjj±nercjy  Council 


I. :  l.t  ...  . 

■I'm  S;  li ::: 

ml?l  '  pact  rtf 1  r  i.t 


.01  o  I  .ol:  t 

■  -Sc:  nt  i  dive  Director 
-  r  rr ; *  '  n  !  r.ergy  Counc  i  1 


,  Chi  ef 

■•'-<•  Is  Fiction 
i  :.i  mu  of  forestry 


P-  rrs°“-r‘-  ^  in 

r  '  "r:c\  •Cn  *"  'cre*se  basis,  // 6  acre;  of  land  will  bo  affected 

If* riles  <r'  Icr-.fth™  oh  ml]eS,(?70  acrrs)  wil1  be  throw),  woodlands, 
.r  cs  through  upland  rorests,  and  17  miles  (2-0  acris) 

chough  .nets laids  In  addition  to  the  pipeline,  one  compressor  station 

Pennsylvania? S  h  6  r° Uy  t0's'ers  <12  acr“)  will  be  constructed  in 

te  un.ssorBs---?on°r3:!t  SU*  of  the  l'roposed  pipeline,  towers  and 
nV  ;  e  ;  the  ■' t-ent  of  land  is  unavoidable.  The 

Clcari-,0  o“-r-'tinna  tL''"?ora7  short-term  effects  on  the  environment 

g^«.ja2 


Attached  are  comments  provided  to  this  office  by  the  Mineral  Section 
of  the  Bureau  of  Forestry,  Department  of  Environmental  Reources  which 
addresses  itself  to  more  specific  elements  of  the  environmental  impact 
study  with  specific  recorrenendations  as  to  where  additional  work  and/or 
clarification  would  be  indicated. 

RHH:bp 

Attachment:  Eugene  Frund,  Memo  (10/1/75) 

Bureau  of  Forestry 
Minerals  Section 


fifteracon?t^i-ioS°ofe=*  fee?  "tv  ^  reduced  to  a  Per™nent  Hgh^of  way 

rr 

*/lso  ,-ri  :h?v(orcs- as  a  reminder  of  what  is  present. 

^  pipeline  is'prcsctt^  l"»?  statlon  will  remind  many  that  a 

instructed.  aesthetics  would  be  improved  had  it  not  been 


ppd  thf  nun  r  >  V  -  U1c  proposed  pipeline  right  of  way 

C  ,  '  ,  -“IT5  describing  the  total  project,  it  would  not  be 

£  "nd  ct"  ■ent  on  Vie  complete  Environmental  Impact 


Raymond  I!:  lot 


October  1,  1975 


October  1,  1975 


The  a-,  tracl.i  cn  of  the  pi  pci  i:.'*  of  the  utmost  importance  from 

both  c  Motional  w:.d  Si>'le  level.  In  lls-  cf  a  national  emergency,  the 
pipeline  would  c.surc  tiiL  steady  flow  ef  ?!  sally  i  .  :ced  energy  source 
into  to tii  the.  ciLSt  tint  west  coasts  and  f  ,  c.  the  heartland  cf  America. 
Also,  the  beneficial  environmental  effect  incident  to  the  consumption  of 
the  r.cnpcl  luting  r.ctural  <■•-  outweighs  t1  :h: : --for"  adverse  environmental 
effects  incident  to  pipeline  und  cc ■  ;>r_- . 1  .•  station  site  construction. 

The  proposed  pip. line  will  make  avail  eel f  '  . : c  quantities  of  natural  gas 
to  home  owners  and  industry  and,  thus,  help  to  keep  alive  the  industrial 
base  which  has  made  this  nation  what  it  is. 

Areas  in  which  the  EIS  could  possibly  bo  improved  or  is  in  need 
of  additional  work  or  clarification  are  as  follows: 


1 .  State  Report 

In  the  final  draft,  in  addition  to  the  discussion  and  I 

many  explanations  of  the  pipeline  as  a  whole,  a  section  should  I 
be  incorporated  to  cover  the  environmental  impact  of  each  state  I 
along  with  a  map,  preferably  on  a  7.5  minute  topographic  base,  I 
showing  the  detailed  location  of  the  line  in  each  state.  ® 

2.  Wuith 

In  Pennsylvania,  17.4  miles  of  the  proposed  pipeline  will 
be  along  existing  pipeline  or  power  rights  of  way.  In  this 
area,  where  the  two  lines  will  be  parallel,  as  much  of  the 
existing  line  should  be  used  to  keep  the  new  land  disturbance 
to  a  minimum. 

3 

In  the  EIS,  the  proposed  width  of  the  line  is  100  feet. 

This  width  appears  to  be  too  wide  as  other  pipelines  in 
Pennsylvania  have  been  installed  using  widths  of  only  90  feet 
or  less  where  the  pipe  size  being  installed  is  of  a  larger 
diameter;  36  inches,  as  opposed  to  26  inches  in  the  proposed 
EIS. 


3.  Screen  Plantings  and  Alignments 

The  most  objectional  reasons  generally  cited  against  a 
pipeline  right  of  way  are  the  long  narrow  cuts  into  and  over 
forested  mountain  regions.  In  order  to  minimize  this  visible 
effect,  the  EIS  should  consider  the  careful  alignment  of  the 
pipeline  and  the  use  of  screen  plantings  along  the  many 
roadways  and  river  crossings. 


4.  . -ti cn 

The  use  of  the  permanent  right  of  way  can  be  made  for  the 
pi w.iiing  of  g«.;io  foods  and  hunting.  Also,  other  recreational 
use  of  the  pipeline  by  foot  trails  should  be  considered.  Has 
the  FIS  considered  a  trail  on  the  right  of  way  from 
Pennsylvania  to  Alaska? 

5.  Landslides  * 

The  location  of  the  pipeline  in  the  southwestern  part  of 
Pennsylvania  is  in  a  region  which  is  susceptible  to  landslides. 
The  LIS  should  research  this  phenomena  of  mass  wasting  in  detail 
The  pipeline  will  be  located  in  an  area  where  the  four  most 
landslide  prone  rock  formations  in  Pennsylvania  are  present. 

The  impacts  of  urbanization  in  addition  to  the  construction 
activities  of  the  pipeline  may  create  serious  geologic  hazards. 

6.  Mining 

In  Pennsylvania,  the  proposed  pipeline  will  traverse  one 
mile  (14  acres)  of  lands  which  have  been  strip  mined.  Since 
the  line  will  be  located  in  that  part  of  Pennsylvania  where 
deep  mining  is  most  prevalent,  additional  concern  and  studies 
should  be  made  to  be  sure  that  the  proposed  line  is  constructed 
far  enough  above  any  shallow  deep  mine  to  be  completely  safe. 

In  areas  of  deep  mining  which  are  questionable,  support  for 
the  pipeline  and  construction  activities  by  placing  pillars 
or  supports  within  the  mine  should  be  considered. 
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Mr.  Richard  Farnboch 
?i;«»  Two 


Southwestern  Pennsylvania 
Regional  Planning  Commission 

5«  fO.Sci  AT',  IS2I9  A»=A  COD6  412,  3914110 


Septrr.b-r  lC,  1C  75 


Ur.  Richard  Fcrcbacb 
Governor's  Office 

Office  of  State  Planning  and  Development 
Cocaoevealth  of  Pennsylvania 
Harrisburg,  Pennsylvania  17120 

f 

Dear  Dick:  '  /■ 

This  letter  responds  to  your  correspondence  dated  August  28,  1975  in 
which  you  requested  our  consents  on  the  proposed  northern  border  natural 
^ga3  transmission  line  as  it  affects  the  southwestern  Pennsylvania  region. 

As  we  previously  indicated  to  you,  we  have  reviewed  this  project  in 
January  197^  and  send  our  letter  of  connect  to  the  t/i Ilians  Brothers  Engineer¬ 
ing  Company,  Tulsa,  Giilahone.  We  have  enclosed  a  copy  of  our  letter  of  review 
for  your  consideration - 


September  lC,  1975 


,~et  the  contract  for  the  r.  aufacture  of  the  pipeline,  there  would  be  ?. 

v.-ta  sher xn  e-eorocie  inpect  within  Jo-Vuvei 'er.i  P-'r.n jylvmia  v.\i 
’  k  Wx1-  "o ' -  eclr-.V.**.  ~.e  ir.cre  - :c  in  the  -scan ly  of  r.etvre  1  gZ3  to  •.'_s 
region  and  the  resultant  increased  availability  of  energy  for  manufacture  re; 
establishments  in  this  region  would  also  be  cost  desirable,  lie  believe  tret 
the  increased  availability  of  energy  for  other  portions  of  the  northeast 
would  also  ensile  those  regions  to  continue  to  be  competitive  with  the 
Pittsburgh  area.  Over  the  long  run  we  do  not  anticipate  that  there  would 
be  a r.y  special  advantage  to  the  Pittsburgh  area  because  the  northern  border 
gas  transmission  line  terminates  at  Delnont. 

Please  contact  r.e  or  Alan  Speak  if  you  have  any  questions  on  the 
enclosed  eater ini  or  on  the  statements  contained  within  this  letter. 


Sincerely, 


Un.  R.  3-  Froehlich 
Executive  Director 


At  the  time  the  letter  was  prepared  we  were  advised  by  the  eng ine-^rir.g 
firm  that  the  corridor  width  for  the  location  of  the  natural  gas  tracrmlssiar. 
line  was  from  five  to  ten  miles  vide.  This  obviously  provided  some  difficulty 
for  us  to  be  very  specific  in  our  review  of  the  project.  However,  as  yo  vill 
note  from  the  enclosed  correspondence,  we  recommended  that  the  corridor  for 
the  pipeline  be  relocated  further  south  so  that  it  would  have  less  impact 
upon  the  urban  and  urbanizing  area 3  of  the  Pittsburgh  region.  In  our  review 
of  the  material  that  you  have  transmitted  to  us  and  the-  Alaska  natural  Coe 
Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  -  Part  V  -  Sortrern 
Border,  Volumes  I,  II  and  III,  we  find  that  the  proposed  alignment  is  such 
more  specific  at  this  time  than  it  was  when  ve  reviewed  the  project. 


Ve  note  from  the  material  describing  the  northern  border  gas  trans¬ 
mission  line  that  the  line  will  traverse  both  lingo  Creek  Park  in  ‘iashiegic- 
County  and  Round  Hill  Park  in  /ilegb any  County.  Va  believe  that  every 
consideration  sh^aiP  be  riven  to  relocatin''  the  line  so  that  it  would  net 
traverse  these  tvo  rejicnal  recreation  facilities.  rlrfrrrrorc,  vo  continue 
to  believe  that  the  g as  transmission  should  be  reconstructed  couch  of  the 
City  of  Washington  ?s  shr.-.-n  or.  the  enclosed  map  to  the  Williams  Brothers 
Engineering  firm.  r,o  os  tu  move  she  line  rvny  from  the  Pittsburgh  urban  ,\r  1 
urbanizing  &reas. 


lour  letter  cur'-: -.to  that  the  p-o pvri  project  could  a  special 

economic  Impact  ca  sos .... essern  Pennsylvania  ur.i  asks  uc  to  ctrssenf  upon  C..; 

impact.  If  the  najor  steel  manufacturing  plants  in  this  region  are  able  to 
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Enclosure 


Mr.  Hi  chore!  B.  Pcrnbrcf 
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.Scpt  -.-t.jr  is,  :  jij 


September  ifs,  1075 


Mr.  Richard  B.  Fernoach 
Office  of  Sthtc  Planning 
and  Development 
Finance  Building 
Harrisburg,  Pennsylvania  17120 

Re:  "Alaska  -  Pennsylvania"  Cas  Pipeline 

Dear  Mr.  Fcmbach: 


Initial  reaction  to  the  proposed  pipeline,  particularly  with  consideration 
of  the  present  fuel  situation,  can  only  be  one  of  high  enthusiasm.  Dot  ,IJcd 
review  of  the  proposal  highlights  a  number  of  potential  problem  areas  b:  -  c«i 
primarily  on  environmental  ar.J  public  support  implications,  which  cannot  be 
overlooked. 

From  an  economic  standpoint  the  potential  benefits  to  the  targc?t 
are  impressive.  The  present  limited  supply  of  natural  gas,  particular!;.  in 
the  Fastcm  Region,  has  begun  to  effect  industrial  growth,  increased 
availability  clearly  would  reverse  this  tr and.  Costs  of  course,  nov  so.  ^hat 
alter  impact. 

Employment  effects  for  Pcnnsy) vanians  arc  cxtreiicly  difficult  to  project 
from  aanpower  needs  specified  in  the  rate/  i.al  provided.  Construct^  •  1  /land 
recovery  efforts  as  v  eil  as  manpower  recruitment  measures  are  rrbulau...  rjir 
negative  effects  of  short  tern  concentrations  of  workers  should  be  r  r._  a  in 
this  region  clue  to  the  present  access  and  accoesodation  facilities  or  il. 
region.  Industrial  impact  of  the  tie-in  areas  can  bo  expected  to  I.::-.- 
positive  effect  due  to  land  availability  and  thm  proxinlty  to  a  large  ?  ,  ,r 
force.  Environmental  and  recreational  implications  may  well  hinder**  1.  r:  siutle 
develop: -ent. 

Consideration  of  the  public  support  for  the  pipeline  rust  bo  well 
investigated.  Present  day  reaction  of  other  energy  development  proj  -ers  .ire 
Kceting  strong  opposition  in  the  Co-OGOnwc'ilth. 

Although  detailed  speclfi  cat  ions  for  the  pipe  are  not  provided,  it  r*n 
be  assumed  tiiat  several  of  Pennsylvania's  large  fabricators  would  l-.v.-  c-»ncity 
to  produce  much  of  the  required  amount.  Trade-off  iup l i cations  -  work  .'./r 
location,  etc.,  crust  be  considered. 


Kith  additional  info  matron  i‘l  hand,  pipe  specifications  ar.J  rr;i)(  ♦ 
guidelines,  ve  would  welcome  the  opportunity  to  further  iim csiiguto  1 1-._ 
economic  i*-pl -caticas  of  ?ror*...  !  pipeline. 

I  look  forward  to  continuing  to  work  on  this  project. 

Sincerely  yours. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Office  of  the  Budget,  Bureau  of  Forestry, 

Office  of  State  Planning  and  Development,  Southwestern 
Pennsylvania  Regional  Planning  Commission,  Department  of  Commerce 
dated  October  17  6  lb,  August  28,  September  16  &  18,  1975 


1.  Comments  noted  -  no  response 

2.  Comment  noted  -  Environmental  parameter  impacts  are  covered  in 
most  instances  on  a  state  by  state  basis.  It  was  not  considered 
practical  to  restructure  the  EIS. 

3.  a.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

b.  The  100  foot  right-of-way  was  considered  necessary  by  the 
Applicant.  Environmental  impacts  described  in  the  final 
EIS  are  based  on  this  width. 

4.  Comment  noted  -  This  is  covered  on  pages  169-620  and  pages  645- 
646  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

5.  Planting  of  species  for  wildlife  food  and  cover  is  suggested  on 
page  649,  North  Border  Volume.  No  consideration  was  given  to  a 
public  trail  from  Alaska  to  Pennsylvania  since  most  of  the  pipe¬ 
line  route  traverses  private  lands  under  intensive  agricultural 
use. 

6.  The  hazards  of  landslides  in  Pennsylvania  are  recognized  on  page 
479  of  the  North  Border  Volume.  Research  of  mass  wasting  pheno¬ 
mena  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  EIS. 

7.  Comment  noted  -  our  information  indicates  the  only  known  under¬ 
ground  mines  over  which  the  proposed  route  passes  is  in  eastern 
Illinois,  page  416,  North  Border  Volume. 

8.  Impacts  to  Mingo  Creek  Park  and  Round  Hill  Park  are  covered  on  page 
588,  North  Border  Volume.  The  importance  of  rerouting  the  pipeline 
to  avoid  these  parks  is  stated  on  page  654.  The  desirability  of 
rerouting  the  pipeline  south  of  the  Pittsburgh  area  is  discussed  on 
page  652. 

9.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 


C°M 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESOURCES 


ScovU/y 


September  17,  1975 

SUBJECT:  Department  of  Environmental  Resources 
Review  and  Evaluation  of 
PSCH  No.:  75-07-3-003 

TITLE:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  -  DEIS 

LOCATION:  Alaska  to  Pennsylvania 


TO:  Rosemary  White,  Project  Coordinator 
Pennsylvania  State  Clearinghouse 


AL 


FROM:  MAURICE  K.  GODDARD 

Secretary  of  Environmental  Resources 


The  proposed  project  is  granted  conditional  clearance  provided 
that  the  attached  requirements  are  met. 


This  project  has  been  evaluated  on  the  basis  of  the  actions 
proposed  in  the  applicant's  submission.  Any  approval,  granted  or  implied, 
does  not  extend  to  any  changes  made  by  the  applicant  subsequent  to  and 
not  in  keeping  with  our  recommendations.  Any  such  changes  will  require 
a  new  submission  through  the  Pennsylvania  State  Clearinghouse. 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  RESOURCES 
SUMMARY  OF  REVIEW  AND  EVALUATION 


PSCH  No. :  75-07-3-003 


TITLE:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  -  DEIS 


DATE:  September  17,  1975 


LOCATION:  Alaska  To  Pennsylvania 


The  following  comments  are  made  based  on  the  review  and  evaluation 
of  the  submitted  project. 

1.  In  addition  to  the  environmental  impact  factors  pertaining  to  the  Water 
Resources  section  on  page  9  of  this  report,  from  a  water  supply  viewpoint, 

the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  could  have  adverse  effects 
on  Pennsylvania's  water  supply  utilities  located  in  the  Counties  of  Beaver, 
Allegheny,  Washington,  and  Westmoreland,  along  the  pipeline  proposed  route 
from  Pennsylvania's  western  border  to  terminus  at  Delmont,  Westmoreland  County. 

2.  The  utilities  in  these  Counties  have  main  transmission  lines,  service 
connections,  surface  water  intakes,  wells,  springs,  and  storage  reservoirs. 
Therefore,  close  contact  should  be  maintained  with  effected  water  supply 
utilities  in  these  areas  prior  to  and  during  pipeline  construction  operations, 
to  minimize  adverse  effects  to  water  supply  facilities  and  water  users  during 
any  excavation  or  demolition  activities  in  the  proposed  pipeline  corridor  areas. 

3.  We  recommend  that  a  thorough  study  of  the  proposed  final  alignment  be  made 
to  assure  preservation  of  ecologically  sensitive  areas  in  Pennsylvania,  and  to 
check  for  proximity  to  state*  parks  and  forests  areas. 

4.  In  reviewing  the  subject  impact  statement  (17  volumes),  the  Department 
concentrated  solely  on  the  North  Border  8ection  which  contains  the  segment 
pertaining  to  Pennsylvania. 

5.  They  noted  that  there  is  limited  acreage  involved  in  the  Pennsylvania 
segment  (approximately  700  acres  during  construction  on  a  100'  R.O.W.  and 
approximately  400  acres  of  permanent  R.O.W. ),  and  that  this  acreage  is 
neither  on  nor  in  proximity  to  either  State  forest  land  or  State  Parks'  land. 
However,  at  this  point  we  can  recognize  two  potential  problem  areas. 

A.  Three  natural  areas  inventoried  by  the  Western  Pennsylvania 
Conservancy  may  be  affected  by  the  corridor.  (Guffy  Hollow, 

Delmont  Fossil  Site,  Rimerburg  Fossil  Site). 

B.  Three  of  the  streams  crossed  in  Pennsylvania  have  been 
recognized  in  the  preliminary  draft  -  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
Inventory.  (Monongahela,  Youghiogheny,  Brush  Creek). 


Is 

I 


5 


Rosemary  White 


3 


September  17,  1975 


6.  Information  presented  in  the  Impact  Statement  does  not  delineate  a 
final  pipeline  alignment,  therefore,  we  reserve  the  right  to  evaluate  the 
final  alignment  in  terms  of  its  true  impacts. 


I 


7.  Gas  transmission  line  enters  Pennsylvania  from  West  Virginia  at  Frogtown, 
Pennsylvania  and  proceeds  eastward  across  the  Youghiogheny  River  near  the 
Allegheny-Westmoreland  County  line,  proceeds  eastward  for  another  seven  miles  I 
and  then  turns  northeast  to  the  Oakford  Gas  Storage  Field  near  Delmont, 
Pennsylvania.  Along  its  Pennsylvania  alignment  it  traverses  local  areas  of 
mine  subsidence  and  landslide  prone  materials.  Subsidence  or  disturbance  of 
the  equilibrium  of  the  slide  prone  rock  may  result  in  rupture  of  the  gas 
transmission  pipe. 


8.  The  applicant  must  submit  a  soil  and  erosion  control  plan.  The  plan 
must  Include  measures  for  minimizing  erosion  during  the  construction  and  for 
regrading  and  seeding  to  stabilize  the  area  once  construction  is  completed. 
If  the  area  to  be  cleared  at  any  one  time  is  25  acres  or  more,  a  soil  and 
erosion  control  permit  must  be  obtained  prior  to  construction. 


I 


9.  If  the  project  will  encroach  on  waters  of  the  Commonwealth,  then  an 
encroachment  permit  must  be  obtained  from  the  Bureau  of  Water  Quality 
Management  prior  to  the  start  of  construction. 

10.  An  industrial  wastes  permit  may  be  necessary  at  Delmont  for  the 
pressure  testing  water  discharges. 

11.  The  proposed  natural  gas  pipeline  would  be  of  great  benefit  to 
Pennsylvania  industry  and  domestic  users.  No  significant  or  long  range 
adverse  impact  on  the  geology  is  indicated. 

12.  The  Department  of  Environmental  Resources  retains  an  interest  in  this 
project  and  environmental  effects  encountered  or  anticipated  in  the  further 
development  of  this  project. 


I 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Pennsylvania  Dept,  of  Environmental  Resources 
dated  September  17,  1975 


1.  Comment  noted  -  no  change 

2.  Comment  noted  -  this  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Applicant  - 
no  change 

3.  Comment  noted  -  This  recommendation  is  supported  in  the  final  EIS, 
North  Border  Volume,  page  654. 

4.  Comment  noted  —  no  change 

5.  A.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  made  in  final  EIS. 

B.  The  Youghiogheny  River  is  included  in  the  Final  EIS  since  the 
segment  crossed  is  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  State  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  System.  Those  sections  of  the  Monongahela 
River  and  Brush  Creek  crossed  are  not  so  proposed. 

6.  Comment  noted  -  no  change 

7.  This  possibility  is  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume, 
pages  477-479. 

8.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  in  FEIS 

9.  Same  response  as  If 8 

10.  Same  response  as  If 8 

11.  Same  response  as  If 8 

12.  Same  response  as  If 8 


South  Dakota 

Deportment  of 

Environmental  Protection 

Pierre,  South  Dakota  57501 
Phone  (605)  224-3351 

September  19,  1975 


Roman  H.  Koenings  /?r^- — 

Project  Manager 
Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20420 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 


The  management  staff  and  appropriate  program  chiefs  in  the  South  Dakota 
Department  of  Environmental  Protection  (DEP)  have  reviewed  Part  V, 

North  Boarder,  Volumes  1  -  3,  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Only  these  volumes  deal 
directly  with  the  effects  of  the  pipeline  on  the  environment  of 
South  Dakota.  Administrative  review  indicates  that  the  five  points 
contained  in  Section  102  (c)  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act  of  1969  are  adequately  covered.  A  number  of  corrections  and  comments 
from  DEP  technical  personnel  are  noted  in  the  following  paragraphs 
and  will  hopefully  be  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS. 

Line  9  on  page  V-024,  states  that  the  proposed  route  passes  3  miles  I  I 

south  of  Aberdeen,  yet  the  map  on  page  V-022  and  subsequent  similar 
maps  show  the  route  north  of  Aberdeen. 


Section  D  on  page  V-037,  contains  a  number  of  misstatements.  Coal 
deposits  in  South  Dakota  are  insignificant  when  compared  to  North 
Dakota  and  Montana.  Coal  in  South  Dakota  is  also  of  poor  quality 
and  considered  to  be  of  little  commercial  value  at  this  time.  Also, 
substantial  coal  deposits  in  South  Dakota  are  located  only  in  the 
northwest  corner  of  the  State  and  will  not  be  crossed  by  the  proposed 
route  as  stated  in  lines  10  and  11. 
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The  first  line  on  page  V-071  states  that  construction  will  require 
about  16  months.  May  1977  to  July  1,  1979,  is  26  months.  Is  the 
16  month  construction  time  a  printed  error  or  does  it  reflect  the 
portion  of  the  26  month  period  in  which  actural  construction  takes 
place?  This  should  be  clarified. 


Stream  crossings  (V-092)  will  cause  violation  of  South  Dakota's 
Surface  Water  Quality  Standards  because  of  increased  suspended  solids 
during  actual  construction.  A  short  term  variance  from  DEP  may 
be  required  to  insure  that  appropriate  construction  measures  are  taken 
to  minimize  the  effect  of  the  violation. 

Hydrostatic  testing  procedures  (V-107  -  V-108)  will  require  large 
amounts  of  high  quality  water.  In  semi-arid  areas  such  as  northeastern 
South  Dakota,  removal  of  large  amounts  of  water  from  small  streams  or 
lakes  could  adversely  affect  the  future  uses  of  these  waters.  We 
would  appreciate  tentative  information  on  where  water  for  hydrostatic 
testing  will  be  needed  in  South  Dakota,  where  and  in  what  amounts  the 
water  will  be  discharged  in  South  Dakota,  and  expected  changes  in  test 
water  quality,  even  if  negligible. 

The  table  on  page  V-572  indicates  that  the  municipal  water  supplies  of 
Huron  and  Watertown  are  potentially  degradable  by  pipeline  construction. 
DEP  would  appreciate  detailed  information  on  the  James  River  crossing 
and  how  the  pipeline  affects  Lake  Kampeska.  DEP  could  then  assess  the 
situation  to  assure  that  the  proposed  route  is  indeed  the  best  route  for 
the  pipeline  and  that  adequate  pollution  control  measures  are  employed. 

Page  V-635  indicates  that  the  prairie  pothole  region  of  the  Dakotas 
presents  an  ecosystem  that  is  definitely  unique,  sensitive  and  probably 
threatened.  We  agree,  and  hope  to  be  assured  that  all  possible  measures 
be  taken  to  prevent  the  drainage  of  this  unique  ecosystem  by  pipeline 
construction. 

The  paragraph  on  page  V-793  contains  some  misconceptions.  Open  burning 
was  prohibited  in  municipal  "dumps"  on  July  10,  1975.  By  July  1,  1977 
all  counties  and  municipalities  in  the  State  are  required  to  have 
implemented  solid  waste  management  systems  which  would  require  the 
disposal  of  municipal  solid  waste  in  a  sanitary  landfill  that  meets 
State  regulations,  thus  virtually  eliminating  the  "open  dump". 

Line  21  on  page  V-799  states  that  the  proposed  route  will  not  affect 
potentially  irrigable  land.  The  first  stage  of  the  Oahe  Irrigation 
Project  will  irrigate  19,000  acres  of  farm  land  in  northeastern 
South  Dakota.  The  proposed  route  will  likely  cross  a  number  of  canals  and 
pipes  used  for  return  flows.  Until  this  possible  conflict  with  the 
Bureau  of  Reclamation  is  resolved,  we  feel  that  the  expected  environ¬ 
mental  effects  of  either  project  are  uncertain. 

How  will  the  surplus  material  mention  in  line  24,  page  V-956, 
be  disposed  of?  Dredge  and  fill  disposal  regulations  may  not  allow 
disposition  of  these  materials  into  adjacent  lowlands.  It  is  unlikely 
that  large  amounts  of  surplus  material  can  effectively  be  disposed 
of  by  spreading  it  over  the  land,  although  disposal  of  materials  into 
existing  abandoned  gravel  pits  may  be  a  viable  alternative. 


Equal  Oppoatuncty  Employe a 


Unless  grazing  is  controlled  on  rangeland,  revegetation  of  the  right- 
of-way  will  not  succeed  despite  other  intensive  conservation  practices 
indicated  in  line  18,  page  V-968.  An  agreement  with  the  individual 
landowner  to  fence  the  right-of-way  until  revegetation  is  complete 
should  be  considered. 

Pages  V-982  through  V-984  discuss  psssible  conflicts  with  this  Initial 
Stage  of  the  Oahe  Unit  Irrigation  Project.  It  is  imperative  that  early 
coordination  take  place  between  the  applicant  and  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  as  stated  in  line  10,  page  V-983  in  order  to  avert  future 
construction  modification  which  may  cause  environmental  changes  which 
are  not  presently  considered  in  the  EIS  of  either  project.  It  appears 
as  if  the  West  Main  Canal  and  the  design  of  each  pipeline  and  each 
lateral  would  have  to  be  modified.  The  final  EIS  should  not  be  issued 
until  this  problem  is  adequately  resolved. 

Line  6,  page  V-983,  the  word  "State"  should  read  "Stage".  What 
chemicals  are  to  be  applied  to  the  right-of-way  as  indicated  in  line 
9,  page  993?  Are  there  others  in  addition  to  those  listed  on  page  V- 
1008?  South  Dakota  will  have  an  operational  disposal  site  for  toxic 
and  hazardous  wastes  and  their  containers  by  the  proposed  construction 
date. 

Line  7,  page  V-994,  the  word  "despoits"  should  read  "deposits". 
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Line  17,  page  V-1395,  and  line  10  on  the  following  page  indicate  that  NOx  I; 
emission  will  exceed  South  Dakota's  standards.  The  air  quality  regulations^ 
of  the  state  have  been  rewritten  and  will  soon  be  approved.  These  I  J. L* 

regulations  will  eliminate  NO  emission  standards.  A  copy  of  the  final  C 

air  regulations  will  be  forwarded  to  you  following  their  final  approval.  ij 


Following  an  analysis  of  the  proposed  route  and  the  alternative  routes, 
DEP  believes  that  the  proposed  route  will  best  benefit  South  Dakota 
with  a  minimum  of  adverse  environmental  effects.  A  summary  of  the 
reasons  follow.  Line  1  Alternative  Route  will  have  the  same  impact 
as  the  Proposed  Route.  Line  2  Alternative  Route  would  have  the  most 
severe  environmental  impact  in  South  Dakota.  It  traverses  several 
miles  of  highly  erodable  soil  in  western  South  Dakota.  It  Involves 
more  major  river  crossings,  affects  larger  population  centers,  and  does 
not  assure  delivery  of  natural  gas  to  South  Dakota  as  a  trade-off  for 
the  environmental  costs  incurred. 

Although  line  3  Alternative  Route  crosses  throughonly  a  short  part  of 
northeast  South  Dakota,  several  critical  areas  are  affected  which  are 
mentioned  on  pages  V-1493  and  V-1494.  Impacts  on  potholes  and  wet¬ 
lands  may,  in  fact,  be  more  severe  than  on  the  proposed  route.  Again 
there  is  no  assurance  of  a  gas  delivery  station  in  South  Dakota  from 
line  3. 


Paragraph  3,  page  V-1002  describes  possible  adverse  effects  of 
trenching  on  pothole  drainage.  Since  abundant  waterflow  is  considered 
an  important  part  of  the  prairie  pothole  region  ecology,  we  want  to  be 
assured  that  every  effort  be  made  to  mitigate  drainage  of  these  areas. 

Line  23,  page  V-1003  indicates  that  withdrawal  of  hydrostatic  test 
water  may  impact  municipal  water  supplies.  I  would  like  to  repeat  the 
request  made  earlier  in  this  letter  to  supply  us  with  locations  and 
amounts  of  water  used  and  discharged  by  this  testing  procedure. 

Fuel  storage  sites  (page  V-1006)  should  be  diked  near  lakes  and  streams 
to  eliminate  the  effects  of  a  large  spill  on  water  quality. 

"By  the  second  year  after  construction,  the  potholes  should  again  have 
regained  their  previous  wildlife  potential"  (Line  13,  page  V-1079). 

This  statement  is  preceeded  by  seven  "If's".  What  would  be  a  more 
realistic  reclamation  time  schedule?  If  only  one  of  the  seven  necessary 
conditions  were  not  met,  permanent  drainage  of  some  areas  would  occur. 

Water  quality,  as  discussed  on  pages  V-1315  through  V-1317,  is  considered 
an  important  part  of  South  Dakota's  natural  environment.  Compliance 
with  South  Dakota's  Surface  Water  Quality  Standards  is  mandatory  and 
compliance  with  them  will  assist  in  avoiding  environmental  degradation. 
The  means  of  mitigation  mentioned  in  this  section  can  be  effectively 
used  to  control  water  pollution  and  should  be  incorporated  into  the 
applicant's  contruction  plans. 


Lines  4,5,  and  6  Alternative  Routes  would  have  little  or  no  effect  on 
the  environment  of  South  Dakota,  but  that  the  trade-off  of  receiving 
natural  gas  for  use  in  the  state  would  compensate  for  the  environmental 
effects  expected  from  the  proposed  route.  Natural  gas  has  been,  and 
will  continue  to  be,  the  major  home  heating  source  in  this  part  of  rural 
America.  With  the  expected  cutback  of  natural  gas  and  petroleum  supplies 
from  Canada,  this  alternative  source  of  energy  cannot  be  discounted  in 
favor  of  relatively  minor  evnironmental  impacts. 


The  42-inch  System  would  affect  the  environment  in  a  manner  similar 
to  the  proposed  route  with  the  exception  of  producing  substantially 
more  erosion  and  stream  sedimentation.  This  factor,  plus  the  excess 
land  required  for  the  construction  and  permanent  rights-of  way,  render 
this  route  more  unsatisfactory  than  the  proposed  route. 
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In  conclusion,  the  South  Dakota  Department  of  Environmental  Protection 
would  like  to  commend  the  EIS  Task  Force  for  the  high  quality  Impact 
Statement  which  it  has  produced.  Considering  the  massiveness  of  the 
project  and  its  environmental  implications,  an  excellent  job  has  been 
done  In  gathering  and  analyzing  data,  the  result  of  which  is  a  number 
of  recommendations  for  mitigation  of  adverse  environmental  impacts. 
Hopefully,  the  corrections  and  comments  which  are  herein  submitted  to 
the  EIS  Task  Force  will  be  incorporated  into  the  final  EIS  and  the 
actual  construction  of  the  project. 


Thank  you  for  providing  us  with  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
EIS.  Please  contact  us  if  we  can  assist  you  in  this  matter. 


Sincerely 


•Secretary 

/ironmental  Protection 


cc:  Dan  Bucks,  Bureau  of  Planning 
Mark  Steichen 
Richard  Howard 
Jim  Bohls 
Robert  Pipe 
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Response  to  comments  received 
from  South  Dakota  Department  of 
Environmental  Protection 
dated  19  September  1975 


1.  The  map  on  page  3  of  the  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume,  has  been 
corrected  to  show  the  proposed  pipeline  route  south  of  Aberdeen. 

2.  Suggested  changes  have  been  made  on  page  9,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 

3.  This  is  clarified  on  pages  31-32,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

4.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

It  appears  the  Applicant  may  need  to  apply  to  the  DEP  for  a  short¬ 
term  variance  concerning  South  Dakota's  Surface  Water  Quality 
Standards. 

5.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  source  of  water  for  hydrostatic  testing  procedures  has  not 
been  determined.  See  pages  54-55  and  610-611,  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 

6.  The  requested  information  will  not  be  available  until  the  final 
pipeline  route  is  selected  and  additional  on-site  investigations 
are  conducted.  See  pages  326-327  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

7.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
See  page  354-355  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

8.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
The  paragraph  Is  describing  the  typical  land  disposal  facilities 
along  the  entire  North  Border  pipeline  route  and  not  South  Dakota 
specifically.  See  page  408,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

9.  This  sentence  has  been  deleted  In  the  Final  EIS.  Bureau  of  Re¬ 
clamation  projects  are  discussed  on  pages  411-412,  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 

10.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Disposal  of  surplus  trench  material  is  discussed  on  pages  610 
and  644,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

11.  Mitigation  measures  concerning  revegetation  are  discussed  on  pages 
615-617  and  645-646  of  the  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS.  Com- 
ment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


176 


12.  The  final  centerline  of  the  pipeline  has  not  been  selected. 
Therefore,  it  is  possible  that  minor  route  adjustments  may 
eliminate  any  crossing  of  the  Oahe  Unit  Irrigation  Project. 
However,  if  this  Oahe  Unit  Irrigation  Project  is  crossed  by 
the  pipeline,  negotiations  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and 
the  irrigation  water  users  by  the  Applicant  will  include  mea¬ 
sures  to  minimize  adverse  impacts.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  Projects 
are  discussed  on  pages  494-496  of  the  North  Border  Volume, 

Final  EIS  while  mitigating  measures  are  discussed  on  pages 
605-606  and  614. 

13.  Correction  was  made  on  page  495,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

14.  Chemicals  which  may  be  applied  to  the  right-of-way  are  discussed 
on  pages  507-508,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS.  To  the  best  of 
our  knowledge  this  is  a  complete  listing  of  chemicals  which  may 
be  applied  to  the  right-of-way. 

15.  Suggested  change  has  been  made  on  page  501,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 

16.  Mitigation  measures  are  discribed  on  pages  605,  606,  643,  646  and 
648  of  the  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

17.  Refer  to  response  to  comment  //5. 

18.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Impacts  from  fuel  spills  are  discussed  on  page  507  while  miti¬ 
gating  measures  are  discussed  on  pages  605,  644  and  645,  North 
Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

19.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Deportment  of  Gome,  fish  ond  Porks 

Pierre.  South  Dakota  57501  •  Phone  224-3387 


October  31,  1975 


Division  of  Administration 


Environmental  Impact  Statement  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  DC  20240 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

Gentlemen: 

As  a  general  statement  it  is  felt  by  this  Department  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  has  addressed  the  identifiable  problems.  The  recommendations  pre¬ 
sented  seem  to  be  of  a  nature  that  would  offset  or  minimize  the  adverse  effects 
such  a  transport  system  would  hdve  on  recreational  and  wildlife  values  and  the 
countryside  in  general. 

Since  the  exact  route  of  the  pipeline  is  yet  to  be  determined,  we  cannot  be 
overly  precise  in  estimating  the  potential  losses  and  offsetting  mitigation 
measures  that  would  ultimately  be  required.  We  would  expect  an  option  to 
provide  for  additional  corrective  action,  if  the  general  recommendations 
presented  fail  to  provide  solutions  to  specific  environmental  problems  on  the 
route. 

The  Department  staff  has  made  special  note  of  several  items  of  the  DES.  They 
follow. 


20.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Mitigating  measures  are  discussed  on  page  644-645  of  the  North 
Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

21.  Reference  to  exceeding  South  Dakota's  air  quality  standards  was 
deleted  on  page  685,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS.  However, 
one  reference  was  inadvertently  left  in  the  Final  EIS. 

22.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

23.  The  Applicant  has  amended  his  application  to  change  the  proposed 
pipeline  from  a  48-inch  to  a  42-inch  system. 


V-1070  lines  5-15:  The  sealing  of  wetlands  and  potholes  traversed 

is  of  paramount  importance.  We  would  insist 
that  the  seal  be  restored  and  that  any  lost 
values  be  replaced  as  per  V-1326-2. 

1-372  para  2:  The  hydrostatic  testing  of  the  pipeline  re- 

V-999  para  5:  quires  a  considerable  volume  of  water  and 

possesses  a  potential  threat  to  aquatics 
and  wetland  wildlife  if  in  meeting  this  demand 
local  water  tables,  flows  or  reserve  in  im¬ 
poundments  are  over  taxed. 


EIS  Task  Force 
October  31,  1975 
Page  2 


V-971-c,  V-1275-1284 : 


V-1237  para  2, 
V-1326-2,  V-1397  b: 


V-1224-1227: 


V-1261-3: 


The  several  factors  related  to  discharges  of 
the  fluid  upon  completion  of  the  test  must  be 
addressed  so  as  to  protect  against  contamin¬ 
ation  of  the  natural  resources.  The  increased 
scouring  of  the  receiving  stream  should  be 
held  to  a  minimum  by  controlled  releases. 

The  182  mile  corridor  crossing  northeastern 
South  Dakota  will  pose  many  erosion  problems. 

We  are  particulary  concerned  and  will  insist 
that  ditch  erosion,  stream  crossing,  top  soil 
and  revegetation  all  be  handled  in  a  manner 
that  will  not  cause  any  degradation  of  the 
environment . 

Compressor  stations  that  are  located  near 
waterfowl  and  wildlife  areas  will  have  to  be 
muffled  to  levels  that  are  tolerable  by  hunters 
and  waterfowl  using  the  area.  Any  reduced 
public  and  waterfowl  usage  resulting  from 
operating  compressors  would  need  to  be  re¬ 
placed  as  per  V-1326-2. 

Nitrogen  oxides  emitted  from  compressor  sta¬ 
tions  may  be  adversely  significant  on  aquatics 
and  small  mammals.  An  effort  to  monitor  this 
within  the  six  mile  radius  of  N0X  influence 
should  become  part  of  the  project. 

Aerial  survey  of  the  line  at  time  of  high  water- 
fowl  concentration  should  be  avoided.  The  dan¬ 
ger  here  is  more  to  the  surveyor  than  to  the 
flock.  Two  potential  problems  exist: 

a.  A  low  flying  plane  disturbs  waterfowl  and 
those  who  are  in  the  act  of  hunting  them. 
Some  irrational  hunters  shoot  at  planes. 

b.  Waterfowl  colliding  with  aircraft  can 
actually  bring  them  down. 
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Where  state  or  local  wildlife  or  recreation  areas  are  determined  by  the  managing 
agency  to.  have,  losses  from  pipeline  construction  or  operation,  to  the  purpose 
for  which  the  land  was  acquired,  additional  land  should  be  acquired  and  develope 


EIS  Task  Force 
October  31,  1975 
Page  3 


of  the  compensation  land  to  be  agreed  by  the  managi^g^gencj!* 
Sincerely, 


DEPARTMENT  OF  GAME,  FISH  AND  PARKS 
John  Popowski,  Secretary 


LFT:lil 


CC:  Art  Wilner 

State  Planning  Bureau 


Rolf  Wallenstrom 

D.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  South  Dakota  Department 
of  Game,  Fish  and  Parks 
dated  October  31,  1975 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  See  pages  536-537  and  650  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Refer  to  pages  54-55,  501  and  610-611,  North  Border 
Volume. 

3.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Mitigating  measures  are  discussed  on  pages  608-612, 
614-619  and  644-646  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

4.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Noise  impacts  and  mitigating  measures  concerning  noise 
are  discribed  on  pages  596-602,  612  and  664-667,  North  Border 
Volume. 

5.  The  section  on  air  quality  impacts  has  been  rewritten,  see 
pages  590-595,  North  Border  Volume.  Air  Quality  mitigation 
measures  are  discussed  on  pages  662-664,  North  Border  Volume. 

6.  Suggested  change  has  been  made  on  page  607.  North  Border 
Volume . 

7.  See  response  #1. 


Tennessee 


STATE  OF  TENNESSEE 

OFFICE  OF  URBAN  AND  FEDERAL  AFFAIRS 

SUITE  108  •  PARKWAY  TOWERS  BUILDING  •  NASHVILLE  37219  •  615-741-2714 


AY  BLANTON 


WASHINGTON  Bl'TLER.  JR. 

October  24,  1975  Wrw,°' 


EIS  Task  Force 
Room  1538 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
18th  6  C  Streets,  N.  W. 

Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

Dear  Sirs: 

This  office,  as  the  officially  designated  State  Clearinghouse,  is  conducting  a 
review  of  the  subject  draft  EIS  which  considers  a  proposal  submitted  by  the 
Arctic  Gas  System. 

Enclosed  are  pertinent  comments  submitted  by  the  Tennessee  Wildlife  Resources 
Agency,  the  independent  State  agency  responsible  for  protecting  and  maintaining 
fish  and  wildlife  resources  in  Tennessee. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  proposal.  We,  or 
other  reviewing  authorities,  may  wish  to  comment  further  at  a  later  time.  If 
this  office,  as  the  State  Clearinghouse,  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  feel 
free  to  contact  us. 

Sincerely, 

|  Stephen  H.  Norris 
Grant  Review  Coordinator 

SHN:  mn 

Enclosure 


Mr.  Stephen  H.  Norris 

Grant  Review  Coordinator 

Office  of  Urban  and  Federal  Affairs 

Suite  108 

Parkway  Towers  3uilding 
Nashville,  Tennessee  37219 

Re:  DEIS,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Dear  Mr.  Norris: 

The  Tennessee  Wildlife  Resources  Agency  has  reviewed  the  subject  project 
proposal  and  submits  the  following  relative  comments. 

An  proposed,  this  project  will  impact  the  mid-continental  waterfowl  produc¬ 
tion  areas,  specifically  the  southern  portion  of  the  prime  nesting  area 
in  the  glaciated  part  of  the  Mined  Grass  Prairie  Region  in  the  Central  and 
Mississippi  Flyways.  Many  of  the  migratory  waterfowl  passing  through  or 
wintering  in  Tennessee  originate  in  this  valuable  wildlife  area.  Past 
developments  in  the  area  have  resulted  in  draining  much  of  the  wetlands, 
to  the  detriment  of  nesting  waterfowl,  and  have  thus  increased  substantially 
the  value  of  the  remaining  areas  for  waterfowl. 

TWRA  would,  therefore,  strongly  encourage  the  project  planners  to  exert 
efforts  to  protect  the  following  types  of  wildlife  areas  from  detrimental 
impacts  associated  with  project: 

1.  Wetlands,  particularly  those  considered 

by  local  biologists  as  having  or  potentially 
having  prime  waterfowl  production  qualities. 

2.  Streams  which  are  recognized  as  having  a  good 
potential  for  fish  and  fish  food  production 
areas. 
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TWRA  assumes  that  local  fish  and  wildlife  biologists  are  having  an  input 
into  planning  which  considers  migratory  and  non-migratory  wildlife  species. 
These  comments  are,  therefore,  primarily  directed  toward  preserving  the 
habitat  of  those  species  exhibiting  migratory  habits. 

Sincerely, 

Harvey  Bray,  Executive  Director 
Tennessee  Wildlife  Resources  Agency 

Larry  E.  Safley,  Environmental  Planner 
Planning  &  Environmental  Resources  Division 


Mr.  Stephen  H.  Norris 
Page  -  2 

October  23»  1975 


I£S/ss 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Tennessee  Office  of  Urban  and  Federal  Affairs 
dated  October  24,  1975 


Comment  noted.  Impacts  to  wildlife  including  migratory 
waterfowl  is  covered  on  pages  533-552,  Final  EIS,  North 
Border  Volume.  Mitigation  measures  proposed  by  the  Applicant 
are  covered  on  pages  646-651  with  evaluations  and  additional 
measures  suggested  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  These 
measures  include  recommendations  that  local  biologists  partic¬ 
ipate  in  final  route  selection  and  mitigating  measures. 

These  comments  will  be  included  in  the  Public  Record  of 
Comments. 


Washington 

ASHIIVCJDN  5 TATE 

ll'GHWAY  COMMISSION 

PARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 

Adminntr«tion  Building 

ympii .  Waanmgton  98504  (SOB)  753-6003 


Daniel  I.  Evans  -Governor 
C  H.  Andrews  -  Director 


October  24,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System 

Draft  Environmental  Statement 


Gentlemen: 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  and  have  some  concern  about  the 
projects'  possible  impacts  on  State  highways.  The  capital  investment  in 
State  highways  must  be  protected,  therefore,  the  following  impacts  must 
be  considered: 

1.  The  impact  of  increased  traffic  during  project  construction. 

Increased  truck  traffic  and  possible  over-legal  loads  could 
have  severe  impacts  on  the  structural  integrity  of  the  highway. 

2.  Construction  of  the  pipeline  under  the  highway,  either  by 
tunneling  or  ditching,  could  damage  the  subgrade  of  the  highway 
and  lead  to  settlement  and/or  drainage  problems. 

3.  Traffic  delays  caused  by  pipeline  construction  will  increase 
road  user  costs.  Delays  will  also  cause  increased  fuel  usage 
and  commit  extra  fuel  resources  to  the  project. 

4.  Costs  incurred  by  this  Department  because  of  pipeline  construc¬ 
tion  should  be  compensated  by  the  pipeline  project. 

During  the  detailed  design  phase  of  the  project,  the  above  Impacts  must  be 
considered.  Early  coordination  with  this  Department  during  the  design 
phase  is  essential  in  order  to  assess  any  adverse  impacts.  This 
coordination  will  also  expose  any  problems  and  allow  negotiation  of  an 
acceptable  resolution  for  all  parties  concerned. 


EIS  Task  Force 


October  24,  1975 


Any  questions  concerning  the  above  comments  should  be  directed  to 
Mr.  R.  B.  Davidson,  Planning,  Research  and  State  Aid,  Highway  Admini¬ 
stration  Building;  Olympia,  Washington  98504. 

Please  forward  one  copy  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  when  the  statement  is  completed. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  information. 

Sincerely, 

G.  H.  ANDREWS 
Director  of  Highways 

By:  H.  R.  GOFF 

Assistant  Director  for 
Planning,  Research  and  State  Aid 


HRG:eh 

RA/RBD 

cc:  R.  C.  Schuster 
W.  R.  Horning 


iker  Ferguson,  Chairman 
Walla  Walla 


A  H  Porker  Howard  Sorensen 

Bremerton  Ellrniburg 


Virginia  K  Gunhy 
Seattle 


Julia  Butler  Hansen 

Cathlamet 


Harold  I.  Bouiac 
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Response  to  comments  received 
from  Washington  State  Highway  Commission 
dated  October  24,  1975 


Impacts  and  mitigatory  measures  are  discussed  on  pages  238-242  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Volume  and  pages  296  and  pages  315-316  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume.  Stipulations  are  not  included  in  the  EIS. 


West  Virginia 


r/nn  vir.ciwiA  depart:,  ekt  or  .higksays 

1900  Washington  Ttieot,  East 

Cil.ilKt'Vl,  V  iWf.-ii.  WILLIAMS  RITCHIE.  JM 

252Q5  "  commiss*  oven 


October  8,  1^75 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  West  Virginia  Department  of  Highways 
dated  October  8,  1975 


Comment  noted  -  no  response. 


Mr.  Rob.  n  W.  Wirgau,  Executive  Director 
H-H-J  'Jetvopol  j  toil  Planning  Commission 
814  A-Kiis  Street 
S'  ci 'l  «■;  /. 


Dear 


\  i  rgau : 


Re:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transmission  System 
Pipeline;  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

This  is  in  reference  to  your  notice  of  September  5,  1975  concerning 
the  above  designated  subject. 

Based  upon  the  information  available,  v.e  would  assume  that  the  subject 
pipeline  would  haw  in.  lour.-  r.  ngc  a^wr-'?  ni,.ect  on  the  highway  svptc’u  in 
your  region,  fcb  appivciate  your  advising  the  Department  of  this  matter  so 
that  we  could  reply  to  it. 


dSJ :  J'.p 
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STATE  Ol 


lEST  VIRGINIA 


OFFiCE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 


Arch  A.  Moore.  Jr 

Governor 


OFFICE  OF  THE  GOVERNOR 

CHARLESTON  2S30S 

October  30,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenigs 
Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Re:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  Part  5,  the 
Northern  Border  Proposal,  Volumes  1,  2,  and  3 

Dear  Mr.  Koenigs: 

After  reviewing  the  comments  submitted  to  me  by  the  West  Virginia 
Department  of  Natural  Resources  and  various  State  and  regional  agencies 
concerning  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  proposed 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  I  feel  that  the  proposed ^ 
route  will  not  have  any  serious  long-term  effects  on  West  Virginia  s 
environment. 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  compliment  the  task 
force  on  the  preparation  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
as  it  seems  to  be  comprehensive  and  adequately  covers  the  significant 
environmental  factors.  However,  in  West  Virginia,  each  environmentally 
sensitive  area,  stream  crossing,  critical  wildlife  habitat  component, 
or  natural  area  has  individual  characteristics  that  should  be  taken 
into  consideration  before  final  design  phase.  I  cannot  emphasize  the 
importance  of  judicious  route  selection  and  the  proper  coordination 
with  the  appropriate  State  agencies  on  a  case  by  case  basis  concerning 
the  necessary  resource  salvation  measures. 

In  the  preparation  of  your  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

I  urge  you  to  consider  the  following  specific  comments. 

(1)  1.1. 3. 6  Construction  Procedures;  2.  Road  and  Site  Clear-  ■ 

ings.  Pages  V-077  to  V-080  --  Stringent  soil  erosion  and  ■  / 

sedimentation  controls  are  urged  for  road  and  right-of-way  I 
clearing  and  construction.  • 
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(2)  9.  Specific  Construction  Techniques;  (d)  Stream 
Crossings,  Pages  V-092  to  V-097  —  Recommend 
construction  during  low  flow  periods  and  expeditious 
completion  once  in  stream  activity  has  started. 
Excavated  material  removed  from  trenches  should  not 
be  deposited  in  wetland  areas  or  other  high  quality 
habitats. 

(3)  1.1. 3.8  Future  Plans;  2.  Site  Restoration,  Page 
V-132  —  Any  natural  rejuvenation  of  the  pipeline 
right-of-way  after  initial  construction  could  be 
negated  by  the  proposed  equipment  salvage  operations. 
It  is  thought  that  site  restoration  in  the  Eastern 
Broadleaf  Forest  Region  could  best  be  accomplished 
by  letting  Nature  take  her  course  through  normal 
plant  succession,  rather  than  by  disrupting  existing 
vegetation  on  the  right-of-ways,  borrow  areas,  roads, 
etc. 

(4)  2.1. 3. 5  Water  Resources;  A.  Surface  Waters;  3.  Ohio 
River  Basin;  (c)  West  Virginia  and  Pennsylvania, 

Page  V-544  —  Two  West  Virginia  streams  that,  will 

be  crossed  by  the  proposed  pipeline  are  classified  by 
the  Department  of  Natural  Resources  as  "High  Quality 
Streams",  the  Ohio  River  and  Buffalo  Creek.  High 
Quality  Streams  are  those  that  offer  significant  and 
even  irreplaceable  fish,  wildlife  and  recreational 
resources  and  their  husbandry  is  of  vital  concern  to 
this  Department.  Therefore,  prior  to  construction, 
the  project  plans,  sedimentation  controls  and  possible 
mitigation  measures  should  be  coordinated  with  the 
Wildlife  Resources  Division. 


z 
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(5) 


Figure  2.1. 3.7-5;  Pages  V-689  and  V-690  —  Reference 
made  to  olive  sucker  as  a  fish  species  of  state  con¬ 
cern  to  West  Virginia  is  believed  incorrect.  The  fish 
in  question  is  probably  the  blue  sucker  (Cycleptus 
elongatus ) . 


I 


(6)  A.  Effects  on  Surface  Water;  1.  Increased  Turbidity 

and  Sediment  Load;  a.  Causes  of  Increase,  Page  V-995  -- 
The  statement  "The  impact  of  erosive  runoff  on  receiv¬ 
ing  streams  and  impoundments  will  be  effected  more  by 
the  capacity  of  these  bodies  of  water  to  transport 
sediment  than  by  the  quantities  of  soil  released."  is 
questionable  and  needs  clarification.  The  solution 
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to  soil  erosion  and  sedimentation  is  not  the  rapid 
dispersal  of  suspended  sediment  and  dissolved  solids 
by  fast  flowing  streams. 

(7)  b.  Impacts  of  Increase;  Page  V-1000  —  It  is  extremely 
doubtful  if  a  normal  storm  generates  turbidity  and 
sediment  loads  of  the  magnitude  induced  by  a  major 

in  stream  construction  project. 

(8)  4.  Effects  on  Water  Quality;  c.  Degradation  from 
Spills,  Dumps  and  Chemical  Applications,  Page  V-1006 
--  Only  insecticides  and  herbicides  registered  by 
EPA  and  appropriate-state  agencies  should  be  author¬ 
ized  for  application. 

(9)  3. 1.3. 7  Wildlife  —  The  impact  of  the  proposed  pipe¬ 
line  on  aquatic  and  terrestrial  wildlife  species  in 
West  Virginia  appears  to  be  adequately  discussed  by 
the  DEIS.  On  page  V-1109,  reference  was  made  to  the 
tonguetied  minnow  (Exoglossum  laurae)  as  possibly 
occurring  in  stream  segments  affectod  by  construction. 
This  species  is  known  to  occur  in  the  Cheat  River  and 
possibly  other  high  gradient  tributaries  of  the  Monon- 
gahela  but  is  presumed  not  indigenous  to  Brooke  County. 

(10)  The  fact  that  the  proposed  pipeline  route  cuts  across 

a  proposed  impoundment  on  Buffalo  Creek  above  KcKinley- 
ville  in  Brooke  County;  thus,  it  would  be  possible  that 
it  would  be  necessary  to  go  back  and  weight  the  pipeline 
against  flotation. 
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In  the  light  of  this  nation's  growing  shortage  of  natural  gas,  I 
-would  urge  that  you  proceed  with  the  construction  of  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Pipeline  along  the  Northern  Border  route  without  further  delay. 
However,  serious  consideration  should  be  given  to  the  transporting  of 
natural  gas  and  gasified  coal  from  West  Virginia  and  Eastern  fields  to 
supplement  possible  shortcomings  of  the  estimated  Alaskan  natural  gas 
reserves . 

If  I  can  be  of  further  service  to  you  in  this  matter,  please  do  not 
hesitate  in  contacting  me. 

Sincerely^ 

ARCH  A.  MOOR: 

GOVERNOR 


AAMJr :ms 

cc:  Ira  S.  Latimer 

Robert  W.  Wirgau 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  State  of  West  Virginia,  Office  of  the  Governor 
dated  October  30,  1975 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Soil  impacts  are  discussed  on  pages  479-480,  485-487,490  and 
493-500  of  the  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS.  Mitigating 
measures  concerning  soils  are  described  on  pages  608-610,  615 
and  644  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Stream  crossing  mitigating  measures  are  discussed  on  pages  605, 
611,  617-618,  643  and  644  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

3.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

4.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Mitigation  measures  are  discussed  on  pages  605-606,  608-612, 
614-619  and  643-646  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

5.  Comment  was  noted  but  the  correction  was  inadvertently  not  made 
in  the  Final  EIS.  See  page  502,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

6.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

7.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

8.  The  applicant  will  comply  with  applicable  Federal  and  State 
laws  and  regulations.  See  page  605  of  the  final  North  Border 
Volume . 

9.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
See  page  551,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

10.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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LOCAL 

Alaska 

Phone:  (907)  424-3237 
or  424-3238 


CITY  OF  CORDOVA 

Box  /Z/0 

CORDOVA,  ALASKA  99574 

"The  Friendly  City  " 

July  29.  1975 


Reply  to: 


ElS  Task  porce 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington  D.C.  20402 

Gentlemen : 

The  citizens  and  the  local  government  officials  (i.e.  City 
Council,  Mayor,  City  Itanager .  etc.)  vish  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  advise  your  committee  of  our  feelings  on  the  matter  of  the 
natural  gas  pipeline. 

It  is  the  studied  opinion  of  the  majority  of  our  citizens 
that  the  natural  gas  pipeline  is  vitally  needed,  not  only  by 
people  in  the  lower  48  states,  but  by  people  living  in  Alaska. 

It  is  almost  unanimous  that  the  peoole  of  this  area  support 
an  All-Alaska  gas  pipeline.  It  is  felt  that  this  would  be  both 
loeicallv  and  econonicallv  sound  reasonin®  ar  this  nm'nr  in  rimp 
both  in  growth  potential  ar.d  energy  conservation  at  its  best. 
While  we  are  sure  there  are  arguments  for  both  sides  that  have 
merit,  it  is  felt  that  it  would  be  a  mis take. to  even  consider 
taking  the  gas  pipeline  through  a  foreign  country  under  present 
conditions  in  the  world  political  picture. 

The  citizens  of  the  Cordova  area  hereby  request  the  federal 
government  to  deny  any  and  all  permits  to  any  firm  or  company 
requesting  permission  to  take  energy  (gas)  through  any  foreign 
country.  It  would  make  much  better  economic  sense  to  contain  this 
energy  (gas)  source  entirely  within  our  own  borders. 

We  trust  that  this  information  will  provide  you  with  the 
feeling  of  this  area  of  Alaska  regarding  the  routing  for  the 
natural  gas  pipleine  .  We  will  be  anxiously  waiting  for  your 
decision  on  this  matter  which  is  so  vital  to  our  entire  country, 
and  trust  that  your  feelings  will  coincide  with  our  own  for  the 
benefit  of  our  area  and  Alaska  and  the  country  in  general. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  City  of  Cordova 
dated  July  29,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Sincerely , 

Mark  E .  Kazaz 
City  Manager 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Fairbanks,  Alaska 
September  28  and  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  William  B.  Morrice 
representing 
City  of  Valdez 


23 

24 

25 


MR.  MORRICE; 

Thank  you.  My  name  is  WILLIAM  B.  MORRICE,  I  am  Port 
Director  for  the  City  of  Valdez. 
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Gentlemen,  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
you  this  morning.  The  City  of  Valdez,  Alaska,  presently 
experiencing  and  adequately  coping  with,  the  full  impact  of 
a  major  pipeline  and  marine  terminal  construction  project, 
wishes  to  express  a  consensus  of  opinion  AGAINST  the  grant¬ 
ing  of  right-of-way  permits  to  allow  transportation  of 
natural  gas  from  Alaska  to  a  pipeline  routing  through 
Canada . 

At  this  time  we  wish  also  to  enter  our  strong  support  for 
full  consideration  of  the  alternate  routing  from  Prudhoe  Bay 
to  Valdez,  including  liquefaction  of  the  gas  and  further 
transport  via  LNG  tankers  from  a  marine  terminal  in  the 
vicinity  of  Point  Gravina  or  other  suitable  marine  facility 
in  the  Valdez  area. 

* 

The  City  of  Valdez  does  not  have  the  staff  ability  to  fully 
analyze  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  under  con¬ 
sideration  in  this  hearing.  We  wish  therefore  to  limit  our 
statement  to  positive  facts  based  upon  actual  experience  in 
regard  to  conditions  upon  which  the  draft  has  given  comment. 

* 

Actual  signing  of  the  permit  for  construction  of  the  AlyesKa 
oil  pipeline  found  the  City  of  Valdez  with  a  population  of 
1193  and  no  available  funding  to  allow  advance  impact  pre¬ 
paration.  Funds  allocated  from  State  of  Alaska  Impact 
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little  overall  delay,  with  the  City  surviving  with  no  major 
disasters  but  many  traumatic  happenings. 

* 

At  the  present  we  do  not  claim  to  have  resolved  all  diffi¬ 
culties,  for  the  principal  reason  that  the  City  government 
and  administration  does  not  intend  to  be  left  with  a  high 
level  of  support  for  services  that  it  cannot  economically 
maintain.  A  complete  census  tally  by  a  University  of 
Alaska  team  in  cooperation  with  City  administration  develop¬ 
ed  an  accurate  population  count  on  July  31,  1974,  of  6,670 
persons.  School  enrollment  is  at  a  total  of  875  but  all 
teachers  and  staff  have  housing  and  classroom  space  is 
adequate,  although  double=shif ting  in  the  lower  grades  is 
necessary.  An  increase  in  population  in  cities  such  as 
Fairbanks  and  Anchorage  of  twenty  to  forty  percent  can  be 
partially  absorbed  —  an  increase  of  500%  in  a  small  city 
is  beyond  absorption.  However,  we  can  now  show  the  follow¬ 
ing  achievements: 

Six  million  dollars  in  sewer  improvements,  including  up¬ 
grading  of  collectors,  addition  of  interceptors  and  lift 
stations  and  construction  of  an  eighty  acre  sewerage  lagoon 
treatment  system  is  nearing  completion.  Most  of  this  pro¬ 
ject  received  87*5%  Federal  assistance  and  12*3%  State  aid. 
However,  in  areas  that  opened  new  land  for  development,  the 
City  received  only  assistance  from  the  State  at  25%  rate. 
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Budgeting  fell  far  short  of  amounts  requested  and  were  in¬ 
sufficient  to  perform  the  major  requirements  of  sewer  and 
street  systems.  Federal  and  further  State  funding  assist¬ 
ance  was  required  and  this  in  turn  dictated  full  engineering 
and  bid  procedures  to  comply  with  regulations.  None  of  this 
could  be  done  until  pipeline  construction  became  fact.  The 
situation  was  the  same  in  regard  to  electrical  energy  supply 
and  telephone  communications  links.  Copper  Valley  Electric 
Association, (an  REA)  and  Copper  Valley  Telephone  Cooperative, 
were  limited  to  improvements  and  service  within  their 
revenue  budgets.  It  was  not  possible  for  the  City  and  the 
utilities  to  keep  pace  with  the  construction  project  and  the 
population  growth  requirements  during  the  first  year.  To 
achieve  earned  benefits  based  on  population,  the  City  per¬ 
formed  census  counts  on  June  30,  1974  and  on  December  26, 
1974.  The  total  of  2271  and  3128  respectively  comprised 
a  200%  increase  in  population  in  seven  months.  This  made 
the  winter  of  *74- *75  a  bit  strenuous,  which  was  complicated 
somewhat  by  a  record  snowfall  of  32-feet.  During  this 
period  the  housing  vacancy  factors  remained  at  zero  but  we 
added  1653  new  bank  accounts  which  were  opened  and  275  new 
electrical  connections  were  made.  The  210  new  telephone 
connections  doubled  the  size  of  the  telephone  book.  In 
analysis,  delays  in  housing  for  the  project  balanced  out  the 
demands  on  utilities  and  schools  and  the  project  suffered 
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Our  excellent  water  system  was  strained  by  the  addition  of 
several  hundred  housing  units  for  Alyeska  Construction 
Management  families.  This  has  been  remedied  by  provision 
of  a  new  majpr  well  now  in  process  of  drilling,  with  a  large 
portion  of  the  cost  coming  directly  from  Alyeska.  With 
three  main  wells  on  the  downtown  system,  our  potable  water 
gupply  and  ample  fire  reserves  are  assured. 

* 

Nearly  two  million  dollars  in  new  streets  and  improvements 
to  existing  pavement  has  been  accomplished  this  summer, 
opening  up  many  commercial  lots  for  development  on  sewer 
and  water  lines. 

A  new  grade  school  addition  is  well  underway  and  initial 
planning  for  a  new  high  school  with  estimated  cost  of  1.8 
mil lien  dollars  is  complete.  Ground  has  been  broken  for  a 
Federal  building  to  house  a  badly  needed  postoffice.  The 
Alaska  State  court  house  and  office  building  is  complete  and 
Valdez  enjoys  the  presence  of  a  District  Judge  which  greatly 
expedites  police  efforts.  The  new  Valdez  airport  is  a 

5,000  foot  surfaced  runway  with  surfaced  taxiways.  A  2- 
million  dollar  terminal  building,  built  with  private  capital 
nears  completion  to  house  the  three  scheduled  airlines  plus 
the  charter  and  contract  operators.  Scheduled  service  in¬ 
cludes  siz  round-trips  by  Alaska  Airlines  with  727  jet  air¬ 
craft  each  week  between  Anchorage  and  Valdez.  Combined  with 
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the  terminal  building  is  a  fully  equipped  Federal  Aviation 
Administration  tower  which  functions  as  a  combined  flight 
service  station  and  tower  control.  In  operation  since 
January  of  1975  the  tower's  aircraft  operations  increased 

from  200  that  month  to  2470  during  the  month  of  August. 

* 

Nearly  two  hundred  acres  of  industrial  land  has  been  cleared 
and  improved  for  lease  to  Alyeska  by  the  City.  As  the  weld¬ 
ing  and  shipping  is  phased  out  this  land  will  be  returned 
to  the  City  for  other  purposes  as  dictated  by  future 
projects . 

* 

Copper  Valley  Electric  maintained  service  throughout  the 
winter  with  minor  outages  and  has  not  installed  sufficient 
oil-fired  generation  equipment  to  provide  for  all  predicted 
power  requirements  and  emergencies.  Telephone  communica¬ 
tions  have  been  a  constant  irritation,  with  demand  far  ex¬ 
ceeding  equipment  and  service  despite  heroic  efforts. 

Before  the  year  end  new  equipment  will  resolve  most  of  the 
difficulties . 

* 

A  major  hydroelectric  project  is  now  planned  for  Solomon 
Gulch,  between  the  city  and  the  marine  terminal  site  with 
REA  funding  assistance. 

* 

The  United  States  Coast  Guard  is  well  underway  on  a 
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Congressionally  mandated  project  to  provide  the  Prince 
William  Sound  vessel  traffic  system  -  a  rault imillion  dollar 
radar  and  radio  network  to  provide  the  safest  possible 
transit  for  tankers  and  all  vessels  using  Port  Valdez. 

This  harbor  is  recognized  as  the  northernmost  ice-free  deep¬ 
water  port  on  this  continent.  The  principal  requirement  when 
choosing  the  site  for  the  tanker  terminal  was  the  deep  water 
this  port.  The  Coast  Guard  is  constructing  housing 

for  twenty-eight  families  to  staff  the  operation  of  the 
vessel  traffic  system.  The  administration  and  operations 
building  is  well  under  construction  on  the  Valdez  waterfront 
and  the  communications  links  are  being  erected  to  be  in 
readiness  for  a  possible  step-up  in  terminal  construction 
which  would  put  oil  in  the  tanks  by  the  end  of  1976.  Alyeska 
Pipeline  Service  Company  is  negotiating  a  contract  with 
Crowley  Maritime  Corporation  for  operation  of  a  fleet  of 
heavy-duty  high  horsepower  tugs  for  safe  tanker  handling  and 
assistance.  Port  Valdez  therefore  has  capability  for 
vessel  tonnage  and  numbers  far  beyond  any  anticipated  action 
at  this  time.  The  city  has  invested  in  a  major  lighting 
system  for  the  city  dock  facility  to  allow  fast  cargo  handling 
without  interruption  by  darkness  or  bad  weather  and  is  pre¬ 
pared  to  accept  any  cargo  offerings. 

The  State  of  Alaska,  with  Federal  aid  to  highways  assistance, 
is  improving  grade  and  curvature  on  the  Richardson  Highway, 
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the  Valdez  link  to  Fairbanks  and  Anchorage,  and  which  is 
basically  the  route  of  the  Alyeska  pipeline.  Far  greater 
investment  at  the  state  and  federal  levls  is  anticipated 
for  the  Richardson. 

* 

Along  with  all  of  this  has  come  major  improvement  is  hous¬ 
ing  and  commercial  buildings.  Three  Alaska  banking  oper¬ 
ations  are  represented  in  fine  new  buildings.  Over 
8-million  dol]a  rs  in  private  funding  has  been  spent  on 
sewer,  water  and  power  installations  and  to  open  new  hous¬ 
ing  for  Alyeska 's  project.  All  of  the  utilities  will  re¬ 
main  as  the  city  has  required  full  compliance  with  planning 
and  zoning  ordinances  at  to  lot  size  and  street:  easements. 
The  city  has  provided  land  to  allow  construction  of  mobile 
home  sites  capable  of  locating  more  than  800  units,  and 
this  project  will  amount  to  several  millions  in  private 
capital  improvements.  Nearly  all  city  lots  having  all 
utilities  are  now  occupied  with  housing  units  of  permanent 
construction  and  there  is  housing  for  sale  or  lease. 
However,  rental  units  are  in  scarce  supply  but  this  situ¬ 
ation  is  rapidly  improving  along  with  an  increase  in  hotel 
and  motel  units. 

* 

Our  purpose  in  placing  before  you  the  brief  history  of 
Valdez  impact  is  to  impress  upon  those  who  must  make  the 
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permit  decision,  the  need  to  give  full  weight  to  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  funds  at  federal,  state  and  city  levels,  as 
well  as  in  the  private  sector  and  by  the  Alyeska  project, 
that  has  gone  into  the  pipeline  corridor  from  Prudhoe  to 
Valdez.  An  unofficial  estimate  by  an  Alyeska  representa¬ 
tive  places  the  cost  of  environmental  aspects  of  the  pipe¬ 
line  and  marine  terminal  construction  at  over  2-billion 
dollars.  Please  do  not  overlook  the  amount  that  has 
already  been  spent  in  the  alternative  corridor  when  con¬ 
sidering  the  overall  cost/benefit  ratio  as  you  compare  the 
Canadian  routing  with  the  All-Alaska  route. 

The  draft  Environmental  Statement  is  filled  with  possibil¬ 
ities  of  unforseen  engineering  difficulties,  socio-economic 
areas  as  yet  untested,  and  historic  or  anthropological  sites 
that  remain  to  be  discovered.  All  of  these  problems  have 
been  overcome  or  avoided  along  the  corridor  from  Prudhoe 
Bay  to  Valdez. 

In  conclusion,  we  can  only  urge  your  full  consideration  of 
the  fact  that  the  tested  and  proven  routing  will  provide  far 
more  realistic  estimates  of  cost. 

* 

The  City  of  Valdez  has  already  weathered  the  major  storm  and 
is  prepared  to  assume  a  full  share  of  responsibility  for 
success  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  pipeline.  We  sincerely 
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trust  that  this  will  not  be  restricted  to  providing  log¬ 
istics  and  supply  for  a  line  that  will  be  constructed 
through  Canada. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  consideration  and  your 
attention. 


JUDGE: 

Are  there  any  questions  from  the  panel? 

MR.  COAN: 

You  say  you're  developing  a  communication  system  -  port 
facilities  so  that  you  can  handle  any  kind  of  traffic  in 
and  out  of  Valdez? 

MR.  MORRICE: 

The  Congressional  mandate  on  the  safety  aspects  of  a 
tanker  system  in  Prince  William  Sound  was  directed  through 
the  United  States  Coast  Guard  and  I  believe  (although  I 
haven't  the  exact  wording  before  me)  it  specifies  that  there 
shall  not  be  one  barrel  of  oil  moved  out  of  those  tanks 
until  a  vessel  traffic  system  which  has  been  approved  as 
a  Coast  Guard  System,  is  in  operation.  The  coast  Guard 

are  operating  rapidly  right  now  to  update  the  time  on  that 

on  the  theory  that  Alyeska  is  trying  to  step  up  the  pipe¬ 
line.  It  will  be  a  modern  radar-radio  system  similar  to 
the  approach  to  the  Federal  airport  -  for  instance  where 

the  tanker  from  the  time  it  reaches  a  certain  point  is  undei 


oil  pipeline  but  we  are  only  stating  that  now  that  all 
the  efforts  and  improvements  have  been  made  that  it  would 
seem  to  be  a  waste  of  effort  and  money  were  the  phasing 
out  of  the  construction  pipeline  leaving  all  of  this  be¬ 
hind  and  available  for  future  development  not  being  used 
as  such. 

MR.  STARCH: 

So  the  capacity  is  there  -  to  handle  it  after  the  gas 
line! 

MR.  MORRICE: 

Right.  As  far  as  the  City's  portion  in  this  we  recognize 
now  that  the  basic  housing  construction  of  the  oil  pipe¬ 
line  will  leave  us  in  a  beautiful  position  to  accept  the 
impact  of  the  gas  pipeline  construction  and  operation  with¬ 
out  any  adverse  impact  on  the  city. 

MR.  STARCH: 

That's  all  -  thank  you. 

JUDGE : 

Thank  you  Mr.  Morricei  We  will  now  go  back  and  call 

those  names  that  we're  not  present  before  when  we  called  - 
Mr.  John  Cook!  (NO  RESPONSE).  Mr.  Glen  Hackney! 

(NO  RESPONSE) .  Celia  Hunter!  (NO  RESPONSE) . 

Jeff  Cook!  (NO  RESPONSE) .  That  concludes  those  who 
hen  signed  up  to  speak  this  morning.  Is  there  anyone 
els*  n  '■  he  audience  who  has  not  registered  but  wishes  now 
Lc  ir.Ake  a  presentation  at  this  time? 
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control  -  and  while  it  is  a  voluntary  system  and  the 
safety  of  the  vessel  remains  in  the  hands  of  the  Master 
or  the  pilot  it  will  be  under  a  controlled  traffic 
pattern. 

MR.  COAN: 

As  you  know  one  of  our  alternative  routes  goes  to  Point 
Gravina,  does  this  same  system  serve  Point  Gravina? 

MR.  MORRICE: 

The  lower  portion  of  it  would,  yes  sir.  There  are  more 
detailed  parts  of  that  system  through  the  Valdez  Narrows- 
and  there  has  been  considerable  effort  made  in  deciding 
whether  or  not  other  tanker  traffic  would  go  through  the 
Valdez  Narrows.  I  believe  there  are  many  places  in  the 
world  where  the  vessel  traffic  and  tanker  traffic  system 
far  exceeds  that  which  will  be  in  the  Valdez  Narrows. 

_  * 

MR.  STARCH: 

Mr.  Morrice,  I  would  assume  you  were  implying  in  your 
statement  that  the  City  of  Valdez  could  use  the  additional 
activity  generated  by  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  to  fully 
utilize  and  justify  the  facilities  that  you  have  already 
developed  there? 

MR.  MORRICE: 

There  may  be  improvements  and  capital  expenses  that  have 
gone  into  this  -  it  has  been  to  survive  the  impact  of  the 
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STATEMENT  OF  °0SITI0N  OF  THE  CITY  OF  VALDEZ,  ALASKA 

SUBMITTED  TO:  UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  HEARING 
FAIRBANKS,  ALASKA 
September  29-30,  1975 

PRESENTED  BY:  WILLIAM  B.  MORRICE,  PORT  DIRECTOR,  CITY  OF  VALDEZ 

fiEKffeffiEN: 

THE  CITY  OF  VALDEZ,  ALASKA,  PRESENTLY  EXPERIENCING  AND  ADE0UATELY  COPING  WITH,  THE 
FULL  IMPACT  OF  A  MAJOR  PIPELINE  AND  MARINE  TERMINAL  CONSTRUCTION  PROJECT,  WISHES 
TO  EXPRESS  A  CONSENSUS  OF  OPINION  AGAINST  THE  GRANTING  OF  RIGHT-OF-WA*  PERMITS  TO 
ALLOW  TRANSPORTATION  OF  NATURAL  GAS  FROM  ALASKA  TO  A  PIPELINE  ROUTING  THROUGH 
CANADA. 

AT  THIS  TIME  WE  WISH  ALSO  TO  ENTER  OUR  STRONG  SUPPORT  FOR  FULL  CONSIDERATION  OF 
THE  ALTERNATE  ROUTING  FROM  PRUDH0E  BAY  TO  VALDEZ,  INCLUDING  LI0UEFACT10N  OF  THE 
GAS  AND  FURTHER  TRANSPORT  VIA  LNG  TANKERS  FROM  A  MARINE  TERMINAL  IN  THE  VICINITY 
OF  POINT  GRAVINA  OR  OTHER  SUITABLE  MARINE  FACILITY  IN  THE  VALDEZ  AREA. 


THE  CITY  OF  VALDEZ  DOES  NOT  HAVE  THE  STAFF  ABILITY  TO  FULLY  ANALYZE  THE  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  UNDER  CONSIDERATION  IN  THIS  HEARING.  WE  WISH, 
THEREFORE,  TO  LIMIT  OUR  STATEMENT  TO  POSITIVE  FACTS  BASED  UPON  ACTUAL  EXPERIENCE 
IN  REGARD  TO  CONDITIONS  UPON  WHICH  THE  DRAFT  HAS  GIVEN  COMMENT. 


ACTUAL  SIGNING  OF  THE  PERMIT  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  OF  THE  ALYESKA  OIL  PIPELINE  FOUND  THE 
CITY  OF  VALDEZ  WITH  A  POPULATION  OF  1193  AND  NO  AVAILABLE  FUNDING  TO  ALLOW  ADVANCE 
IMPACT  PREPARATION.  FUNDS  ALLOCATED  FROM  STATE  OF  ALASKA  IMPACT  BUDGETING  FELL  FAR 
SHORT  OF  AMOUNTS  RE0UESTED  AND  WERE  INSUFFICIENT  TO  PERFORM  THE  MAJOR  REQUIREMENTS 
OF  SEWER  AND  STREET  SYSTEMS.  FEDERAL  AND  FURTHER  STATE  FUNDING  ASSISTANCE  WAS 
REQUIRED  AND  THIS  IN  TURN  DICTATED  FULL  ENGINEERING  AND  BID  PROCEDURES  TO  COMPLY  WITH 
REGULATIONS.  NONE  OF  THIS  COULD  BE  DONE  UNTIL  PIPELINE  CONSTRUCTION  BECAME  FACT.  THE 
SITUATION  WAS  THE  SAME  IN  REGARD  TO  ELECTRICAL  ENERGY  SUPPLY  AMD  TELEPHONE  COMMUNICATIONS 
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LINKS.  COPPER  VALLEY  ELECTRIC  ASSOCIATION,  AN  R  E  A,  AND  COPPER  VALLEY  TELEPHONE 
COOPERATIVE,  WERE  LIMITED  TO  IMPROVEMENTS  AND  SERVICE  WITHIN  THEIP.  REVENUE  BUDGETS.  IT 
WAS  NOT  POSSIBLE  FOR  THE  CITY  NOR  THE  UTILITIES  TO  KEEP  PACE  WITH  THE  CONSTRUCTION 
PROJECT  AND  THE  POPULATION  GROWTH  REQUIREMENTS  DURING  THE  FIRST  YEAR.  TO  ACHIEVE 
EARNED  BENEFITS  BASED  ON  POPULATION,  THE  CITY  PERFORMED  CENSUS  COUNTS  ON  JUNE  30,  1974 
AND  ON  DECEMBER  26,  1974.  THE  TOTALS  OF  2271  AND  3128  RESPECTIVELY  COMPRISED 
A  200*  INCRE7.SE  IN  SEVEN  MONTHS^  J\ HIS  MADE  THE  WINTER  OF  74  -  75  A  BIT  STRENUOUS, 
COMPLICATED  SOMEWHAT  BY  A  RECORD  SNOWFALLJF  Jg£|£T.  DURING  THIS  PERIOD  THE  HOUSING 
VACANCY  FACTORS  REMAINED  AT  7ER0.,  BUT '1653  NEW  BANK  ACCOUNTS  HERE  OPENED  AND  275  NEW 
ELECTRICAL  CONNECTIONS  MADE.  210  NEW  TELEPHONE  CONNECTIONS  DOUBLED  THE  SI7E  OF  THE 
TELEPHONE  BOOK.  IN  ANALYSIS,  DELAYS  IN  HOUSING  FOR  THE  PROJECT  BALANCED  OUT  THE 
DEMANDS  ON  UTILITIES  AND  SCHOOLS  AND  THE  PROJECT  SUFFERED  LITTLE  OVERALL  DELAY,  WITH 
THE  CITY  SURVIVING  WITH  NO  MAJOR  DISASTERS,  BUT  MANY  TRAUMATIC  HAPPENINGS. 


AT  THE  PRESENT  WE  DO  MOT  CLAIM  TO  HAVE  RESOLVED  ALL  DIFFICULTIES,  FOR  THE  PRINCIPAL 

REASON  THAT  THE  CITY  GOVERNMENT  AND  ADMINISTRATION  DOES  NOT  INTEND  TO  BE  LEFT  WITH 

A  HIGH  LEVEL  OF  SUPPORT  FOR  SERVICES  THAT  IT  CANNOT  ECONOMICALLY  MAINTAIN.  A  COMPLETE 

CENSUS  TALLY  BY  A  UNIVERSITY  OF  ALASKA  TEAM  IN  COOPERATION  WITH  CITY  ADMINISTRATION 

DEVELOPED  AN  ACCURATE  POPULATION  COUNT  ON  JULY  31,  1975  OF  £  ,670/.'^ SCHOOL  ENROLLMENT 

v 

IS  AT  A  TOTAL  OF  875,  BUT  ALL  TEACHERS  AND  STAFF  HAVE  HOUSING  AND  CLASSROOM  SPACE  IS 
ADEQUATE,  ALTHOUGH  DOUBLE-SHIFTING  IN  THE  LOWER  GRADES  IS  NECESSARY.  AN  INCREASE 
IN  POPULATION  IN  CITIES  SUCH  AS  ANCHORAGE  ANlTF^iRBANKS  OF  TWENTY  TO  FORTY  PERCENT 
CAN  BE  PARTIALLY  ABSORBED.  AN  INCREASE  OF  500*  IN  A  SMALL  CITY  IS  BEYOND  ABSORPTION. 
HOWEVER,  HE  CAN  NO”  SHOW  THE  FOLLOWING  ACHIEVEMENTS: 

SIX  MILLION  DOLLARS  IN  SEWER  IMPROVEMENTS,  INCLUDING  UPGRADING  OF  COLLECTORS,  ADDITION 
OF  INTERCEPTORS  AND  LIFT  STATIONS  AND  CONSTRUCTION  OF  AN  EIGHTY  ACRE  SEWERAGE  LAGOON 
TREATMENT  SYSTEM  IS  NEAPING  COMPLETION.  MOST  OF  THIS  PROJECT  RECEIVED  871s*  FEDERAL 
ASSISTANCE  AND  12W  STATE  AID.  HOWEVER,  IN  AREAS  THAT  OPENED  NEW  LAND  FOR  DEVELOPMENT, 
THE  CITY  RECEIVED  ONLY  ASSISTANCE  FROM  THE  STATE  AT  A  25*  RATE. 

I. 
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OUR  EXCELLENT  HATER  SYSTE"  WAS  STRAINED  BY  THE  ADDITION  OF  SEVERAL  HUNDRED  HOUSING 
UNITS  FOR  ALYESKA  CONSTRUCTION  MANAGEMENT  FAMILIES.  THIS  HAS  BEEN  REMEDIED  BY 
PROVISION  OF  A  NEW  MAJOR  WELL  NOW  IN  PROCESS  OF  DRILLING,  WITH  A  LARGE  PORTION  OF  THE 
COST  COMING  DIRECTLY  FROM  ALYESKA.  WITH  THREE  MAIN  KELLS  ON  THE  DOWNTOWN  SYSTEM, 
POTABLE  WATER  SUPPLY  AND  AMPLE  FIRE  RESERVES  ARE  ASSURED. 


NEARLY  TWO  MILLION  DOLLARS  IN  NEW  STREETS  AND  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  EXISTING  PAVEMENT  HAS 
I 

BEEN  ACCOMPLISHED  THIS  SUMMER,  OPENING  UP  MANY  COMMERCIAL  LOTS  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  ON 

SEWER  AND  WATER  LINES. 

/ 

A  NEW  GRADE  SCHOOL  ADDITION  IS  WELL  UNDERWAY  AND  INITIAL  PLANNING  FOR  A  NEW  HIGH  SCHOOL 
WITH  ESTIMATED  COST  OF  $1.8  MILLION  IS  COMPLETE.  GROUND  HAS  BEEN  BROKEN  FOR  A  FEDEPAL 
BUILDING  TO  HOUSE  A  BADLY  NEEDED  POSTOFFICE.  THE  ALASKA  STATE  COURT  HOUSE  AND  OFFICE 
BUILpING  IS  COMPLETE  AND  VALDEZ  ENJOYS  THE  PRESENCE  OF  A  DISTRICT  JUDGE  WHICH  GREATLY 
.  EXPEDITES  POLICE  EFFORTS.  THE  NEW  VALDEZ  AIRPORT  IS  A  5,000  FOOT  SURFACED  RUNWAY 
WITH  SURFACED  TAXIWAYS.  A  $2  MILLION  TERMINAL  BUILDING,  BUILT  WITH  PRIVATE  CAPITAL, 
HEARS  COMPLETION  TO  HOUSE  THE  THREE  SCHEDULED  AIRLINES  PLUS  THE  CHARTER  AND  CONTACT 
OPERATORS.  SCHEDULED  SERVICE  INCLUDES  SIX  ROUNDTRIPS  BY  ALASKA  AIRLINES  WITH  727 
JET  AIRCRAFT  EACH  WEEK  BETWEEN  ANCHORAGE  AND  VALDEZ.  COMBINED  WITH  THE  TERMINAL 
BUILDING  IS  A  FULLY  EQUIPPED  FEDERAL  AVIATION  ADMINISTRATION  TOWER  WHICH  FUNCTIONS 
AS  A  COMBINED  FLIGHT  SERVICE  STATION  AND  TOWER  CONTROL.  IN  OPERATION  SINCE  JANUARY, 
1975  THE  TOWER'S  AIRCRAFT  OPERATIONS  INCREASEO  FROM  200  THAT  MONTH  TO  2470  DUPING  THE 
MONTH  OF  AUGUST. 

NEARLY  TWO  HUNDRED  ACRES  OF  INDUSTRIAL  LAND  HAS  BEEN  CLEARED  AND  IMPROVED  FOR  LEASE 
TO  ALYESKA  BY  THE  CITY.  AS  THE  WELDING  AND  SHIPPING  IS  PHASED  OUT  THIS  UNO  WILL  BE 
RETURNED  TO  THE  CITY  FOR  OTHER  PURPOSES  AS  DICTATED  BY  FUTURE  PROJECTS. 

COPPER  VALLEY  ELECTRIC  MAINTAINED  SERVICE  THROUGHOUT  THE  HINTER  WITH  MINOR  OUTAGES  AND 
HAS  NOW  INSTALLED  SUFFICIENT  OIL-FIRED  GENERATION  EQUIPMENT  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  ALL 
PREDICTED  POWER  REQUIREMENTS  AND  EMERGENCIES.  TELEPHONE  COMMUNICATIONS  HAVE  BEEN  A 
CONSTANT  IRRITATION,  WITH  DEMAND  FAR  EXCEEDING  EQUIPMENT  AND  SERVICE  DESPITE  HEROIC 
EFFORTS,  BEFORE  YEAR  END  NEW  EQUIPMENT  WILL  RESOLVE  MOST  OF  THE  DIFFICULTIES. 
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ONTINENT,  THE  PRINCIPAL 
41/' THE  COAST DgUARD  IS 


REMENT.WHEN  CHOOSING  THE  SITE  FOR  THE 
IS  CONSTRUCTING  HOUSING  FOR  TWENTY-EIGHT  FAMILIES 


A  MAJOR  HYDROELFCTRIC  PROJECT  IS  NOW  PUNNED  FOR  SOLOMON  GULCH,  BETWEEN  THE  CITY  AND 
THE  MARINE  TERMINAL  SITE  WITH  REA  FUNDING  ASSISTANCE. 

THE  UNITED  STATES  COAST  GUARD  IS  WELL  UNDERWAY  ON  A  CONGRESSIONALLY  MANDATED  PROJECT 
TO  PROVIDE  THE  PRINCE  WILLIAM  SOUND  VESSEL  TRAFFIC  SYSTEM  -  A  MULTIMILLION  DOLLAR 
RADAR  AND  RADIO  NETWORK  TO  PPOVIDE  THE  SAFEST  POSSIBLE  TRANSIT  FOR  TANKERS  AND  ALL 
VESSELS  USING  PORT  VALDEZ.  THIS  HARBOR  IS  RECOGNIZED  AS  THE  NORTHERNMOST  ICE-FREE  DEEPWATEF 
PORT  ON  THIS  CONTINENT,  THE  PRINCIPAL  REq 
TANKER  TERMINAL, 

TO  STAFF  THE  OPERATION  OF  THE  VESSEL  TRAFFIC  SYSTEM.  THE  ADMINISTRATION  AND  OPERATIONS 
BUILDING  IS  WELL  UNDER  CONSTRUCTION  ON  THE  VALDEZ  WATERFRONT  AND  THE  COMMUNICATIONS  LINKS 
ARE  BEING  ERECTED  TO  BE  IN  READINESS  FOR  A  POSSIBLE  STEPUP  IN  TERMINAL  CONSTRUCTION  WHICH 
WOULD  PUT  OIL  IN  THE  TANKS  BY  THE  END  OF  1976.  ALYESKA  PIPELINE  SERVICE  COMPANY  IS 
NEGOTIATING  A  CONTRACT  WITH  CROWLEY  MARITIME  CORPORATION  FOR  OPERATION  OF  A  FLEET  OF 
HEAVY-DUTY  HIGH  HORSEPOWER  TUGS  FOR  SAFE  TANKER  HANDLING  AND  ASSISTANCE.  PORT  VALDEZ 
THEREFORE  HAS  CAPABILITY  FOR  VESSEL  TONNAGE  AMD  NUMBERS  FAR  BEYOND  ANY  ANTICIPATED  ACTION 
AT  THIS  TIME.  THE  CITY  HAS  INVESTED  IN  A  MAJOR  LIGHTING  SYSTEM  FOR  THE  CITY  DOCK  FACILITY 
TO  ALLOW  FAST  CARGO  HANDLING  WITHOUT  INTERRUPTION  BY  DARKNESS  OR  BAD  WEATHER  AND  IS 
PREPARED  TO  ACCEPT  ANY  CARGO  OFFERINGS. 

THE  STATE  OF  ALASKA,  WITH  FEDERAL  AID  TO  HIGHWAYS  ASSISTANCE,  IS  IMPROVING  GRADE  AND 
CURVATURE  ON  THE  RICHARDSON  HIGHWAY,  THE  VALDEZ  LINK  TO  FAIRBANKS  AND  ANCHORAGE,  AND 
WHICH  IS  BASICALLY  THE  ROUTE  OF  THE  ALYESKA  PIPELINE.  FAR  GREATER  INVESTMENT  AT  THE  STATE 
AND  FEDERAL  LEVEL  IS  ANTICIPATED  FOR  THE  RICHARDSON. 

ALONG  WITH  ALL  OF  THIS  HAS  COME  MAJOR  IMPROVEMENT  IN  HOUSING  AND  COMMERCIAL  BUILDINGS. 

THREE  ALASKA  BANKING  OPERATIONS  ARE  REPRESENTED  IN  FINE  NEW  BUILDINGS.  OVER  $8  MILLION 
IN  PRIVATE  FUNDING  HAS  BEEN  SPENT  ON  SEWER,  WATER  AND  POKER  INSTALLATIONS^  OPEN  NEW 
HOUSING  FOR  ALYESkSyAOL  OF  THE  UTILITIES  WILL  REMAIN  AS  THE  CITY  HAS  REQUIRED  FULL 
COMPLIANCE  WITH  PLANNING  AND  ZONING  ORDINANCES  AS  TO  LOT  SIZE  AND  STREET  EASEMENTS.  THE 
CITY  HAS  PROVIDED  LAHO  TO  ALLOW  CONSTRUCTION  OF  MOBILE  HOME  SITES  CAPABLE  OF  LOCATING 
MORE  THAN  800  UNITS,  AND  THIS  PROJECT  WILL  AMOUNT  TO  SEVERAL  MILLIONS  IN  PRIVATE  CAPITAL 
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IMPROVEMENTS.  NEARLY  ALL  CITY  LOTS  HAVING  ALL  UTILITIES  ARE  NOW  OCCUPIED  WITH 
HOUSING  UNITS  OF  PERMANENT  CONSTRUCTION  AND  THERE  IS  HOUSING  FOR  SALE  OR  LEASE.  RENTAL 
UNITS  ARE  IN  SCARCE  SUPPLY,  BUT  THIS  SITUATION  IS  RAPIDLY  IMPROVING  ALONG  WITH  AN  INCREASE 
IN  HOTEL  AND  MOTEL  UNITS. 


OUR  PURPOSE  IN  PLACING  BEFORE  YOU  THE  BRIEF  HISTORY  OF  VALDEZ  IMPACT  IS  TO  IMPRESS  UPON 
THOSE  WHO  MUST  MAKE  THE  PERMIT  DECISION,  THE  NEED  TO  GIVE  FULL  WEIGHT  TO  THE  EXPENDITURE 
OF  FUNDS  AT  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  CITY  LEVELS,  AS  WELL  AS  IN  THE  PRIVATE  SECTOR  AND  BY 
THE  ALYESKA  PROJECT,  THAT  HAS  GONE  INTO  THE  PIPELINE  CORRIDOR  FROM  PRUDHOE  TO  VALDEZ. 

AN  UNOFFICIAL  ESTIMATE  BY  AN  ALYESKA  REPRESENTATIVE  PLACES  THE  COST  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  ASPECTS 
OF  THE  PIPELINE  AND  MARINE  TERMINAL  CONSTRUCTION  AT  OVER  $2  BILLION#^  PLUSE  DO  NOT 
OVERLOOK  THE  AMOUNT  THAT  HAS  ALREADY  BEEN  SPENT  IN  THE  ALTERNATIVE  CORRIDOR  WHEN 
CONSIDERING  THE  OVERALL  COST/BENEFIT  RATIO  AS  YOU  COMPARE  THE  CANADIAN  ROUTING  WITH  THE 
THE  ALL-AUSKA  ROUTE. 


THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT  IS  FILLED  WITH  POSSIBILITIES  OF  UNFORESEEN  ENGINEERING 
DIFFICULTIES,  SOCIO-ECONOMIC  AREAS  AS  YET  UNTESTED,  AND  HISTORIC  OR  ANTHROPOLOGICAL  SITES 
THAT  REMAIN  TO  BE  DISCOVERED.  ALL  OF  THESE  PROBLEMS  HAVE  BEEN  OVERCOME  OR  AVOIDED  ALONG 
THE  CORRIDOR  FROM  PRUDHOE  BAY  TO  VALDEZ. 

IN  CONCLU  SION  WE  CAN  ONLY  URGE  YOUP  FULL  CONSIDERATION  OF  THE  FACT  THAT  THE  TESTED  AND 
PROVEN  ROUTING  WILL  PROVIDE  FAR  MORE  REALISTIC  ESTIMATES  OF  COST. 

THE  CITY  OF  VALDEZ  HAS  ALREADY  "WEATHERED  THE  MAJOR  STORM"  AND  IS  PREPARED  TO  ASSUME 
A  FULL  SHARE  OF  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  SUCCESS  OF  THE  AUSKA  NATURAL  GAS  PIPELINE.  WE 
SINCERELY  TRUST  THAT  THIS  WILL  NOT  EE  RESTPICTED  TO  PROVIDING  LOGISTICS  AND  SUPPLY  FOR  A 
LINE  THAT  WILL  BE  CONSTRUCTED  THROUGH  CANADA. 


THANK  Y  OlAcfe  YOUR  CONSIDERATION  AND  YOUR  ATTENTION. 

^  J- _Q  - j 

PAGE  5 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  City  of  Valdez 
at  the  Fairbanks  Public  Hearing 
September  28,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  specific  changes  in  the  EIS 
However,  the  Alternatives  Volume  was  substantially  revised. 

September  28  and  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Mike  Cook 
representing 

Fairbanks  Chamber  of  Commerce 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Fairbanks,  Alaska 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

MR.  COOK; 

My  name  is  MIKE  COOK,  I  am  here  a9  President  of  the 
Fairbanks  chamber  of  Commerce  -  and  one  of  the  active 
people  in  OMAR.  I  don't  have  written  testimony  -  because 

I  didn't  have  an  interest  in  doing  this  until  lately  I 
felt  that  I  should. 

One  thing  I  want  to  mention  to  you  i9  -  I  notice  from  the 
newspaper  reports  on  the  Anchorage  hearings  that  the  at¬ 
tendance  was  rather  poor.  I  don't  know  if  this  one  i9 
better  than  theirs  but  it  is  not  because  of  the  lack  of 
Alaskan  hospitality  I  just  think  that  the  Alaskans  have  a 


14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 
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tendency  to  feel  that  an  all. Alaskan  route  would  be  the 
only  sensible  one  to  have  and  they  feel  that  representa¬ 
tives  and  members  of  organizations  speak  indicating  why 
we  feel  an  all  Alaskaan  route  is  the  best  then  their  in¬ 
terests  would  be  covered.  I  don't  think  that  lack  of 
attendance  fas  they  say)  is  a  lack  of  Alaskan  hospitality 
because  we  assume  that  you  will  agree  with  us. 

* 

I  am  not  well  briefed,  I  just  haven't  had  the  time  to  be, 
on  the  environmental  impact  statement  but  there  are  a 
couple  of  comments  that  I  would  like  to  make  about  the  en¬ 
vironmental  aspect  of  it.  one  is  that  I  hope  you  are  sure 
to  9tudy  the  economic  environmental  impact  of  the  pipeline. 
We  as  Alaskans  feel  that  our  economic  environment  is  going 
to  be  best  protected  by  an  all  Alaskan  route  -  as  this  pro¬ 
vides  opportunities  for  jobs  for  Alaskans  and  other  United 
States  citizens  to  a  much  greater  extent  than  a  Canadian 
route  could  possibly  provide.  jobs  can  be  available  not 
only  during  construction  but  also  hopefully  because  of  the 
availability  of  using  natural  gas  for  industry  in  Alaska 

* 

So  far  as  to  what  you  might  call  a  biological  or  zoological 
concern  we  are  of  course  concerned  about  going  through 
the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range,  and  we  should  be.  I  think  we 
should  also  be  concerned  about  the  environmental  aspects  of 
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1 

the  gas  line  in  regards  to  the  other  States  in  the  United 

1 

MR.  COOK- 

Yot  really  -  I  don't  have  anything  specific  but  I  think 

2 

States  as  their  environment  is  going  to  be  affected  by  the 

you  should  be  sure  that  you  get  that  information  by  the 

3 

lack  of  natural  gas  and  al  all  Alaska  line  that  gives  the 

inquiries  you  would  be  able  to  make.  It  would  seem  to  me 

4 

appearance,  as  I  am  sure  it  would,  of  being  able  to  deliver 

that  It  would  be  much  faster  to  build  800-miles  of  pipeline 

5 

gas  to  the  rest  of  the  United  States  much  sooner  and  we 

than  it  would  be  to  build  2,600-miles  and  that  it  would  be 

6 

wouldn't  have  the  environmental  problems  of  either  develop- 

faster  to  build  it  through  present  corridors  than  through 

7 

ing  a  substitute  for  natural  gas  or  using  poorer  fuel  in 

a  newly  developed  corridor;  that  you  are  not  going  to  be 

8 

places  that  are  now  dependent  upon  natural  gas. 

going  through  areas  where  you  have  Native  land  claims  still 

9 

10 

uo  in  the  are  which  you  would  be  with  the  Canadian  route 

10 

I  do  feel  there  is  a  possibility  that  another  gas  line 

but  those  things  are  resolved  in  Alaska. 

11 

11 

would  be  needed  but  we  are  extremely  concerned  with  the 

There  are  a  number  of  areas  where  the  superficial  evidence 

12 

12 

first  gas  line,  an  all  Alaska  route,  we  know  the  environ- 

at  least  that  the  Alaska  route  would  be  faster  and  speed 

13 

13 

mental  aspects  of  that  one,  we  know  that  it  can  deliver 

I  think  is  important  -  not  only  to  Alaska  but  it  is  im- 

14 

14 

fast  and  that  it  will  most  likely  be  the  surest  way  to  go. 

portant  to  the  other  States  as  well  because  if  they  run  out 

15 

15 

That's  really  the  extent  of  what  I  have  to  say  -  I  will  be 

of  gas  they  are  in  trouble  ^he  environmental  damage  done 

16 

16 

glad  to  try  to  answer  any  ouestions  you  may  have,  if  I  can 

by  them  running  out  of  gas  would  be  considerable. 

17 

17 

do  so.  Thank  you! 

JUDGE : 

18 

18 

* 

Thank  you  Mr.  Cook!  Is  there  anyone  else  present  who 

19 

JUDGE: 

20 

desires  to  participate  -  if  you  wish  to  speak  raise  your 

20 

Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Cook.  Any  ouestions  from  the 

hand  please.  Hearing  no  response  this  hearing  is  in 

21 

21 

panel? 

recess  until  thi9  evening.  At  7:40  P.M.  we  have  one 

22 

MR.  SCHODER: 

23 

person  who  has  indicated  a  desire  to  speak  and  we  will  re- 

23 

You  mentioned  something  about  the  timeliness,  do  you  have 

convene  at  that  time. 

24 

24 

some  information  that  would  assist  us  in  the  timeliness 

RECESS 

25 

25 

more  or  less  as  pertains  to  the  gas  pipeline? 

UNTIL 

7:40  P.M. 
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Response  to  Comments 
from  the  Fairbanks  Chamber  of  Commerce 
presented  at  the  Public  Hearing  in 
Fairbanks,  Alaska  on  September  28  and  29,  1975 


Discussion  of  the  economic  impact  on  Alaska  of  the  proposed  pipeline 
system  and  each  of  the  alternative  routes  considered  was  revised  in  the 
final  EIS  in  the  Alaska  Volume  and  in  the  Alternative  Volume. 

Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Fairbanks,  Alaska 
September  28  and  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Don  Gilbert 
representing 

Fairbanks  North  Star  Borough 
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MR.  GILBERT; 

I  am  DON  GIL3ERT,  Planning  Director  for  the  Fairbanks  North 
Star  Borough  -  and  I'm  speaking  this  morning  briefly  on 
behalf  of  my  boss.  Mayor  John  Carlson. 

We  recognize  that  the  Fairbanks  North  Star  Borough  is  only 
about  7,361  square  miles  out  of  the  586-thousand  in  the 
State  of  Alaska  and  perhaps  our  legal  rights  do  not  go  be¬ 
yond  the  7.361  square  miles  or  to  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  or 
transportation  within  Alaska  -  and  that  what  happens  north 
of  here  will  have  some  effect  on  us. 
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We  realize  also  that  you  have  certain  constraints  placed 
on  this  document  and  we  understand  that  a  proposal  has 
been  made  to  8LM  for  building  assistance  and  not  soma  other 
alternative  that  might  be  proposed  at  a  later  date. 

We  have  also  supported  in  the  past  the  corridor  concepts 
for  development  in  Alaska  that  is  to  come  -  and  we  feel 
there  is  a  very  definite  need  in  this  particular  case  to 
take  a  much  stronger  look  at  that  corridor  which  already 
exists  and  how  it  can  be  utilized  for  the  transmission  of 
not  only  this  source  but  any  others  that  are  to  come  in 
the  future.  We  are  vitally  concerned  with  man  as  well 

as  the  environment  and  we  do  recognize  that  the  two  have  to 
live  together. 

We  have  not  had  time  at  this  stage  of  the  game  to  fully 
analyze  the  EIS  prepared  and  would  like  to  go  on  record 
that  we  will  be  submitting  in  writing  by,  as  I  now  under¬ 
stand  it,  October  28th  the  cutoff  date,  our  decision  on 
this  SIS. 

That  is  all,  thank  you.' 


JUDOS : 

Are  there  any  cues t ions?  (NO  RESPONSE) .  Thank  you 

Mr.  Gilbert  -  any  statement  that  you  do  submit  in  writing 
will  be  given  the  same  weight  as  testimony  given  at  this 
hearing  and  you  do  have  until  October  28th. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Fairbanks  North  Star  Borough 
at  the  Fairbanks  Public  Hearing 
September  28  and  29,  1975 


1.  No  change  using  existing  corridors,  which  are  discussed  in 
Alaska  Volume  pages  443-766  and  Alternatives  Volume. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Fairbanks,  Alaska 
September  28  and  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Wally  Baer 
representing 

Greater  Fairbanks  Chamber  of  Commerce 
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MR .  BAER : 

Thank  you.  I  am  P.W. (Wally)  Baer,  General  Manager  of 
the  Greater  Fairbanks  chamber  of  Commerce  and  I  speak  on 
behalf  of  the  Greater  Fairbanks  chamber  of  Commerce  here 
this  afternoon. 

As  we  understand  it  the  hearing  here  today  is  with  regards 
to  the  Environmental  Statement  prepared  by  the  Department 
of  Interior  on  the  application  of  Arctic  Gas  Company  to 
build  a  pipeline  from  the  Prudhoe  Bay  fields  through  Alaska, 
through  Canada,  and  to  the  smaller  States.  Our  position 
in  this  of  course  is  that  we  feel  the  construction  of  a 
6,280  mile  pipeline  through  Alaska  and  Canada  is  by  its 
very  nature  going  to  create  considerably  more  environmental 
damage  problems  than  the  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline  in 
Alaska  utilizing  the  corridor  presently  used  by  the  Trans- 
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reserves  and  then  through  equally  delicate  tundra  ecology 
throughout  the  northern  part  of  Canada.  I  think  you  will 
find  that  you  have  testimony  contained  in  the  Environmental 
Statement  that-that  concern  is  shared  by  many  Canadians 
as  well.  So,  we  feel  that  you  should  use  the  existing 
corridor. 

* 

In  addition  to  the  environmental  aspects  I  can  second 
a  lot  of  what  Jim  Thompson  has  told  you  in  previous  testi¬ 
mony  here  -  I  don't  think  it  can  be  seriously  argued  that 
we  do  have  a  concern  and  that  it  is  a  concern  we  all  share 
about  utilizing  American  natural  resources  and  keeping  con¬ 
trol  of  those  resources  within  the  control  of  the  United 
States.  We  have  seen  what  has  happened  to  the  Canadian 
gas  and  oil  export  situation  over  the  past  two  or  three 
years  -  they  do  have  control,  they  would  have  control  of 
gas  coming  through  a  pipeline  built  through  Canada.  There 
is  considerable  concern  and  controversy  about  the  control 
exercised  by  the  individual  Provinces  within  Canada  as  op¬ 
posed  to  the  Canadian  National  Treaty  governing  these  things 
For  all  of  those  reasons  I  feel  that  if  we  contain  the 
transportation  and  use  and  allow  the  United  States  natural 
resources  in  Alaska  within  an  all-American  transportation 
system  that  then  both  Alaska  and  the  United  States  will 
benefit  not  only  today  but  for  many  years  ahead  from  this 
kind  of  use. 
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Alaska  oil  pipeline  and  then  transferring  it  by  tanker  to 
the  smaller  States.  We  are  concerned  about  that  environ¬ 
mental  damage  -  we  have  had  a  very  thorough  education  on  the 
environmental  aspects  of  the  pipeline  construction  in 
Alaska  over  the  past  six  years. 

We  were  ready  to  build  an  oil  pipeline  in  1969  which  didn't 
start  until  1974  in  order  that  we  could  properly  study  the 
environmental  aspects  of  pipeline  construction.  We  learned 
a  great  deal  in  those  five  years  and  I  don't  think  this  I 

should  all  be  wasted  -  I  think  we  should  appreciate  what 
we  have  learned  and  the  vast  amount  of  material  that  was 
developed  on  the  use  of  the  present  corridor  from  prudhoe 
Bay  to  Valdes.  It  has  been  thoroughly  studied,  thoroughly 
documented,  and  the  construction  of  the  present  pipeline  will 
be  one  of  the  most  ecological  and  environmentally  studied 
projects  ever  undertaken  by  man. 

By  utilizing  that  same  corridor,  using  that  same  knowledge  of 
construction  for  this  proposed  gas  pipeline  I  think  the 
nation  will  be  well-served  and  Alaska  will  be  well-served. 

* 

Despite  evidence  to  the  contrary  down  through  these  past 
five /six  years  Alaska  is  VERY  concerned  about  our  environ¬ 
mental  position,  about  the  disturbance  to  our  delicate 
ecology  and  we  do  not  want  to  see  a  pipeline  built  from 
Prudhoe  Bay  across  the  north  through  the  Arctic  wildlife 
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Naturally  of  course  if  the  gas  pipeline  comes  through 
Alaska  utilizing  the  present  corridor  it  will  have  a  tre¬ 
mendous  effect  upon  the  development  of  the  other  mineral 
resources  within  Alaska  which  are  desparately  needed  by 
the  United  States. 

* 

We  have  an  energy  crisis  in  the  United  States  today  which 
is  serious;  about  fifteen  years  from  now  we  will  have  a 
hard-rock  mineral  crisis  in  the  United  States  which  we 
believe  will  be  eoually  if  not  more  serious.  The 
Director  of  the  United  States  Bureau  of  Mines  spoke  in 
Fairbanks  last  month  and  indicated  and  showed  us  through 
use  of  his  charts  that  the  United  States  is  pursuing  the 
same  policy  today  with  regard  to  hard-rock  minerals  that 
it  has  with  oil  over  the  past  twenty  years  and  we  are  in¬ 
creasing  week-by-week,  month -by-month  our  dependence  on 
the  importance  of  hard-rock  minerals.  We're  going  to  be 
in  the  same  position  in  the  next  few  years  that  we  are 
today  with  oil  -  and  we  have  those  hard-rock  minerals  in 
Alaska,  they  will  be  developed,  they  will  be  brought  out 
If  natural  gas  was  available  coming  through  Alaska,  cominc 
through  areas  in  which  the  hard-rock  minerals  are  located 
it  would  be  of  material  benefit  in  making  those  resources 
available  -  in  the  development  of  those  resources-but 
power  and  energy  is  needed  to  do  that.  I  think  that 
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should  be  considered  when  we- consider  where  the  natural 
gas  is  going  to  go  and  what  route  it  i9  going  to  take. 


There  is  one  other  alternative  which  I  know  has  been  con¬ 
sidered  but  not  very  seriously  by  anybody  -  but  I  would 
recommend  that  this  be  considered  -  if  it  is  felt  that  there 
must  be  an  alternative  other  than  the  U9e  of  the  present 
oil  corridor  that  the  pipeline  is  using  and  that  is  that 
we  have  proposed  to  Arctic  Gas,  and  they  have  studied  it 
but  superficially,  and  it  has  been  proposed  by  other 
entities  within  Alaska  that  another  alternative  which  may 
be  viable  would  be  to  bring  the  gas  pipeline  from  Prudhoe 
Bay  through  Alaska,  to  Fairbanks  and  then  to  Canada  by  way 
of  the  Alaska  Highway  (the  Alcan) .  Very  little  has  been 
said,  no  great  amount  of  study  has  been  made  but  I  do  think 
this  is  an  alternative  that  should  be  considered  if  it  is 
felt  that  natural  gas  should  not  be  taken  to  Valdez  and  to 
the  tidewater  and  transported  by  tanker  from  there  through¬ 
out  the  United  States.  This  would  eliminate  the  pipeline 
going  through  a  great  part  of  Canadian  wilderness  -  which 
is  subject  to  great  concern  by  the  environmentalist  people  - 
within  the  realm  of  environmental  protection  probably  would 
be  more  suitable,  more  acceptable  as  far  as  the  Canadian 
parts  of  the  route  are  concerned.  it  certainly  would  meet 
the  renuirements  of  making  natural  gas  available  to  industry 


within  Alaska  so  that  it  could  be  developed  and  make  pos¬ 
sible  the  use  of  our  natural  gas  in  the  development  of  our 
hard-rock  mineral  resources. 

* 

I  think  that  pretty  well  covers  everything  we  have  to 
present  at  this  time.  I  thank  you  very  much  for  the 
opportunity  to  be  heard. 
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_JUDCE: 

Thank  you  Mr.  Baer.  Are  there  any  ernes t ions  by  the 

panel?  (NO  RESPONSE) .  Is  there  anyone  else  now 

present  who  desires  to  make  a  presentation.  (YES) .  Will 
you  step  forward,  9tate  your  name  and  the  organization  which 
you  represent,  if  any. 

MR.  COOK: 

My  name  is  MIKE  COOK,  I  am  here  as  President  of  the 
Fairbanks  Chamber  of  Commerce  -  and  one  of  the  active 
people  in  OMAR.  I  don’t  have  written  testimony  -  because 
I  didn't  have  an  interest  in  doing  this  until  lately  I 
felt  that  I  should. 

One  thing  I  want  to  mention  to  you  is  -  I  notice  from  the 
newspaper  reports  on  the  Anchorage  hearings  that  the  at¬ 
tendance  was  rather  poor.  I  don't  know  if  this  one  is 
better  than  theirs  but  it  is  not  because  of  the  lack  of 
Alaskan  hospitality  I  just  think  that  the  Alaskans  have  a 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Greater  Fairbanks  Chamber  of  Commerce 
at  the  Fairbanks,  Alaska  Public  Hearing 
September  28  and  29,  1975 


1.  No  change  -  comments  considered  but  are  not  applicable 
to  DEIS. 

2.  No  change  -  Fairbanks  alternative  route  considered  in  FEIS, 
pages  665-761. 
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California 


KERN  COUNTY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


COMMISSIONERS 
STEPHEN  BARKER.  JR..  CKwrman 
IVAN  E.  R  BEAVAN.  Vic*  Chairman 
KENNETH  AITKEN 
KIRBY  S.  BLOOGET 
LLOYD  A.  ROBERTSON 
WALTER  A.  ROWE 
JOSEPH  E.  SWARTZ 
EX-OFFICIO  COMMISSIONERS 
L.  DALE  MILLS.  Surveyo* 
VANCE  A.  WEBB.  Board  ol  Suparviion 


1103  Goldan  Stata  Avanua 
BAKERSFIELD,  CALIFORNIA  93301 
Talaphona  18051  861  2615 

Mzrch  27,  1975 


ADVISORY  COMMISSIONERS 
RALPH  B.  JORDAN.  County  CoonaH 
OWEN  A.  KEARNS,  SR..  M.D. 
Public  Health  Officer 

VERNON  G.  SMITH.  Road  Commicaionar 
ROBERT  W.  LECHTRECK,  Fira  Chief 
JACK  L.  DALTON 
Director-Secretary 


Response  to 
The  Kern  County 
dated  27 


comments  from 
Planning  Commission 
March  1975 


Pipeline  El 8 

c/o  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
729  E.  E.  Oregon  Street 
P.  0.  Box  2965 
Portland,  Oregon  97208 

Re:  Preparation  of  Draft  BIS  on  Proposed  Arctic 
Gas  Pipeline  Through  Kern  County 

Gentlemen : 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  reriev  the  materials  being  gathered  in 
preparation  for  development  of  a  draft  environmental  statement  for  the 
subject  matter.  We  hare  reviewed  the  consultant -prepared  "Environmental 
Data  Statement"  conducted  for  Southern  California  Gas  Company  on  that 
portion  of  the  proposed  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  which  passes  through  Kern 
County.  The  report  appears  to  be  a  comprehensive  study  and  seems  ade¬ 
quate  for  preparation  of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement. 

As  we  understand  it ,  additional  archeological  studies  are  being  con¬ 
ducted  along  the  route,  and  this  information  will  be  included  within  the 
draft  EIS.  If  this  is  correct,  then  it  is  our  opinion  that  issuance  of 
the  draft  EI8  could  be  made  utilizing  materials  already  gathered. 

Again  we  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  preparation  of 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statement. 


Very  truly  yours , 


JACK  L.  DALTON 
Planning  Director 


& 


FRED  SIMON 
Principal  Planner 


Jrw 

cc:  Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  Bakersfield 


PJOr.7HLAW3  REC"ie3!MAL  CC5UKMC8L  CF  COVER NIVUVt J7S 
Suit  a  N;  Ruksgii  Lamson  Building;  208  Mat  Fifth  Street;  Waterloo,  lov-a  60701;  Telephone:  318-236-03*1 


September  15,  1975 


EIG  Task  Forc  e 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Buivju  of  Lund  Management  (302) 

If.  S.  Department  of  the  interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 


The  Iowa  Northland  Regional  Council  of  Governments  acting  as 
the  area  wide  clearinghouse,  reviewed  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  at  its  regular  meeting  of  September  11,  1975.  Tills 
review  was  completed  In  accordance  wJt'n  the  provisions  of  the 
Office  of  Management  and  Budget,  Circular  A-95. 


It  is  the  recommendation  of  the  Regional  Council  of  Governments 
that  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  be  forwarded  to  the 
County  Board  of  Supervisors  within  our  Region  for  their  review 
and  comments.  The  Council  of  Governments  request  additional 
information  on  the  following  items: 

1  -  Location  of  Compressor’ Stations,  Communication 

Facilities,  and  sloc»:  pile  locations  (specifically 
Dewar,  Iowa)  within  counties  in  our  region 

2  -  Effects  of  the  pipeline  on 

a.  Field  tiles  and  drainage  network 

b.  Effects  of  the  pipeline  temperatures  on 

surrounding  soils 

3  -  Date  of  Right-of-Way  Acquisition 

4  -  Dates  of  Tubiic  Hearing  for  our  region 


I 

I 

■  3 
■+ 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  in  the  final  EIS. 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Page  Two 

September  15,  1975 


If  there  are  any  questions  relative  to  this  matter,  please  feel 
free  to  contact  us. 


Very  truly  yours, 

// . c 


jL 


/ 


Kenneth  E.  Lind 
Assistant  Director 


KEL/dl 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TOi 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D  C’..  20240 


302 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.C  20240 


302 


SEP  23  1975 


SEP  23  197S 


Memorandum 

To:  Deputy  Assistant  Project  Manager,  Denver 

From:  Assistant  Project  Manager,  Alaska  Natural  Gas 

Transportation  System 


Mr.  SLanneth  E.  Lind 
Assistant  Director 

Iowa  Northland  Regional  Council  of  Govarumanta 
Russell  Lamsoo  Building 
209  West  Plfth  Street 
Waterloo,  Iowa  50701 


Subject:  Response  to  Iowa  Northland  Regional  Council  of  Governments 


Deer  Mr.  Lind: 


Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  September  15  from  the  Iowa  Northland 
Regional  Council  of  Governments,  plus  a  copy  of  our  response.  Please 
provide  the  information  requested  (except  item  4)  directly  to  the 
Council,  with  a  copy  to  us.  . 


Russell  A.  Soulen 


Enclosure 


€<■ c 
l 


J'* 


£  7^'" 
...  -  7 - 


Thank  you  for  your  lsttar  of  Saptambar  15  in  which  you  requast  certain 
Information  regarding  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS) 
entitled  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System."  Ue  have  forwarded 
your  latter  to  our  office  in  Danver,  Colorado  where  the  authors  of  the 
North  Border  portion  of  the  EIS  are  located.  They  will  provide  you 
with  the  information  you  saak. 

This  will  also  confirm  my  telephone  conversation  with  you  in  which  I 
indicated  that  the  closest  public  hearing  to  you  would  be  in  Chicago, 
Illinois,  at  the  Ceremonial  Courtroom,  Room  2525,  219  South  Dearborn 
Street,  on  September  25-26. 

If  ve  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely  yours. 


(SgdJ  Russell  A.  Sou!  nr 

Russell  A.  Soulen 
Assistant  Project  Manager 
Alaska  Natural  Gas 

Transportation  Systam 


cc: 

Reading  File 
Bold  Copy 
Soulen 
Leonard  ■/ 

BLMrRAS :baa :9/23/75 


Save  Energy  and  You  Serve  America ! 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Iowa  Northland  Regional  Council  of  Governments 
dated  September  15,  1975 


1.  Comment  noted  -  information  concerning  these  items  may  be 
found  on  pages  6,  7,  13,  16  and  25  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 
As  indicated  on  pages  605-606,  North  Border  Volume,  the  exact 
location  of  the  proposed  pipeline  right-of-way  and  other 
facilities  is  not  known  at  this  time. 

2.  Comment  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Impact  on  these  items  are  described  on  pages  468,  496-500 
and  530  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

3.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Proposed  project  schedule  is  covered  on  pages  31-32, 
North  Border  Volume.  Right-of-way  acquisition  will  begin 
following  necessary  approvals  from  the  applicable  agencies 
and  selection  of  the  final  pipeline  route. 

4.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 
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Montana 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


ALASKA  PIPELINE  OFFICE 
808  E  STREET 
ANCHORAGE.  ALASKA  99501 


In  reply  refer  to 
A1 123.2(d) 

P001. 0101 
P001 .0209 


MEMORANDUM 


NOV  2  5  1975 


November  3»  1975 


Secretary  of  the  Interior 
l8th  &  "C"  Streets 
Washington,  D.C.  20214.0 


TO:  Leader,  Alaska  Support  Group,  Alaskan  Natural  Gas 

Transportation  System,  BLM,  Anchorage,  Alaska 

FROM:  Public  Information  Officer,  Alaska  Pipeline  Office 

SUBJECT:  Support  of  Pipeline  Through  Northeastern  Montana 


Dear  Sir: 

The  Beaverhead  Chamber  of  Commerce  wishes  to  express  its 
support  of  the  crossing  of  the  Alaska  oil  pipeline  through 
northeastern  Montana.  The  pipeline  would  cross  Phillips, 
Roosevelt,  and  Valley  counties  on  its  way  from  Prudhoe  Bay 
In  Alaska  to  terminals  in  Pennsylvania. 

The  Chamber  has  always  maintained  that  the  wise  utilization 
of  natural  resources  need  not  be  environmentally  detrimental 
or  aesthetically  displeasing.  Based  on  information  that 
we  have  gathered  on  this,  we  believe  that  the  Alaska  pipe¬ 
line  is  environmentally  as  safe  as  possible,  and  will  be 
of  great  value  to  the  american  people  in  their  quest  for 
energy  Independence. 


The  enclosed  letter  from  Mr.  Bill  Hand,  President  of  the 
Beaverhead  Chamber  of  Commerce,  was  forwarded  to  our  office 
for  response. 

Considering  the  geographic  locations  outlined  in  his  letter, 
it  is  apparent  that  the  pipeline  to  which  Mr.  Hand  refers  is 
that  proposed  by  the  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company. 

Since  your  office  is  dealing  with  the  gas  pipeline  proposals, 
we  are  forwarding  Mr.  Hand's  letter  to  you  for  further  response. 


Sincerely,  , 

/  ''"Bill  Hand,  President 

Beaverhead  Chamber  of  Commerce 


fn) 

KCEIVE 

Til 

D, 

n<! 

NOV  1  7 1975 

1 

_ 

k  V  — 
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Response  to  Comments  received  from 
Beaverhead  Chamber  of  Commerce 
dated  November  3,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Nevada 


CLARK  COUNTY  REGIONAL  PLANNING  COUNCIL 

118  South  Fourth  Street  •  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  49101  •  (702)  336-4011 
COUNCIL  MEMBERS:  County  ol  Clark  •  Boulder  City  •  Henderson 
•  Las  Vegas  •  North  Las  Vegas  •  Clark  County  School  District 
•  Las  Vegas  Valley  Water  District 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Clark  County  Regional  Planning  Council 
dated  September  8,  1975 


September  8,  1975 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Mr.  E.  I.  Rowland 
State  Director,  Nevada 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Nevada  State  Office 

Room  3008  Federal  Building 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 


Subject:  PROPOSED  NATURAL  GAS  PTPELINE/MEVADA 


Dear  Mr.  Rowland: 

We  appreciated  receiving  your  letter  of  August  29,  1975  concerning 
the  proposed  north/south  pipeline,  that  may  cross  Nevada,  in  the 
general  area  of  McDermitt  to  Oasis. 

Normally,  this  is  the  type  of  information  we  always  appreciate 
receiving  and  would  prepare  comments  to  be  presented  at  a  public 
hearing  -  if  this  proposal  was  in  our  official  jurisdiction  which 
is  Clark  County.  Since  the  proposed  natural  gas  pipeline  may  be 
in  Esmeralda  County  (pipeline  location  more  than  100  miles  to  the 
west  of  us)  we  do  not  feel  we  should  participate  in  the  review  of 
this  proposal. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity.  Please  keep  us  informed  of 
your  many  fine  activities. 


EDWARD  F.  DAVIS,  AIP 


Executive  Director 
EFD/ii 

cc:  Mr.  John  Boyles,  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  S9102 

cc:  Mr.  Bruce  Arkell,  State  Planning  Coordinator 
Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89701 

cc:  RPC  Technical  Committee  Members  (Information) 


COMMISSIONERS. 

PETE  L.  BENGOCHEA,  WINNEMUCCA 
RAYMOND  OUFURliENA.  OBOVAOA 
JAMES  W.  KINNEY.  WINNEMUCCA 


Hu  m  U<lt  County 

lo&rd  of  Commissioners 


POST  OFFICE  BOX  352 
WINNEMUCCA.  NEVADA  89445 

CLERK  OF  BOARD 

GRACE  W  BELL 
COUNTV  CLERK  AND  EX-OFFICIO  CLERK 
OF  HUMBOLDT  COUNTY 
BOARD  OF  COMMISSIONERS 

September  25,  1975 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Humboldt  County  Board  of  Commissioners 
dated  September  25,  1975 


E.  I.  Rowland,  Nevada  Director 
United  States  Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  3008  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  NV  89502 


Re:  N-10691  2015  (N-911) 

HurS^TVt0  Y°ur.letter  Of  August  29,  please  be  advised  that 
tori*  "hi1  be  represented  at  the  October  2  publi, 

the  fait  th!tUOe-ober  \  3t  the  Pioneor  Inn-  too,  die  to 

Countv  October  2  is  the  meeting  date  for  the  Humboldt 

Sl“ill  Commissioners  however  it  is  anticipated  that 

October  5  IIslLn?  ““  °f  °Ur  B°ard  present  at  the 

Please  be  advised  that  Humboldt  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

cIuntvaIIdrfhW1Ih  Pr°Posed  pipeline  construction  through  Iiumbol 

till be  S*1SS1°”efS  d°  "Dt  £Sel  that  the  environmental 
impact  will  be  of  any  great  significance  in  Humboldt  County. 

Any  comments  on  are  behalf  can  be  considered  favorable. 


Comment:  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 


HUMBOLDT  COUKTY  BOARD 
OF  COMMISSIONERS 

S A  'lS'  v. 

•Ra'sjpgnd  Dufurrena,  Chairman 


l 


■  Bengoclte  y  Member 
1\.  ...j.-i 


'Jame^/W.  Kinney, 


North  Dakota 


I 


OQi 


If) 


I  R'n  Rorer  Sanders  Chalrt*. n.  of  the  Arnegard -Alexander 
Soli  Conservation  Dlstrtot  Boar<  .  X<'r  i 


We  called  '.ho  public  meotlnga,  one  held  In  Alexander  on 
March  10,  1975  ^nd  the  other  on  March  11,  1975  at  Watford  City, 
to  inform  the  p  tbllo  ani  the  la  tdownere  on  whose  land  the 
Northern  Border  Plpellno  night  tave  lta  effect. 

The  projeo:  Is  to  30  appro dr»tely  65  rollos  across 
McKenzie  County  and,  as  close  aj  we  could  ascertain,  all  bu ' 
two  of  the  landowners  Involved  4&rti  proof nt  or  hud  represenr- 
atlves  there.  We  boliere  this  Kao  real  food  participation. 

The  Input  by  thn  people  present  v.as  trex*  ndoufT. 

The  concern  of  tr.ary  at  the  :ie  Beetljif.B  «ao  the  possible 
wind  oroolcn  no  there  3  s  a  lot  of  highly  crodable  t>o3 1  vh&v  :• 
tha  proposed  line  lo  nipped  ar.<  it  gooo  ,>arall5l  to  pr:  vai.l  g 
wind?. 

The  conoer  1  of  people  trlt'i  llvoPtooc  vras  the  cutting 
off  of  water  amply  or  feed  amply  during  construct,! on. 

The  people  feel  tie  definite  need  of  cnorry  rnppljr  * o 
necessitate  fur;hr-r  ad  mnce.Tinr t  o**  our  country  r-  t  also 
feel  vre  have  a  right  lo  de^errining  how  the  land  ii.  olvcd 
shall  be  handle!.  There  Is  or ly  no  much  food  producing 
land  available  In  those  Ualtec  States  arl  thin  pipeline 
involves  the  production  on  &pi  rox irvitelj  3.700  acroiT  in 
North  Dakota.  low  much  of  this  will  be  lest  forever’  Row 
much  will  be  l03t  for  a  short  time?  Ho*'  much  will  b?  left 
in  a  position  cf  lower  prod uc*. Ion  or  in  an  uneconomical  state? 

The  people  concerned  fro  i  McKenzie  County  want  r.e  to 
add  the  minutes  of  tN-  tv/o  .meetings  to  ;hlft  presentation  no 
that  you  may  ha  re  their  fcell  igo  inolud *d  In  your  decisions. 

(Attached  .ire  th<  rulnute?  from  the  Alexander  and  Watford 
City  meetings) 

I  am  also  1  merubfr  of  the  Wllllstcn  Bnsln  RC-S-D  Executive 
Council  which  w.ll  file  a  statement  with  you  prior  to  the 
deadline.  Howe'er,  they  are  In  support  of  the  statements  I 
have  aude  and  w.ll  have  more  to  add. 

1  1  Thank  you  for  the  privl ledge  to  present  this. 

Roger  L.  Sanders 

i  Alexander,  ND  58831 

.  Sept.  29,  1975 


Minutes  from  Alexander  Meeting 
March  1C,  1975 


Roger  Sanders,  Chairman  of  the  Arnegard-Alexander  Soil  Conservation  District 
board  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  tne  Alexander  High  School  Library  on  March 

10,  1975  at  2  p.m. 

This  meeting  was  with  landowners  on  whose  land  the  Northern  Border  °ipeline 
Project  will  have  its  affect.  The  purpose  of  the  meeting  was  to  establish  some 
guidelines  as  to  responsibilities  and  actions  regarding  the  tearing  up  the  land 
and  its  restoration. 

Others  present  for  the  meeting  were* 

Earl  L.  Andersen,  District  Conservationist,  SC3,  Watford  City 

Rusty  Dersch,  Minerals  Administrator,  Forest  Service,  Watford  City 

"Ike"  Ellison,  Natural  Resources  Coordinator,  Governors  Office,  Bismarck 

E.  J.  Englerth,  Publico  Service  Commission,  Bismarck 

Delton  D.  Schulz,  State  Water  Commission,  Bismarck 

Norman  Peterson,  State  Health  Department,  Bismarck 

Donald  D:  Patterson,  Soils  Department  N.D.S.U.,  Fargo 

The  concerns  brought  out  In  the  meeting  were: 

I.  Compaction  of  the  area  from  the  traffic. 

It  was  assumed  an  area  of  100  feet  would  be  affected.  The  pipeline  will  be 
along  one  side  of  the  right  awey  with  most  of  the  traffic  on  the  other  side. 

How  will  the  comoaction  be  handled? 

Donald  Patterson,  Soils  Department,  N.8.S.U.  stated  that  tnere  are  two 
critical  layers  -  top  soil  and  sub  soil.  These  layers  should  be  stock  piled 
individually  then  replaced  after  ditch  is  back  filled.  He  also  stated  that 
timing  would  be  a  factor. since  the  degree  of  compaction  by  heavy  equipment 
would  be  greater  when  the  soil  is  moist  than  when  it  is  dry.  Patterson 
stressed  the  importance  of  soil  maps  in  planning  restoration  of  affected 
areas  along  the  rlght-away. 

11.  Revegetation. 

a.  Seedbed  preparation.  The  actual  thickness  of  surface  an  subsoil  that 
should  be  stockpiled  before  excavation  begins  would  depend  on  kind  of 
soil  being  disturbed. 

b.  Seeding  -  Tt  was  suggested  an  equal  ratio  of  bromegrass  and  westerwneat. 
Mr.  Dersch,  of  the  Forest  Service,  recommends  -  8  lbs.  green  needle, 

2  lbs.  western  wheat,  2  lbs.  sweet  clover.  It  was  suggested,  that  the 
fertilization  and  seeding  could  be  done  by  airplane. 

c.  Fertilization  -  Ine  question  was  discussed  of  typing  and  testing  the 
soils.  It  was  of  concern  just  isio  would  be  expected  to  pay  for  this. 
However,  a  recommendation  was  given  that  the  fertiliser  should  be  a 
2-1-1  ratio,  but  specified  pounds  of  actual  plant  nutrients  applied. 

.  It  was  suggested  that  about.  50  lbs.  actual  nitrogen  should  be  applied 
at: seeding;  ■ 


III.  There  should  be  adequate  compaction  of  fill  to  prevent  settling,  piping 
and  subsequent  channel  erosion  along  pipeline.  Norman  °eterson,  State 
Health  Department,  stated  that  tne  area  over  the  ditch  should  be  mounded 
to  allow  for  possible  settling. 

IV.  Another  concern  was  the  spreading  of  waste  material.  Delton  Schuls, 

State  W^ter  Commission,  felt  the  land  should  be  shaped  to  the  natural 
topography. 

V.  The  audstion  as  to  what  will  be  done  with  the  rocks  that  are  dugout  was 
discussed.  It  was  the  consenus  of  the  group  that  rocks  of  two  inches  in 
diameter  or  larger  should  be  stockpiled  where  tne  landowner  would  opt  be 
unduly  hindered  in  his  farm  operation.  This  thought  was  not  Juat  for 
cultivated  land  but  grassland  as  well. 

VI.  The  problem  of  wind  and  water  erosion  along  the  right  of  way  was  discussed. 
Ike  Ellison,  Natural  Resources  Coordinator,  suggested  the  possiblity  of 
mulching  in  areas  of  sandy  soils  to  control  wind  erosion.  Earl  Andersen, 
District  Conservationist,  explained  water  diversion  procedure  used  by 
S.C.S.  in  developing  grassed  waterways.  It  was  recommended  that  the 

Soil  Conservation  Service  set  up  the  criteria  for  erosion  control. 

VI.  Concerns  were  expressed  in  regard  to  possible  separation  of  cattle  from 
water  sources  in  grazing  areas.  Mr.  Englerth,  Public  Service  Commission, 
pointed  out  tne  ne*d  for  type  of  fencing  to  keep  cattle  off  newly  seeded 
areas  until  grass  has  become  established. 


Mr.  Englerth  stressed  the  importance  of  legal  counsel  in  negotiating  .with 
the  pipeline  company.  He  also  stated  that  the  County  Commisaioners  make 
themselves  aware  of  the  effect  of  the  pipeline  on  roads  etc. 

Mr.  Ellison  stated  that  Senate  Bill  2050  if  passed  provides  for  help  to 
landowners  in  these  situations. 

Mr.  Dersch  explained  the  Foreat  Service  policy  with  respect  to  reclaiming 
areas  affected  by  pipeline  installations.  He  mentioned  separation  of  top 
,soil,  sub  strata  and  replacement  of  these  materials  after  construction.  He 
also  mentioned  restoration  of  original  surface  contour  and  drainage.  He 
indicated  tne  type  of  gras?  seed  mixture  to  use  and  the  need  to  fence  off 
reseeded  areas  for  2  full  growing  seasons.  The  Forest  Service  will  require 
.  rehabiliation  of  the  affected  area. 

Mr.  Englerth  stated  that  the  Public  Service  Commission  is  responsible  for 
location  of  plants  and  transmission  lines.  Mr.  Englerth  and  Ellison  stated 
that  this  type  of  meeting  gives  them  valuable  direction  for  the  Public 
Service  Commission  and  Natural.  Resource  Council.  At  the  close  Mr.  Ellison, 
indicated  th«  nerd  for  control  <>f.-f  ire-  -hazards  during  .cpnstpjction^ .  the  v 
possible,  affeclj  of.  pipeline  on  temperature  of  the  .surrounding  soil  and 
need  for  weed  control  along' the  right  of  way  Areas.' 


Other  concerns  discussed  were: 

1.  Sub-station  area  which  would  involve  20  acrea  of  land.  Also  there 
could  be  a  noise  problem. 

2.  There  will  be  2  towers  which  will  take  up  7  acrea  of  land  each. 

3.  Will  the  right  away  be  turned  back  to  the  farmer  after  construction? 

U.  What  recourse  does  the  landowner  have  if  the  pipe  washes  out 

several  years  after  installation.  Mr.  Ellison  suggested  the  need 
to  obtain  performance  bonds  from  the  pipeline  company. 
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Minutes  froi.  W.tford  City  Meeting 
March  11,  1975 


bosr,^(.f"„4:^eSng™lnnr0Lr:t\™'^t1n^r, SOU  C— District 
11,  1975  at  2  the  RE0  buildl,,K  In  Watford  City,  on  March 

Project  *"■££  “t 5  "fect?ndTh^DuroSsehof*tiend  I,“rther"  Border  Pipeline 
guidelines  as  to  responsibilities  and  action  Meeting  was  to  establish  sons 
and  it,  restoration.  Mr  Sanders  the  t*arln«  “P  <•»«  land 

Meeting  was  to  base  pewie  ««  of  1  a‘h'  ob>bti"  of  the 

of  the  problems  had  concerning  the  oroject  als^  thina^  t^1'4"!  “er'  son" 
lease.  orojecl.also  things  that  could  be  put  into  the 

Others  present  for  the  meeting  were: 

H.”"!'  students  of  Engl ronmental  class,  Watford  City 

g„go, , , 

Cp  o'  nd*rsen»  District  Conservationist,  Witford  City 

Onnand  uitherb^^y^^^.S*^®"  S^SV0’  °f  A,"eriCa’  Bi»»**ck,N.D. 

De*la°Halvf^hlll"r  *bSlraCt  4  Tltl»  City 

SS  ci* 

Robert  Fiynn,  County  Commissioner,  East  Fairview  MT 
Jalph  t.  Roy.,  Forest  Ranger,  Watford  CitT'  ‘ 
r rank  Fisn,  Biology  Teacher,  Watford  City 

Mr.  PatLJson'^o/L^Sona  Sp^^f^S  8011  wa3  »*roo«ht  up. 

it  would  be  best  to  handle ‘this  (Refer  tr,  th*  i-.  *  agaln  suggested  how  he  felt 
Mr.  Merein  Olaon,  Arneg.rd  rec^L„£d  ^ ,1™,"  M1"UteS  Ite”  *•> 
suggestion.  f  ommended  that  the  landowners  use  Mr.  Patterson's 

probate"  X?  “  bb  «-  sroslon 

how  will  it  b/j  or  5  « are  iftei  ?"  rbgard  to  thl’  BC2bl«™  -as  , 

tne  landowner  reauest  that  the  comoany  corned  w  co"pleted.  It  was  stw&SQSf^at 
problems.  However,  Cordon  Le'a“" 'he'*  th*  a~a  for  such 
company  in  their  area  is  also  concerned  (bfut”tM  eXDreS3ed  tdat  tne  oil 

frequently,  at  least  once  a  w«k  *  thU  and  tbab  th<V  fl7  »™r  the  //We. 

••WsIStaSS  «r.  Derach. 

a  lot  qf  . trees,  and  also  that  Ley  coTbS?  ®5h4p  rouU*  'ft  WoUld-affect  't  ■ 

they  will  not  ™,..d  tLm.eW  end-replac,  trees  where  they  felt 


/V 


At  the  Watford  City  meeting  there  was  also  discussion  in  regard  to  rocks, 
fertilization,  wind  and  water  erosion.  Mr.  Sanders  read  the  r esults  of  tha 
Alexander  meeting  and  this  group  felt  the  recommendations  were  beneficial.  (See 
Alexander  Minutes.) 

Mr.  Dersch,  recommended  that  where  grass  is  reseeded  ana  livestock  is  in 
the  area  it  should  be  fenced  for  at  least  two  growing  seasons. 

Mr.  Sanders,  stated  that  Norman  Peterson,  State  Health  Department,  and 
Del ton  Schulz,  State  Water  Commission,  stated  at  the  *lexander  meeting  that  they 
would  try  to  control  things  to  protect  the  water  source  so  it  will  not  be  destroyed. 

Sam  Halverson,  Forest  Service,  felt  that  the  landowners  could  have  in  their 
leases  with  the  company  stipulations  as  to  fire  control,  temperature  control  and 
compactior>.preventative  measures. 

At  the  close  of  the  meeting  Mr.  Sinders  strongly  suggested  that  the  landowner 
have  the  assistance. of  an  attorney  to  help  in  drawing  up  a  lease,  as  the  company 
has  the  lease  more  in  their  favor.  He  also  mention  Senate  Bill  2050  that  Mr. 
Ellison  had  mentioned  In  the  Alexander  meeting. 

The  Watford  City  Association  of  Commerce  served  coffee  and  doughnuts  to 
the  group. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 
September  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Roger  Sanders 
representing 

Amegard-Alexander  Soil  Conservation  District  Board 
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MR.  ROGER  SANDERS:  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the 
rest  of  the  Board. 

My  name  is  Roger  Sanders  and  I’m  Chairman 
Of  the  Arnegard -Alexander  Soil  Conservation 
District  Board.  I  will  be  submitting  a  written 
statement  along  with  my  oral.  I  am  not  going 
to  read  parts  of  this  statement  as  it  is 
Minutes  of  two  meetings  that  were  held  prior 
to  this  time,  and  we  wish  this  to  be  incorporated 
in  with  the  statements. 

We,  of  the  Soil  Conservation  District  Board, 
called  two  public  meetings  in  McKenzie  County, 
one  held  in  Alexander  on  March  10th,  1975,  and 
the  other  on  March  11th,  1975  at  Watford  City 
to  inform  the  public  and  landowners  on  whose 
land  the  Northern  Border's  pipeline  might  have 
its  effect. 
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16 

The  pipeline  project  is  to  go  approximately 
65  miles  across  McKenzie  County  and  as  close 
as  we  can  ascertain  all  but  two  of  the  landowners 
involved  were  present  or  had  representatives 
there.  We  believe  this  is  good  participation 
and  the  input  from  the  people  was  tremendous. 

The  concern  of  many  of  those  at  the  meetings 
was  the  possible  wind  erosion  as  there  is  a 
lot  of  highly  erodible  soil  where  the  proposed 
line  is  mapped  and  it  goes  parallel  to  the 
prevailing  winds.  Concern  of  the  people  with 
the  livestock  or  the  cutting  off  of  the  water 
supply  from  the  peak  supply  during  the 
construction . 

The  people  feel  the  definite  need  of  the 
energy  supply  to  necessitate  the  further 
advancement  of  our  country,  but  we  also  feel 
we  have  a  right  in  determining  how  much  land 
is  involved ,  how  that  land  is  involved  and  shall 
be  handled.  There  is  only  so  much  food  producing 
land  available  in  these  United  States  and  this 
pipeline  involves  the  production  on  approximately 
3200  acres  in  North  Dakota. 

How  much  of  this  will  be  lost  forever?  How 
much  will  be  lost  for  a  short  time?  How  much 
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part  of  the  hearing. 

MR.  SANDERS:  You  don't  want  the  recent 
Minutes,  do  you? 

MR.  MESCH:  I  don't  think  it's  necessary, 
no.  Thank  you  very  much. 

All  right.  The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Bernie 
Alt,  North  Dakota  Coordinator,  United  States 
Forest  Service. 

MR.  BERNARD  ALT:  My  name  is  Bernard  Alt. 

I'm  the  Coordinator  of  External  Affairs  for 
the  Forest  Service,  U.S.  Forest  Service  in 
North  Dakota. 

My  statement  is  very  brief  and  concerns 
the  crossing  of  national  grasslands  near  Watford 
City.  The  Northern  Border  pipeline  states 
pipeline  from  Saskatchewan  to  Pennsylvania 
will  pass  through  McKenzie  County,  North 
Dakota  and  a  particular  crossing  of  1.7  miles 
of  U.S.  Forest  Service  land.  The  following 
comments  are  based  on  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Badlands  use  of  the  Little 
Missouri  national  grasslands  which  was 
finalized  in  1974. 

The  present  alignment  will  cross  several 
different  types  of  land  including  upland 
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will  be  left  in  a  position  of  lower  production 
or  uneconomical  state?  The  people  concerned 
in  McKenzie  County  want  you  to  have  the 
Minutes  of  these  two  meetings  at  this  presentation 
so  you  may  have  their  feelings  included  in  your 
decision . 

I  am  also  a  member  of  the  Williston  Basin 
RC  &  D  Executive  Council  which  will  file  a 
statement  with  regard  to  the  deadline.  However, 
they  are  in  support  of  the  statement  that  I  have 
made  and  will  have  more  to  add. 

Thank  you  for  the  privilege  of  appearing 
here . 

MR.  MESCH:  Do  you  gentlemen  have  any 
questions? 

You're  going  to  submit  all  of  the  statements 
at  a  later  date? 

MR.  SANDERS:  These  will  be  right  now;  these 
two  and  this.  These  are  the  two  Minutes  of  the 
meetings  that  were  held  and  this  is  what  I  have 
just  read.  There  will  also  be  statements  from 
the  RC  &  D  and  more  from  McKenzie  County  in 
addition  to  this. 

MR.  MESCH:  All  right,  fine.  Well,  I'll 


just  take  these  then  and  we'll  make  these  a 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Arnegard-Alexander  SCD 
presented  at  the  Bismark,  ND  Public  Hearing 
dated  September  29,  1975 


1.  Since  the  oral  testimony  and  written  copy  of  this  testimony 
dated  September  29,  1975  are  introductory  to  the  comments 
contained  in  the  minutes  of  the  meetings  held  March  10  and 
March  11,  1975  response  will  be  to  those  comments. 

From  Minutes  of  Alexander  Meeting  3/10/75 

2.  The  Applicant  states  that  disking,  harrowing,  or  subsorbing 
will  be  done  to  break  up  soils  compacted  by  construction 
activities.  (Pg  615,  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume). 

3.  The  Applicants'  proposals  for  revegetation  are  covered  on 
page  40  and  pages  615-617  of  the  Final  EIS,  North  Border 
Volume.  Additional  measures  are  suggested  on  pages  645-646. 
The  actual  on  site  practices  that  are  applied  will  depend 
upon  the  right-of-way  agreements  negotiated  between  the 
Applicants  and  individual  land  owners. 

4.  This  is  covered  on  page  39,  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

5.  See  response  //4  . 

6.  See  response  #4. 

7.  This  is  discussed  on  pages  486-493,  Final  EIS,  North  Border 
Volume.  Further  discussion  on  mitigating  measures  to  control 
erosion  may  be  found  on  pages  614-620  and  644-646. 

8.  This  is  covered  on  page  493,  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

9.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

10.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

11.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

12.  Comment  noted  -  Impacts  from  fire  hazards  are  discussed  on 
page  522,  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume.  Information  on 
impacts  to  plants  from  gas  temperatures  is  contained  on  pages 
530-531. 

13.  a.  Noise  impacts  from  compressor  stations  is  covered  on 

pages  602-603,  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

b.  Towers  will  require  4  acres  per  site,  page  28,  Final  EIS, 
North  Border  Volume. 
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c.  Yes  -  see  page  27,  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

d.  This  will  depend  upon  the  conditions  of  the  right-of-way 
agreement  negotiated  between  the  Applicant  and  landowners. 
See  page  AO,  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume  for  Applicants' 
statement . 

14.  Meeting  at  Watfold  City  3/11/75 

All  comments  from  this  meeting  have  been  addressed  above  in 
response  to  Meeting  at  Alexander  on  3/10/75 


TELEPHONE  572  2115 


WILLISTON.  NORTH  DAKOTA  56801 


September  30, 


State  f*lanni  ng  Division  I'oarri 
State  Capitol 

f  Bismarck,  North  Dakota  =*8=^0 J 
Gentlemen: 

The  Buford-Trenton  Irrigation  District. ,  Trenton,  North  Dakota,  is  unalterably 
opposed  to  the  proposed  Alaska  pipeline  crossing  of  our  land.  The  reasons  are 
as  follows: 

1)  It  would  entail  cutting  through  our  main  canal,  several  laterals,  our  main 
drain  in  the  West  Bottom,  and  minor  drains.  Cutting  these  vital  stems  would 
curtail  or  stop  irrigation  to,  not  only  the  immediate  area  (West  Bottoml,  but 
also  all  irrigated  lands  downstream  while  construction  was  in  progress, 

2)  The  proposed  site  for  crossing  our  district  would  cause  irreparable  damage 
to  six  farms,  Th.s  land  is  all  macitin-  -levelled,  divided  into  lields,  and  con- 
neeted  to  drains  lor  efficient  use  o [  water,  machinery,  and  manpower.  Laying 

a  48"  pipeline  across  these  fields  would  drastically  lower  productivity  as  welt 
as  efficiency. 

3)  We  recommend  a  crossing  site  m  the  general  vicinity  ol  the  Lewis  and  Clark 
area.  This  area  is  now  owned  by  the  g  o  ernment  and  has  been  ruined  lor  irri¬ 
gation  by  high  water.  Why  not  cross  an  .in  .  already  ruined  instead  of  cross, ng 
some  of  the  mos'  highly  productive  land  in  .North  Dakota? 


We  reiterate  we  arc  opposed  to  the  pr 
you  give  an  alternate  plan  scr; 


P''!-cd  crossing  of  our  lands  and  suggest 
on.sideration. 


Sincerely, 


l  ‘  *■ , ;  *  .  "s'  •  ^  (  1 

Don  Rider,  Chairman 

*  .Lt. — /  eMi-w. 

Clarer  ce  Johnsrud,  Vice  Chairman 

.  >  '' 

4  •  ,  Yf.'.'S:  s?  ‘  •  7 

.7.1).  Ganna  way,  Buard  Mphiber 

•  k 


THE  BANK  THAT  MAKES  THINGS  HAPPEN" 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  Buford-Trenton  Irrigation  District 
dated  September  30,  1975 


Comments  have  been  noted  and  discussion  on  the  Buford-Trenton  Irriga¬ 
tion  District  has  been  expanded  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  the  North 
Border  Volume,  Pages  410  and  412  for  a  description  of  the  area  and 
Page  494  for  a  discussion  of  impacts. 


ALEXANDER,  NORTH  DAKOTA 
OCTOBER, 20,  1975 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
U.S.Dept.  of  Interior 
WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

Dear  Sirs* 

We ,the  undersigned  supervisors  of  CHARBON  TCWNSHIP, fully  subscribe 
to  the  policy  adopted  by  the  WILUSTON  BASIN  R.C.AD.  es  pertaining  to  the 
ALASKAN  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORT  SYSTEM. 


YOURS  TRULY, 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  CHARBON  TOWNSHIP 
dated  October  20,  1975 


Comment  was  noted;  refer  to  response  to  Williston  Basin  Regional 
Council  for  Development  letter,  dated  October  16,  1975. 


Emmons  County 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  DISTRICT 


=  OUR  SOIL  ★  OUR  STRENGTH  = 


LINTON,  NORTH  DAKOTA 


October  3rd,  1975 


l»IKTItfCT  Hl'PKIlVimmS: 
liny  It. in. .inn 
IUr  I*  Kramer 
A  Inin  J^li'r 
Walln.n  Nrlnnn 
Wlll.nr  V  .n.l-r  Vnral 
tOOCXXXXXXX  s,W|jrr 

Clark  Lemley 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D,  C. 


To  whom  it  may  concern: 

/his  letter  is  in  regards  to  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System.  This  pipeline  goes  across  our  State  and  we  feel  strongly  that 
our  laws  should  be  considered.  Most  of  us  in  North  Dakota  make  our  living 
from  Agriculture  and  consider  this  as  an  important  contribution  to  the 
population  of  the  nation. 

We  feel  that  the  soil  should  be  returned  to  the  ditch  in  such  a  way 
that  vegetation  will  grow  over  the  pipeline.  This  will  prevent  wintf  and 
water  erosion  which  we  are  sure  will  also  help  in  the  maintenance  of  the 
pipeline  itself,  and  make  the  land  useful  and  productive  again. 


I 

I 


We  also  feel  that  North  Dakota  should  be  given  the  advantage  of  use 
of  gas  transported  accross  the  state  to  compensate  for  damages  and  loss 
resulting  in  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  above  proposed  pipeline. 


Yours  very  truljC 


Wallace  Nelson,  Chairman 
Board  of  Supervisors 

Emmons  County  Soil  Conservation  Dist. 
■Linton,  North  Dakota  58552 


JlecaU.  atid  GIgaJi  -  1S05 

RESOURCE  CONSERVATION  &  DEVELOPMENT  PROJECT 

Bon  236  Mondan,  North  Dokolo  $8554  Phono  663-6587 


October  10,  1975 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Emmons  County  Soil  Conservation  District 
dated  October  3,  1975 


1.  It  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Applicant  to  comply 
with  all  applicable  Federal,  State  and  local  laws  and  reg¬ 
ulations. 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Soil  and  vegetation  mitigation  measures  are  discussed 
on  pages  608-612,  614-619  and  644-646,  North  Border  Volume. 

3.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 


State  Planning  Division 
State  Capitol 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota  58505 

RE:  A-95  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

Gentlemen: 

The  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  is  critical  to  the 
economic  well-being  of  Eastern  economics.  There  is  little  economic 
advantage  to  North  Dakota. 

The  Regional  Council  for  Development  should  be  kept  fully  informed 
of  progress  so  that  landowners  and  local  people  will  be  equipped 
to  make  decisions.  The  Council  would  expect  each  person  or  entity 
to  be  fully  aware  of  the  consequences  of  releasing  land  for  the 
pipeline  route. 


Sint^ely, 


Duncan  R.  Warren 
Project  Director 


DRW/kas 

Enclosure 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Lewis  and  Clark  -  1805 
Resource  Conservation  and  Development  Project 
dated  October  10,  1975 


Comment  noted-  no  response. 


P.o.  Box  365  Fiinttw,  Montana  59221 

October  8,  1975 


State  Planning  Division 
State  Capitol 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 


Dear  Gentlemen; 


Telephone  747-5646 


Subject:  Impact  Statement  on  the 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  Proposal 


We  are  writing  in  regard  to  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  prooosal, 
that  has  been  proposed  to  cross  the  District  boundary  in  the  Buford- 
Trenton  area  that  is  a  part  of  our  Soil  Conservation  District. 

We  have  received  numerous  inquiries  by  our  District  Cooperators  as 
to  the  impact  this  pipeline  will  have  on  the  irrigation  District. 

We  understand  that  there  would  be  many  complications  and  also  benefits 
but  our  biggest  concern  would  be  the  wind  and  water  erosion  problem 
that  will  be  caused  by  thisproposed  line.  We  are  hooing  you  will 
take  grave  consideration  with  this  area  as  it  is  entirely  irrigated 
land  which  takes  a  little  extra  land  treatment  and  its  value  is  con¬ 
siderably  higher  than  dryland  or  rangeland. 

Sugar  beets  are  their  key  crop  and  every  consideration  should  be 
given  to  local  lajhd  owners  as,  to  the  problems  to  the  laterals  and 
canals  that  surround  every  land  owner  that  lies  along  your  proposed 
route.  We  strongly  support  all  agencies  and  peoole  involved  within 
the  concerned  area  but  then  we  must  also  be  critical  of  peoole  or 
companies  that  want  to  overlook  local  needs  and  destroy  local  values. 

We,  the  Supervisors  of  the  Lower  Yellowstone  Soil  Conservation  District 
would  appreciate  it  if  your  peoole  that  are  front-runners  for  right- 
of-way  and  easement  would  consider  meeting  with  us  and  the  Directors  of 
the  Buford-Trenton  Project,  so  every  party  concerned  would  have  a 
knowledge  of  what  would  be  exnected  of  all  land  owners  that  would  be 
involved  in  this  tremendous  project  that  is  coining  into  this  community 
and  would  effect  the  environment  for  years  to  come  with  this  giant 
undertaking. 


I-'O  Jp ,  „ 

- LjUt  iti 
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AC1I0M  _  i 
oger  -Sanders 
Bre.n.  Goqnr.il- 


Sincerely;  p  -p  r, 

"TTL.U  •/  '1^ 

Chairman  of  Board 


ROBERT  BEARCE 
Buford,  N.O. 


LEONARD  BERRY 
FMntro,  Mont. 


RICHARD  CROV 
C.M— N.O. 


MIKE  L.  FLYNN  DAVE  SCHLOTHAUER 

CHwrlqM,  N.O.  Fdlnrldw,  Moot. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Lower  Yellowstone  Soil  Conservation  District 
dated  October  8,  1975 


1.  As  described  on  page  605,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS  the  final 
centerline  of  the  pipeline  has  not  been  selected.  Therefore,  it 
is  possible  that  minor  route  adjustments  may  eliminate  any  crossing 
of  the  Buford-Trenton  Irrigation  Project.  However,  if  the  Buford- 
Trenton  project  is  crossed  by  the  pipeline  negotiation  with  the 
irrigation  water  users  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  by  the  Applicant 
will  consider  measures  to  minimize  adverse  impacts. 

Soil  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  are  discussed  on 
pages  479-500  and  Vegetation  impacts  on  page  512  and  526  of  the 
North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


NDSIC  FORM  B  (1-75) 

10M:  STATE  INTERGOVERNMENTAL  CLEARINGHOUSE 
STATE  PLANNING  DIVISION 
STATE  CAPITOL 

BISMARCK, NORTH  DAKOTA  58505 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  TO  BE  REVIEWED 
TO:  Walter  Meidinger,  Chairman _ 


Mclntsoh  County  Planning  Commission 

Wishek,  ND  58495 


PROJECT 

TITLE:  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
DATE:  July  31,  1975 _  - 


Mitigation  measures  concerning  soils  and  vegetation  are  described 
on  pages  608-611,  615-619  and  644-646  of  the  Final  EIS,  North 
Border  Volume 

2.  The  Buford-Trenton  Irrigation  Project  is  discussed  on  pages  410-411 
and  494-496  of  the  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


APPLICANT:  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior _ 

The  Clearinghouse  has  received  a  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  review  under 
0MB  Circular  No.  A-95  for  the  above  project.  The  attached  project  information  is  re¬ 
ferred  to  your  agency  for  your  review  and  comment.  Please  review  the  proposal  as  it 
affects  the  plans  and  programs  of  your  agency  as  well  as  those  plans  with  which  you  are 
familiar,  and  indicate  your  comments  below  or  on  a  separate  sheet.  Some  general  sug- 
;stions  to  assist  in  your  review  of  projects  are  on  the  reverse  of  this  form. 

Your  cooperation  is  requested  in  completing  your  review  and  returning  this  form  to  our 
office  by  October  1,  1975.  If  no  response  or  indication  of  your  desire  to  comment  is 
received  by  October  10,  it  will  be,  assumed  you  have  no  comments  on  the  impact  statement. 

A  copy  of  the  material  received  by  the  Clearinghouse  is  attached. 


No  identified  conflict  (no  comment) 

_  Statement  is  supported  as  written 

_  Requests  a  meeting  with  the  applicant  (attach  statement  of  specific  concerns  which 
would  be  addressed  at  such  a  meeting) 

_  Comments,  identified  issues,  suggestions,  recommendations  or  suggested  stipulations 
are  listed  below  or  attached 


REVIEWER'S  fC  ' 

■cnature  tJS  '/)  ,  , _ date  /c  -  7-  A' 

TITLE  ^/>  U  „  ,\y  /;.  ,/>/  TELE:  4*  V  'H  C  1 
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TELEPHONE  NO.  842  3480 


VIVIAN  ROBERTS.  OJVUTT 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  McIntosh  County  Planning  Commission 
dated  October  7,  1975. 


Comment  noted  but  did  not  require  change  in  Final  EIS. 


Office  of  the  County  Auditor 

MCKENZIE  COUNTY 


WATFORD  CITY.  NORTH  DAKOTA  58854 

September  26,  1975 


Northern  Boundary  Pipe  Line 


Re:  Gas  Line  Crossing 

McKenzie  County 


Gentlemen: 


The  Board  of  County  Commissioners  of  McKenzie  County  are 
concerned  with  some  of  the  problems  that  will  exist  on  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  Gas  Line  crossing  part  of  McKenzie  County.  They  feel 
that  where  ever  the  line  crosses  a  County  or  Township  Road,  the 
line  should  be  well  marked.  .7hile  in  the  process  of  laying  the 
line  across  roads,  a  detour  should  be  made,  so  traffic  will  not 
be  interrupted. 

Also  maybe  a  Bond  should  be  posted  to  take  care  of  any 
damage  done  to  Township  and  County  roads  during  construction 
of  the  Pipe  Line. 

Sincerely, 


l 


Board  of  County  Commissioners 
by  Christ  Wehrung,  Secretary 

CW/pe 


Response  to  Comments  received 

from  Board  of  County  Commissioner,  Me  Kenzie  County,  North  Dakota 
dated  September  26,  1975 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
Mitigation  measures  are  discussed  on  pages  620,  623  and  625,  North 
Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


2.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Applicant  to  comply  with  State  and 
local  regulation's.  No  change  in  Final  EIS. 


Bismarck,  N.  Dak. 


4th,  1975 


Dear  Sir:- 

Sioux  Township  Board  met  in  legal  session  on  Oct.  1st,  1975, 
with  all  members  present  and  authorized  me  as  Township  Clerk  to 
write  relative  to  our  Township  roads  and  bridges. 

According  to  publicity  it  is  our  understanding  that  the 
Northern  Border  Pipeline  Co.  has  made  a  preliminary  survey  to 
lay  a  pipeline  from  Alaska  to  Pennsylvania.  We  are  concerned 
about  this  because  the  survey  shows  that  the  pr.feline  could  pass 
through  our  Township.  This  would  entail  the  use  of  our  roads  an 
bridges  with  heavy  equipment  traveling  on  them.  With  this  kind 
of  traffic  serious  damage  could  be  inflicted  on  our  roads  and 
bridges  and  also  erosio^  can  develope  wherever  this  equipment 
travels . 

As  Officers  of  this  Township  we  deem  it  necessary  to  report 
to  you  the  seriousness  of  this  Pipeline  -venture. 

We  wish  to  be  protected  against  any  damages  inflicted  upon 
the  property  of  this  Township. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Sioux  Tovmship,  North  Dakota 
dated  October  4,  1975 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Impacts  and  mitigating  measures  concerning  roads  and 
bridges  are  discussed  on  pages  576-578,  620  and  623  of  the 
North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


r.iiTJ :  Alaska  Aalyral  GuS 


r>n 


The  reaular  meeting  of  the  South  Central  Dakota  Regional  Council 

i  ,v  '  ...  --.r.  R-r ; iJj  Inn  or,  October  ti,  lliE 

■  -i uii  i  *  <<  «  :  :  1  ■  *  • 


C.i'C. 


LOGAN  COUNTY 
Jt.Un  f*M» 


NIOSH  COUNT' 
Au-.-l  I  G-  -'..r 


writs  COUNTY 
P«n  Pi!' -.r 
a-i..  m  t  Tv-Hug 


.  '.i* 


of  the  cnviroiv ;:1  rcYii  i  rt  -nv.C:;  ,  jrtc 

die!  point  out  that  the  fell  owing  points  shoulb  receive  pai  acuUi 
cons idera ion: 

1  natural  gas  service  should  be  made  available  to  users  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  pipeline.  This  energy  su,  ply  should 
be  available  in  quantities  sufficient  to  supply  current 
residential,  commercial  and  industrial  demands  as  ne  1  as  for 
projected  r.  eds  during  this  century.  Gas  suppl  e  shou  t  »>$0 
be  available  tor  the  manufacture  of  agricultuial  fertili-.rs 
since  this  input  is  vital  to  our  basic  econory. 


!  I' 


3  tie,.,  consideration  shall  be  given  to  minimizing  the  environ-  | 
mental  disturbance  during  the  construction  stage. 

4  The  oas  line  shall  be  buried  to  a  depth  that  will  not  interfere 

m.  me  .  ..  ......  tn  secondary  roads 


?.?n «.  — 


Maurice  Zink 
Executive  Director 


sy 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  South  Central  Dakota  Regional  Council 
Undated 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

2.  Soil  mitigation  measures  are  discussed  on  pages  608-609,  615,  618- 
619  and  644  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

3.  Mitigating  measures  during  the  construction  stage  are  discussed 
on  pages  605  and  608,  620  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

4.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
See  pages  40-41,  605-606  and  620  of  the  Final  EIS,  with 

Border  Volume. 


Wiljiston  Basin  Regional  Council  For  Development 

512  Fourth  Avenue  East 
Williston,  North  Dakota  58801 
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EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  DC  20240 


Gentlemen : 


The  Williston  Basin  Regional  Council  for  Development 
has  reviewed  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  The  route 
proposed  for  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  passes  through 
two  of  the  three  counties  in  the  Williston  Basin  region: 
crossing  near  the  confluence  area  of  the  Missouri  and 
Yellowstone  rivers,  through  the  Badlands,  rough  range- 
land,  near  the  Little  Missouri  National  Grasslands,  and 
crosses  the  Little  Missouri  River.  All  of  these  area.s 
are  unique  to  western  North  Dakota  and  are  of  high  aesthetic 
value . 


The  Council  herein  expresses  a  series  of  concerns  to 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  hopes  that  further 
investigation  and  study  will  be  made  in  this  matter  to 
best  protect  the  environment  and  lands  along  the  pip¬ 
line  route. 

1.  Construction  may  disrupt  the  normal  grazing  patterns 
in  the  grasslands  causing  heavy  grazing  in  portions 
of  the  area.  Livestock  movement  patterns  for  watering 
and  feeding  will  be  changed.  Open  ditching  can  be 
hazardous  to  livestock. 


2.  The  soils  of  the  area  are  extremely  fragile  and  subject 
to  erosion.  The  prevailing  winds  in  North  Dakota  are 
parrallel  to  the  route  which  can  Increase  erosion 
hazards.  Compaction  of  the  soils  should  be  undertaken 
in  all  areas.  The  advice  of  the  USDA-Soil  Conservation 
Service  through  the  local  soil  conservation  districts 
should  be  utilized  to  th£  fullest  extent  in  erosion 
control. 


1 


3.  Water  erosion  is  also  a  probable  hazard,  especially 
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along  the  steep  slopes  of  the  Badlands  and  along  the 
Little  Missouri  River.  The  trenching  for  the  pipe¬ 
line  may  hit  underground  water  veins  and  cause  piping. 
Testing  should  be  undertaken  to  avoid  any  such  water 
course  disturbance  and  if  piping  should  occur,  all 
efforts  should  be  taken  to  block  off  the  waterflow. 


3 


The  proposed  route  crosses  a  number  of  public  roads 
and  use  areas.  It  is  suggested  that  the  applicants 
either  post  a  performance  bond  or  establish  an  impact 
fund  to  cover  disruptions  which  are  a  burden  on  local 
units  of  government. 

The  pipeline  will  cross  the  Bu f ord-Tren ton  Irrigation 
project  causing  disruption  of  the  irrigation  practices 
of  the  project.  The  fluctuating  groundwater  table 
in  the  project  area  may  be  a  problem  for  the  applicant 
in  laying  in  the  line. 


I 

I 


6.  The  economy  of  McKenzie  County  is  substantially  based 
upon  Its  grazing  lands.  Seismographic  and  other 
testing  could  dispute  the  existing  water  structure 
and  change  or  close  artisian  wells  upon  which  grazing 
is  dependent.  Further  study  and  classification  in 
this  area  is  needed  as  the  value  of  underground  water 
sources  is  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  assess. 


lo 


7.  Revegetation  along  the  pipeline  route  may  take  several 
years  In  areas  ..of-  fragile  soils.  Several  critical 
factors  In  revegetation  are  the  use  of  native  grasses, 
having  adequate  topsoil,  and  fencing  during  the  re¬ 
establishment  period.  We  suggest  the  topsoil  all 
along  the  route  be  stockpiled  during  construction  and 
put  back  on  the  route  when  the  project  is  completed. 

We  also  suggest  that  the  expertise  of  the  USDA-SCS 
and  local  soil  conservation • districts  be  used  in 
identifying  the  native  grasses  to  be  used  in  reveg- 
etatlon.  We  thirdly  suggest  that  the  route  be  fenced 
until  the  new  vegetation  is  well  established  and  can 
support  grazing.  However,  the  type  of  fences  used 
should  be  such  as  to  not  interfer  with  wildlife  mig¬ 
ratory  patterns. 


8.  The  temperature  of  the  pipe  and  gas  is  also  a  concern. 
Further  clarification  is  neetJed  regarding  depth  of 
pipe  and  ground  freezing.  If  the  surface  soils  and 
road  beds  are  not  allowed  to  freeze,  then  6oft  spots 
could  cause. driving  hazards  and  permanent  maintenance 
problems,  a  cost  which  the  townships 'and  counties 
could  not  assume. 


9.  In  crossing  all  roads,  the  pipeline  b*  at 

90  degree  angle  with  the  road  in  accordance  to 
North  Dakota  State  Highway  Department  regulations. 

A  crossing  at  less  than  a  90  degree  angle  will  dis¬ 
turb  a  greater  portion  of  the  road  and  be  more  costly 
to  construct. 

10.  Each  year  area  rangers  are  concerned  wl th  a  I hi gh 
fire  index  during  the  summer  and  fall  months  In 

the  Badlands  and  grasslands.  Pipeline  construction 
work  by  its  very  nature  would  accentuate  the  pr°“ 
ability  of  igniting  coal  seams  which  are  exposed 
by  pipeline  construction.  Fires  of  this  type  can 
continue  to  burn  for  Indefinite  periods  of  time. 

11.  The  state  of  Montana  and  the  United  States  Forest 
Service  have  criteria  for  fire  protection  within 
their  boundaries.  Outside  of  the  Little  Missouri 
National  Grasslands  in  North  Dakota,  there  is 

state  criteria  for  fire  hazards.  We. urge  the  appli¬ 
cants  to  adhere  to  the  criteria  of  the  state  of 
Montana  or  the  United  States  Forest  Service  for 
fire  protection  along  the  entire  pipeline  route  I 
North  Dakota. 

12.  Housing  in  Williams  and  McKenzie  counties  is  very 
tight  at  the  present  time  with  vacancy  rates  well 
below  5  percent.-  If  pipeline  construction  employees 
are  expected  to  compete  with  local  residents  for 
available  housing,  the  situation  will  only  worsen. 

In  Alaska  and  Canada  the  applicants  propose  to 
provide  housing  for  construction  employees.  We  suggest 
the  applicants  for  the  Northern  Gorder  Pipeline  seg¬ 
ment  con  tact  local  government  officials  to  determine 
housing  avallablility  and  in  those  areas  where  local 
housing  Is  unavailable,  provide  facilities  for  their 
employees . . 

13.  The  Missouri  and  Little  Missouri  Rivers  and  the 

Badlands  have  a  rich  history.  A  number  of  tribes  of 
plains  Indians  lived  in  the  area  and  the  Missouri 
River  played  an  Important  role  in  the  expansion  of 
the  American  northwest.  Because  of  the  nomadic 
lifestyle  of  the  plains  Indians,  scattered  arc  eo- 
logical  sites  exist  throughout  the  counties,  althoug 
few  have  been  identified. 

We  urge  that  protective  measures  be  taken  to  pre- 
serve  presently  unknown  historical  and  archeological 
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Society  be  notified  of  all  sites  and  finds. 


14.  The  varying  terrain  and  topography  of  Williams  and 

McKenzie  counties  offer  the  viewer  an  expansive  vista. 
Many  tourists  visit  North  Dakota  annually  to  view  the 
Badlands  and  enjoy  the  prairie  open  spaces.  The 
aesthetic  value  of  the  Badlands  and  prairies  is  un¬ 
measurable.  The  pipeline  will  have  a  great  adverse 
effect  on  the  aesthetics  of  these  counties.  The 
tunnel  vision  along  the  pipeline  route  will  detract 
from  the  overall  beauty. 


15. 


One  area  of  special  aesthetic  value  Is  the  Little 
Missouri  River.  Efforts  are  underway  to  have  the 
Little  Missouri  designated  as  a  Wild  and  Scenic  River. 
Very  few  rivers  exist  in  their  free  flowing  state  and 
those  remaining  must  be  preserved. 

The  Council  asks  that  before  leases  are  obtained  or 
the  project  is  undertaken  along  the  pipeline  route 
meetings  be  set  up  between  the  applicants  and  the 
individual  landowners  to  determine  access,  process 
of  construction  and  probable  extent  of  disruption 
and  damages  that  will  occur. 


It  is  the  hope  of  the  Regional  Council  that  the  concerns 
herein  expressed  would  be  greater  detailed  and  resubmitted 
for  local  consideration  before  the  project  is  finalized. 
The  Council  is  aware.‘of  statements  and  comments  regarding 
the  pipeline  submitted  by  the  Alexander-Arnegard  Soil 
Conservation  District,  Lower  Yellowstone  Soil  Conservation 
District,  and  the  Bu f ord-Tren ton  Irrigation  District.  The 
Council  would  also  like  to  see  responses  to  these  concerns 
'  v  r  r  - 

The  Wllliston  Basin  Regional  Council  for  Development  at 
its  meeting  of  October  15,  1975,  with  the  motion  made  by 
Kenneth  Engberg  and  seconded  by  Cecil  Daniels  agrees  to 
the  transmitting  of  these  concerns  as  herein  stated. 

Sincerely , 


% 


WILLISTON  BASIN  RC  4  D 

C-cod 

Carl  Haugen,  Ch&i'rman 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Williston  Basin  Regional  Council  for  Development 
dated  October  16,  1975 


1.  Comment  noted  -  this  is  covered  on  page  493,  Final  EIS, 

North  Border  Volume. 

2.  Comment  noted  -  this  is  covered  on  pages  486-493,  Final 
EIS,  North  Border  Volume.  Assistance  from  local  Soil  Con¬ 
servation  Districts  is  suggested  on  page  646. 

3.  Comment  noted  -  See  response  //2. 

4.  Comment  noted  -  this  will  require  negotiation  between  the 
local  units  of  Government  and  the  Applicants. 

5.  Comment  noted  -  this  is  covered  on  pages  494-496,  Final 
EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

6.  We  know  of  no  seismographic  testing  planned  by  the  Applicant. 
Study  of  ground  water  relationships  is  beyond  the  scope  of 
the  EIS. 

7.  Comment  noted  -  these  items  are  stated  on  pages  645-646, 
of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

8.  Impacts  associated  with  gas  temperatures  in  the  pipeline 
are  discussed  on  pages  530-532  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

9.  It  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Applicant  to  comply 
with  State  Highway  Department  regulations. 

10.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

11.  Comment  noted  -  no  response 

12.  This  issue  is  discussed  on  pages  568-569,  North  Border  Volume. 

13.  Comment  noted  -  this  policy  is  also  suggested  on  pages  652- 
654,  North  Border  Volume. 

14.  Comment  noted  -  this  is  also  recognized  on  pages  654-656, 
North  Border  Volume. 

15.  Comment  noted  -  this  should  be  arranged  through  direct  con¬ 
tact  with  the  Applicants. 

16.  Responses  to  all  comments  are  available  in  the  Public  File 
of  Comments. 
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LETTER  OF  COMPLETION 


Preface 


614  SOUTH  MIOH  STREET  •  COLUMBUS  OHIO  43216  •  RHONE  (614)  220-2663 


regional 

planning 


commission 


TO: 


RE: 


'  Chairman  II 'arttn  J.  Cremte 
Dirtelor:  William  C.  Habig 


FILE  NO: 
DATE: 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings,  Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transmission  System 

AR-G-8001-75  (ANGTS) 

September  .19,  1975 


The  Mid-Ohio  Regional  Planning  Commission  (MORPC),  as  a  metropolitan  clearinghouse 
for  the  Franklin  County  and  the  adjacent  townships  plus  Berkshire  Township  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  regulations  and  procedures  established  under  Circular  A-95,  Office  of  Manage¬ 
ment  and  Budget,  has  reviewed  the  project  listed  above.  As  provided  by  the  Commission 
for  land  use  cases,  the  Land  Use  Task  Force  recommend  proceeding  with  the  application, 
but  comments  are  attached  that  the  Commission  recommends  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
compilation  of  the  final  Impact  Statement. 


The  staff  review  was  completed  by  Georgia  Ehlers  and  Andy  Cotugno.  Comments  on  the 
draft  document  were  obtained  by  letter  from  the  Delaware  County  Regional  Planning  Com¬ 
mission,  Logan-Union-<Ihampaign  Regional  Planning  Commissiong,  and  from  discussion  at 
a  joint  meeting  of  Mid-Ohio's  Land  Use,  Open  Space  and  Transportation  Committees  of  the 
Citizen's  Advisory  Council,  and  the  Land  Use  Task  Force  of  the  Commission. 


Very  truly  yours. 


TW:GE:mmt 

Enclosure 

CC:  Ned  Williams,  Ohio  EPA 

Nancy  Hippert,  State  Clearinghouse 

T.  W.  Elliott,  Delaware  County  Regional  Plqnning  Commission  . 

Carmen  L.  Scott,  Logan-Union-Champaign  Regional  Planning  Commission 

Robert  Skinner,  Licking  County  Regional  Planning  Commission 

Ed  Schofield,  Ohio  Department  of  Natural  Resources 

Harold  W.  Kohn,  Staff  Scientist 

Jack  Probasco,  Land  Use  Task  Force 

Tom  Bay,  CAC 

Tom  Allen,  CAC 


Mp-OHIO  REGIONAL  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


Tom  Willett 
A-95  Review  Officer 


||.  Impacts  on  Aquatic  Species  (pp.  1108,  1109  -  EIS) 

are  that  thl  pipeline  does  nat  cross  the  Big  Darby  and  could  not  endanger 
species.  This  discrepancy  should  be  eliminated  or  clarified. 

III.  Land  Use  Impacts 

A.  Delaware  Reservoir  Wildlife  Area  (pp.  1192  1321  -  EIS)  , 

The  EIS  at  one  point  casually  mentions  a  reolignmen  around  h r««rch 
areas  should  occur.  This  suggestion  was  apparently  'made  with™ «<? 
saltation  with  the  Department  of  Natuial  Resources  which  had  no  position 
when  recently  consulted.  The  EIS  states  that  the  Ripe' Im. n°^ 
definitely  laid  out)  would  destroy  some  unknown  number  of  valuable  re 
search  areas.  If  the  realignment  is  a  serious  proposal,  the  exact  proposed 
route  should  be  determined,  as  well  as  the  exact  location  and  size i  of he 
research  areas  impacted.  Specifications  for  a  realignment  should  be  stated, 
lather  than  casually  mentioned. 

B-  tohTa  tht^whiah  the  pipeline  passes  has  not  been 

surveyed,  i,  is  -camnnendml  ttetsuch  a  survey  . 

to  locate  and  remove  any  - ar_ne_  ^ 


r 


I 


to 


Below  are  comments  and  observations  made  by  Mid-Ohio  Regional  Planning  Commission 
staff.  Commission  members  and  citizens  involved  in  the  Citizens  Advisory  Council  and 
guests. 

The  review  was  primarily  concerned  with  the  three  volumes  on  the  Northern  Border  and 
specifically  with  comments  in  the  EIS  on  the  Central  Ohio  region.  We  particularly 
focused  on  three  counties  -  Union,  Delaware  ond  Licking  -  but  many  of  the  comments 
have  a  more  general  applicability. 


I.  Impact  on  Soils 

A.  Topsoils  (pp.  957,  964,  966  -  EIS) 

The  EIS  states  that  the  applicant  intends  to  replace  topsoils  only 
when  requested  by  the  landowner  or  authorizing  agency.  It  was 
the  feeling  of  numerous  discussants  that  replacement  of  topsoil 
over  such  a  long  route  should  be  mandatory.  If  not  every  effort 
should  be  made  by  the  applicant  or  others  to  notify  landowners  of 
their  rights  in  requesting  topsoil  replacement.  Coordination  through 
local  SCS  districts  might  also  be  advisable  in  this  area. 

B.  Exposure  to  Wind  and  Water  Erosion  (pp.  867,  969  ,  974,  975  ,  976,  9 77 
Due  to  high  water  tables  and  highly  acidic  soils  in  Centra!  Ohio, 

the  possibility  of  erosion  (streambank)  is  increased.  Although  con- 
servation  practices  are  mentioned,  such  as  matting  and  mulching,  it 
is  not  clear  what  the  applicant  intends  to  do,  or  what  must  be  done 
to  influence  proper  conservation  techniques.  Once  again  this  should 
be  coordinated  with  local  SCS  districts  ond  landowners,  and  every 
attempt  should  be  mode  to  reduce  streambank  wind  erosion  during  con¬ 
struction.  Additional  measures  recommr  nded  include: 

(1)  reseeding  promply  after  construction. 

(2)  restricting  construction  equipment  to  a  minimal  area. 

(3)  contractual  compensation  to  farmers  for  land  lost  during 
the  growing  season. 

C.  Impact  on  Tile  and  Open  Drainage  Systems  (pp.  986  ,  990,  989  -  EIS) 

(1)  A  10'  depth  mentioned  in  the  EIS  os  necessary  to  restorn  gravity 
flow  is  probably.  Not  necessary  to  restore  gravity  in  this  locale. 

(2)  Should  coordinate  with  local  SCS  districts  and  local  landowners/ 
farmers  regarding  location  of  drainage  ditches  and  depths  re¬ 
quired  to  restore  gravity  run  to  tilq  drains. 

(3)  Depth  top  of  pipe  should  allow  for  future  surface  and  ground  water 
installations  that  may  be  required  (refer  to  Delaware  County's  letter). 

(4)  A  full  time  inspector  should  operate  during  construction  in  Delaware 
County;  should  be  selected  by  the  County  but  not  paid  from  County 
funds  (refer  to  Delaware  County's  letter). 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mid-Ohio  Regional  Planning  Commission 
dated  September  19.  1975 


1.  The  purpose  of  the  EIS  is  to  describe  and  evaluate  the  environ¬ 
mental  impacts  resulting  from  implementation  of  the  applicants 
proposal.  The  applicant  proposes  to  replace  topsoils  only  when 
requested  by  the  landowner  or  authorizing  agency  (page  39, 

North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS).  On  page  644  of  the  final 
North  Border  Volume  the  advisability  of  replacing  topsoil 

is  expressed.  The  cooridnation  efforts  to  achieve  this  will 
have  to  be  between  the  applicant  and  landowner. 

2.  The  applicant  has  stated  that  the  Federal  Power  Commission’s 
guidelines  for  pipeline  project  restoration  (18  CFR  2.69) 

will  be  used.  He  has  further  stated  intent  to  apply  restoration 
practices  described  on  pages  614-620  of  the  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS.  Site  specific  criteria  and  contractual 
compensation  will  be  by  agreement  between  the  applicant  and 
landowner . 

3.  The  10  foot  depth  to  get  below  present  tile  systems  was  based 
on  data  from  the  midwest  where  tiles  are  commonly  at  depths  of 
4.5  feet.  It  would  require  a  depth  of  10  feet  to  bury  a  42 
inch  pipe  under  these  existing  tiles.  Trench  depth  will  vary 
with  local  conditions.  This  is  covered  on  page  496,  North 
Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

4.  This  is  correct.  References  to  Big  Darby  Creek  have  been  deleted 
and  do  not  appear  in  the  Final  EIS. 

5.  On  page  545.  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS.  the  impacts  of 
crossing  the  Delaware  Reservoir  Wildlife  Area  are  discussed. 

This  was  done  because  the  conceptual  route  proposed  by  the 
applicant  crosses  the  area.  On  page  650  the  EIS  suggests  a 
route  realignment  to  avoid  the  area.  Final  route  location  will 
be  made  by  the  applicant  in  consultation  with  the  appropriate 
agency. 

6.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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OHIO  RIVER  BASIN  COMMISSION 

Suite  208-20  36  East  Fourth  Street 

Cincinnati,  Ohio  45202  513/684-3831  (FTS) 


September  19,  1975 


POTENTIAL  CONFLICTS  BETWEEN  ORBC  CCJP  AND  ALASKA  PIPELINE 

SEPTEMBER  19 ,  1975 

MAP  ID  PROJECT  TITLE  STATUS  * 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings, 

Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  June  1975,  inviting  comments  of  the  Ohio  River 
Basin  Commission  on  the  Draft  Environment  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  In  my  opinion,  the  EIS  has  been 
properly  coordinated  with  the  Commission  members. 

The  Commission's  Comprehensive  Coordinated  Joint  Plan  (CCJP)  contains  many 
existing,  underway,  a..d  potential  projects  which  may  be  in  conflict  with 
the  proposed  pipeline.  As  an  exact  pipeline  alignment  is  not  yet  available, 
I  am  providing  you  with  a  complete  set  of  baseline  maps  for  the  involved 
subregions.  An  ORBC  staff  listing  of  projects  near  the  proposed  alignment 
is  also  enclosed.  Listings  of  projects  for  mine  drainage  abatement  and 
municipal  water  supply  and  waste  treatment  have  not  been  included. 

Should  you  have  any  questions,  or  wish  to  discuss  a  specific  project,  please 
contact  George  G.  White  (Phone:  513-684-3831  (FTS). 

Sincerely, 


ALLEGHENY  RIVER  BASIN  -  SUBREGION  501 
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Lake  Loyalhanna 

E 

101 

Lake  Dom  Public  Hunting  Area 

E 

183 

Conemaugh  River  Lake 

E 

Beaver  Run  Reservoir 

E 

"Fred  E.  Morr 
Chairman 
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MAP  ID 

PROJECT  TITLE 

STATUS  * 

UPPER  OHIO  RIVER  BASIN  -  SUBREGION  503 

MONONGAHELA  RIVER  BASIN  -  SUBREGION  502 

19 

Wheeling  Creek  Watershed 
(PL  566)  by  SCS 

P 

13 

Jannette  Local  Flood  Protection 

E 

20 

Harmon  Creek  Watershed 

16 

Forbes  State  Forest 

E 

21 

(PL  566)  by  SCS 

U 

24 

Monongahela  River  Access 

Cross  Creek  Watershed 

E 

(PL  566)  by  SCS 

P 

25 

Speers  Access 

E 

24 

Short  Creek  Watershed  (PL  566)  by  SCS 

P 

36 

Bushy  Run  Battlefield 

E 

44 

Upper  Grave  Creek  Watershed 

66 

Jacobs  Creek  Watershed  (PL-566) 

E 

47 

(PL  566)  by  SCS 

P 

80 

Lock  &  Dam  #4  (replacement 

Buffalo  Creek  Watershed 
(PL  566)  by  SCS 

study  proposed) 

E 

77 

98 

Mitchell  Power  Plant 

Bradford  House  Historic  Site 

E 

105 

Monessen  Power  Plant 

83 

Dutch  Fork  Lake 

E 

86 

696 

Sewickley  Creek  Watershed 

PA  State  Game  Comm.  Site  #  117 

E 

(PL  566)  by  SCS 

P 

97 

PA  Game  Comm.  Site  #232 

E 

766 

Turtle  Creek  Basin  Study  by 

98 

PA  Game  Si tp  f  245 

Corps  of  Engineers 

P 

121 

984 

Old  Hannastown  Historic  Site 

E 

Belmont  Lake 

E 

123 

Jefferson  Lake 

E 

Canoeing  and  whitewater  raftinq 

125 

Cadiz  Reservoir 

exist  on  the  Monongahela, 

Youghiogheny,  and  a  part  of 

Turtle  Creek. 

127 

127  Barkcamp  State  Park 

E 

129 

Jefferson  Lake  State  Park 

E 

133 

Brush  Creek  Wildlife  Area 

E 

134 

Kaul  Wildlife  Area 

E 

136 

Jefferson  Co.  Reclamation  Area 

E 

*  E  =  Existing.  U  =  Underway,  P  -  Potential 

158 

Castleman  Run  Lake 

E 

593 

,  Dysant  Woods  Preserve 

E 

-  594 

Raven  Rocks  Natural  Area 

E 

*  E  "  Existing,  U  -  Underway,  p  =  Potential 
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POTENTIAL  CONFLICTS  BETWEEN  ORBC  CCJP  AND  ALASKA  PIPELINE 
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MAP  ID 


22 

30 


PROJECT  TITLE  STATUS  * 

GREAT  MIAMI  RIVER  BASIN  -  SUBREGION  508 

Indian  Lake  State  Park  e 

Loramie  Lake  State  Park  e 


MAP  ID 

SEPTEMBER  19.  1975 

PROJECT  TITLE 

STATUS 

4 

SCIOTO  RIVER  BASIN  -  SUBREGION  506 

Deleware  Lake 

E 

5 

Alvin  Creek  Lake  by  Corps  of  Engineers 

U 

9 

Mill  Creek  Lake  by  Corps  of  Engineers 

U 

83 

Mt.  Gilead  State  Park 

E 

86 

Richwood  Lake 

E 

93 

•  •  Covered  Bridge 

E 

112 

Big  Island  Fish  &  Wildlife  Area 

E 

117 

Covered  Bridge 

E 

118 

Covered  Bridge 

E 

119 

Covered  Bridge 

E 

120 

Covered  Bridge 

E 

121 

Covered  Bridge 

E 

134 

Highbanks  -  State  Nature  Preserve 

E 

138 

Seymour  Woods  -  State  Nature  Preserve 

E 

139 

Olentangy  Scenic  River 

E 

140 

Amann  Res. 

E 

145 

O'Shaughnessy  Res. 

E 

*  E  =  Existing,  U  =  Underway,  P  =  Potential 


*  E  =  Existing,  U  =  Underway,  P  =  Potential 
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MAP  ID 
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STATUS 

112 

WABASH  RIVER  BASIN  -  SUBREGION  512 

Ovabache  State  Recreation  Area 

E 

113 

Salamonie  River  State  Forest 

E 

114 

Francis  Slocum  State  Forest 

E 

280 

Howe  Type  Covered  Bridge 

E 

281 

Smith  Type  Covered  Bridge 

E 

282 

Smith  Type  Covered  Bridge 

E 

283 

Smith  Type  Covered  Bridge 

E 

301 

Rock  Creek  Watershed  (PL  566)  by 

SCS 

U 

304 

Rock  Creek  Watershed  (PL  566)  by 

SCS 

U 

306 

Fall  Creek  Watershed  (PL  566)  by 

SCS 

U 

310 

Huntington  Lake 

E 

312 

Mississinewa  Lake 

E 

314 

Salamonie  Lake 

E 

857 

Acres  along  the  Wabash  Nature  Preserve 

E 

902 

Old  Mill  Fishing  Site 

E 

903 

Bear  Grass  Fishing  Site 

E 

904 

Laketon  Fishing  Site 

E 

905 

Wabash  Fishing  Site 

E 

906 

Liberty  Mills  Fishing  Site 

E 

*  E  =  Existing,  U  =  Underway,  P  =  Potential 
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5 

6 
7 
9 

10 

12 

14 

16 

17 

18 
19 
27 
30 
35 
39 
42 
44 
48 
50 

243 

246 


MUSKINGHAM  RIVER  BASIN  -  SUBREGION  504 


Atwood  Lake  E 
Beach  City  Lake  E 
Bolivar  Lake  E 
Clendening  Lake  E 
Dover  Lake  E 
Mohawk  Lake  E 
Piedmont  Lake  E 
Seneacaville  Lake  E 
Tappan  Lake  E 
Wills  Creek  Lake  E 
Dillon  Lake  E 
Buckeye  Lake  State  Park  E 
Mohican  River  Fishing  Areas  E 
Ohio  Power  Recreation  Area  E 
Salt  Fork  Lake  State  Park  E 
Flintridge  Historical  Site  E 
Knox  Lake  Wildlife  Area  E 
Woodbury  Wildlife  Area  E 
Zoar  Wi ldlife  Area  E 
Utica  Lake  by  Corps  of  Engineers  P 
Beach  City  Wildlife  Area  E 


*  E  =  Existing,  U  =  Underway,  P  =  Potential 
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Response  to  Comments  received  from 
The  Ohio  River  Basin  Commission 
dated  September  19,  1975 


Comments  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
The  information  provided  by  The  Ohio  River  Basin  Commission  was 
compared  to  the  proposed  route  and  all  potential  conflicts  were 
considered. 


Oregon 


October  20,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager  -  EIS  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.S.  Dept,  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

RE:  State  of  Oregon,  Counties  of  Gilliam,  Morrow  &  Umatilla 
Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

We  would  like  to  submit  comments  regarding  the  proposed  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transmission  System  routes  as  outlined  in  the  en¬ 
vironmental  impact  statement  completed  by  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior.  Since  receiving  the  draft,  several  conflict¬ 
ing  reports  have  surfaced  as  to  the  present  status  of  the  two 
pipeline  routes.  Not  knowing  whether  the  two  routes  will  be 
constructed,  we  would  still  like  to  submit  the  following 
comments  to  be  considered  if  the  routes  are  to  be  proposed 
in  the  future. 

1.  Soil  Erosion  -  The  area  stretching  west  from  Juniper 
Canyon  in  Umatilla  County  to  the  Buttercreek  area  in 
Morrow  County  is  very  susceptible  to  soil  erosion. 

The  combination  of  sandy  soil,  relatively  barren  land 
and  a  predominant  westerly  wind  contributes  to  the 
problem  -  particularly  in  the  area  west  of  the  Umatilla- 
Morrow  County  line.  Once  the  wind  erosion  begins,  the  / 

size  of  the  impact  area  will  continue  to  grow.  In  the 
Juniper  Canyon  area  where  the  soil  depth  is  very  shallow, 
soil  erosion  will  result  in  the  loss  of  vegetation.  Be¬ 
cause  of  the  severity  of  the  problem,  extreme  measures 
should  be  taken  to  remedy  the  impact.  An  alternative 
would  be  some  kind  of  Reclamation  Plan  that  would  replace 
vegetation  lost  during  construction. 

2«  Critical  Ground  Water  Levels  -  The  State  Water  Resource 
Board  has  identified  the  Ordinance  -  Buttercreek  Areas 
as  those  containing  critical  ground  water  levels.  That 
water  supply  could  be  endangered  if  the  shallow  basalt 
layer  was  fractured  during  construction. 


East 

Central 

Oregon 


D 

Association  of 
Counties 

116  S  MAIN  Rm  15  TEL  276-6732 
PENDLETON,  0RE60N  97801 


5.  Flood  Area  -  There  have  been  frequent  floods  of  Willow 
Creek  in  the  past  and  there  is  every  reason  to  expect 
floods  to  reoccur  in  the  future.  The  potential  impact 
to  the  pipe  could  be  lessened  by  the  construction  of  a 
dam  on  Willow  Creek  or  other  flood  control  methods. 

4.  Waste  Disposal  -  Construction  wastes  in  the  magnitude 
projected  in  the  impact  statement  cannot  be  met  through 
existing  landfills. 

5.  Road  Maintenance  -  Heavy  truck  traffic  during  construc¬ 
tion  v/ould  take  a  heavy  toll  on  the  roads,  with  the  cost 
of  road  maintenance  to  be  borne  by  the  county. 

6.  Community  Impact  -  Small  communities  such  as  lone  in 
Morrow  County  will  be  heavily  impacted  by  the  labor 
force.  These  communities  do  not  have  an  adequate  base 
to  assimilate  these  people  and  the  attendant  problems. 
Municipal  facilities  and  services  in  most  cases  do  not 
have  the  capacity  to  handle  the  influx  of  people  into 
the  community.  Such  a  tax  on  existing  public  facilities 
and  services  will  likely  be  felt  in  the  private  sector 
as  well.  However,  because  of  the  temporary  nature  of 
the  problem,  the  private  sector  will  be  able  to  respond 
more  effectively  and  efficiently,  than  will  the  public 
sector. 


Sincerely  yours, 


David  Bishop  ' 
Umatilla  County 
Planning  Director 


David  Moon 

Morrow  County  Planner 

Pete  Barker 

Gilliam  County  Planner 


— 

James  R.  Stephenson 
Physical  Planner 
East  Central  Oregon 

Association  of  Counties 


JRSjrej 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  East  Central  Oregon  Association  of  Counties 
dated  October  20,  1975 


1.  Although  the  area  described  was  not  specifically  mentioned, 
wind  erosion  potential  in  the  area  is  recognized  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Mitigatory  measures  are  presented  on  pages  317  and  343 
of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

2.  Comment  considered  and  resulted  in  a  change  in  the  Fianl  EIS. 
See  pages  270  and  331  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

3.  Impacts  upon  the  pipeline  are  recognized  in  the  Final  EIS  on 
page  217  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

4.  Comment  considered  and  resulted  in  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
See  pages  293  and  294  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

5.  Compliance  with  State  and  local  authorization  will  mitigate 
damage  to  roads,  see  pages  315  and  316  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

6.  Impacts  on  small  communities  is  discussed  on  page  285  of  the 
San  Francisco  Volume. 


Washington 

Cl  i  * 


1  .  Oliason,  i 

CITY  ZONING  If 
rown,  Chairman 


August  13,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (320) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 

I  have  briefly  reviewed  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  My  particular  con¬ 
cern  is  the  West  Coast  leg  that  passes  adjacent  to  the  City  of 
Spokane.  The  proposed  pipeline  will  be  installed  over  the  under¬ 
ground  aquifer  that  is  the  source  of  the  City's  water  supply. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  does  not  address  the  effects® 
this  pipeline  could  have  on  the  aquifer  and  any  mitigating  measures®  l 
that  need  to  be  taken.  We  would  be  most  willing  to  supply  you  withj 
what  information  we  have  on  the  aquifer  should  you  desire  it. 

We  also  believe  there  should  be  some  suggested  mitigating 
measures  to  reduce  any  deleterious  effect  on  the  flora  and  fauna  I 
of  fragile  sub-arctic  areas  where  this  could  occur.  We  note  I/, 

mention  of  the  danger  but  nothing  as  what  can  be  done  to  minimize  I 
its  impact.  I  would  think  it  appropriate  that  authorities  in 
Alaska  and  Canada  would  be  happy  to  suggest  measures  to  reduce  the  I 
impact. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  City  of  Spokane,  Washington 
dated  Autust  13,  1975 


1.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  118-120  and  270 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

2.  This  will  be  incorporated  into  the  stipulations  which  will 
be  developed  prior  to  issuance  of  the  right-of-way  permits. 


ETC: tas 

cc:  Jose  Urcia,  Director,  Spokane  Regional  planning  Conference 
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West  Virginia 


tlD  OFFICE:  3550  MAIN  ST. 

WEIRTON,  W.VA 
3  04  -  748  -  I F75 


BROOKE  HANCOCK  ■  JEFFERSON 

METROPOLITAN  PLANNING  COMMISSON 
REGIONAL  COUNCIL 


ROBERT  W  WIRGAU  A.I  P, EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


September  4,  1975 


REPIV  TO  814  ADAMS  ST 
STEUBENVIUr,  OHIO  4  3957 
614-  287-  3685 


STEUBENVIllE,  OHIO  43952 
614-282-3685 


September  25,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Attn:  Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings,  Project  Manager 
Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

We  have  reviewed  applicable  sections  of  your  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  Parts  I,  V,  VI,  and  VII.  The  general  route 
information  seems  to  hold  no  unusually  large  potential  for 
environmental  damage  in  our  region.  We  would  need  to  see  a 
right-of-way  map  at  a  minimum  scale  of  1:24000  (U.S.G.S  7- 
minute  quadrangles)  to  determine  in  more  detail  the  impact  of 
the  proposed  transmission  line  on  future  land  use  potentials 
in  our  region.  For  example,  we  have  proposed  a  site  near  the 
line  for  an  experimental  coal  gassif ication  plant.  It  lies  ad¬ 
jacent  to  Rush  Run  on  the  Ohio  River  in  Jefferson  County,  Ohio. 

Also,  we  propose  an  impoundment  on  Buffalo  Creek  above  McK.inleyville 
in  Brooke  County,  West  Virginia.  We  would  like  to  be  able  to 
relate  these  sites  to  the  pipeline  right-of-way.  When  such  a 
map  becomes  available,  we  would  appreciate  your  lending  us  a  copy. 

We  recommend  that  you  proceed  with  this  project,  keeping  us  in¬ 
formed  of  the  project  schedule  as  you  move  ahead.  Thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  E.I.S. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  W.  Wirgau,  AIP 
Executive  Director 


Principal  Planner 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Attn:  Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings,  Project  Manager 

Re:  Our  letter  of  September  4, 

1975 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

The  West  Virginia  Department  of  Natural  Resources  has  pro¬ 
vided  us  a  map  of  your  proposed  pipeline  right-of-way  at  a 
scale  of  1:96000,  which  will  be  adequate  for  determining  the 
pipeline's  location  effects  in  West  Virginia  and  along  the 
Ohio  River  in  Jefferson  County,  Ohio. 

Judging  from  the  map,  this  pipeline  would  be  a  potential 
asset  to  the  coal  gassif ication  plant  site  mentioned  in  our 
letter.  The  pipeline  will  avoid  the  potential  construction 
site,  but  will  be  near  enough  to  provide  an  alternate  trans¬ 
mission  route  for  the  manufactured  gas. 

Regarding  the  proposed  impoundment  on  Buffalo  Creek,  Brooke 
County,  West  Virginia;  the  pipeline  will  cross  the  proposed 
impoundment  site.  Because  the  proposed  impoundment  is  still 
only  a  concept  plan  with  no  implementation  date  set,  the 
planned  construction  of  the  pipeline  need  not  be  modified. 
However,  if  the  impoundment  is  created,  it  will  be  necessary 
to  go  back  and  weight  the  pipeline  against  flotation  between 
the  elevation  of  the  flood  plain  and  the  800  foot  contour. 
This  is  the  proposed  water  surface  elevation  of  the  new 
impoundment . 


RWW : JRB : as 
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Attn:  Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 


This  will  complete  our  review  of  the  draft  E.I.S.  Should  we 
receive  any  subsequent  comments  from  local  officials,  we  will 
forward  them  to  you.  Please  proceed  with  this  project,  keeping 
us  informed  of  your  schedule  as  you  move  ahead. 

Sincerely, 

Robert  W.  Wirgau,  AIP 
Executive  Director 

\u/u 

John  R.  Beck 
Principal  Planner 

RWW : JRB : as 


cc.  W.V.D.N.R.;  Dennis  Boyles 


IN  RCPLY  nEFCUTOi 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OJ'  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.C  2U2  »0 


SEP  1  0  1975 

Hr.  John  R.  Beck,  Principal  Planner 
Brooke  -  Hancock  -  Jefferson 
Metropolitan  Planning  Cocmission 
Regional  Council 
814  Adams  Street 
Steubenville,  Ohio  43952 

Dear  Mr.  Beck: 

Thank  you  for  pour  letter  of  September  4,  1975,  to  Mr.  Roman  II.  Koenings, 
Project  Manager,  Alaska  Natural  Ca6  Transportation  System. 

In  regard  to  a  right-of-way  map  for  your  area  at  a  scale  of  1:24,000, 
vc  regret  that  nothing  of  this  3ort  is  available  for  distribution. 
However,  we  are  sending  under  separate  cover  three  1:24,000  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  topographic  quadrangles  covering  the  areas  you  in¬ 
dicated  as  being  of  particular  interest.  The  Tiltonsville  sheet  chows 
the  area  adjacent  to  Rush  Run  on  the  Ohio  River  in  Jefferson  County, 

Ohio.  The  Bethany  and  Steubenville-Last  sheets  show  the  area  on 
Buffalo  Creek  around  McKinleysville  all  the  way  from  Bethany  to  the 
Oliio  River.  Using  the  right-of-vay-aaps  in  Part  V,  Worth  Border, 

Volume  I  of  the  EIS,  it  would  be  easy  to  sketch  in  the  right-of-vay 
of  the  proposed  pipeline  on  the  cnee ts  and  see  its  relationsnip  to 
the  two  areas.  Should  §»ou  choose  to  submit  additional  comments 
following  this  review,  we  would  l*e  pleased  to  receive  then. 

Sincerely  yours. 


(SgtO  Russell  A.  Soulen 

Russell  A.  Soulen 
Assistant  Project  Manager 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
Syatcn 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Brooke-Hancock-Jef f erson 
Metropolitan  Planning  Commission  Regional  Council 
dated  September  4  and  25,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


PRIVATE  ORGANIZATIONS 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Anchorage,  Alaska 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
by  Mr.  Peter  Scholes 
representing 

Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment 


members.  Over  the  past  four  years  the  Center  has  pursued 
its  twin  goals  of  educating  Alaskans  about  the  environment 
and  encouraging  individuals  and  groups  to  participate  in 
the  resolution  of  environmental  issues.  Today  I  think  it 
is  fair  to  9ay  that  the  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment 
is  the  focal  point  of  environmental  activism  in  Anchorage  - 
and  I  use  the  word  'activism' in  its  broadest  sense,  ex¬ 
clusive  of  legislative  lobbying  and  supporting  candidates 
for  political  office. 

No  one  on  the  Center  staff  has  devoted  the  time  necessary 
to  critically  analyze  the  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  being  discussed  here  today.  If  and  when  we 
review  it  at  greater  length  we  will  submit  our  comments 
to  the  appropriate  federal  agencies.  Through  our  cursory 
review  of  the  Impact  Statement  and  through  our  everyday 
work  to  keeo  abreast  of  environmental  issues,  especially 
major  ones  such  as  this,  we  have  developed  the  following 
testimony  and  positiohs: 

1)  The  Center  objects  to  the  fact  that  according  to 
the  Impact  Statement  there  is  no  viable  'no  build'  alter¬ 
native.  The  gas  at  Prudhoe  Bay  cannot  be  flared  -  it  can 
be  reinjected  for  an  unknown  period  of  time,  but  after  that 
time  it  cannot  be  reinjected  without  reducing  the  quantity 
of  oil  that  can  be  recovered  over  the  life  of  the  field. 

We  realize  that  this  criticism  comes  too  late  to  effect  a 
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P  ETSR  SCHOLSS: 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  panel  -  my  name  is  PETER 
SCHOLES .  I  am  the  only  full-time  paid  staff  person  working 
for  the  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment.  Dependent  on  a 
volunteer  staff,  the  Center  for  the  Environment  is  a 
membership-sponsored  organization  with  3-400  dues  paying 
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change  in  the  gas  pipeline  program.  However,  we  want  it 
clearly  understood  that  for  all  intents  and  purposes  the 
bill  authorizing  construction  of  the  Trans-Alaska  oil 
pipeline  authorized  construction  of  a  Prudhoe  Bay  to 
Lower  48  transportation  system  for  natural  gas  as  well  as 
a  secondary  state  highway  to  Prudhoe  Bay.  Furthermore, 
Alaskans  stand  to  be  taxed  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
highway  (the  haul  road)  once  Alyeska  turns  it  over  to  the 
State  and  for  Federal  subsidization  of  the  natural  gas 
transportation  system. 

2)  Since  the  discovery  of  oil  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  numer¬ 
ous  major  federal  actions  that  directly  affect  Alaska 
have  been  either  proposed  or  are  in  some  stage  of  implemen¬ 
tation.  The  Federal  Government  has: 

*  Authorized  construction  of  the  Trans-Alaska  oil 
pipeline; 

*  Enacted  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act; 

*  Proposed  the  establishment  of  over  80-million  acres 
of  Alaskan  national  parks,  refuges,  forests  and  wild  and 
scenic  rivers; 

*  Approved  funding  for  accelerated  exploration  in 
Pet  4; 

*  Considered  transferring  Pet  4  from  the  Navy  to  the 
Interior ; 
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*  Discussed  production  of  Pet  4  oil  and  gas: 

*  Drafted  a  seriously  deficient  master  plan  for  Tongass 
National  Forest: 

*  Proposed  leasing  nine  or  ten  frontier  OCS  areas  for  oil 
and  ga9  exploration  and  production,  including  preparation 
of  a  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  northern 
Gulf  of  Alaska  OCS  area  and  a  call  for  nominations  in  the 
lower  Cook  Linet; 

*  Discussed  the  designation  of  up  to  42-mult imodal  primary 
utility  corridors  criss-crossing  native  and  federal  land; 

*  And,  recently  prepared  a  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  a  major  proposed  hydro-electric  power  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  Upper  Susitna  River  Basin. 

* 

All  of  this  plus  the  multi-billion  dollar  gas  pipeline 
project.  This  list  indicates  what  we,  the  residents  of 
Alaska,  must  confront  when  considering  the  future  of  our 
state. 

Every  one  of  these  federal  actions  has  or  will  have  a 
secondary,  if  not  primary,  impact  on  the  City  of  Anchorage, 
the  State's  service  center.  Indicative  of  the  overwhelm¬ 
ing  impact  of  development  on  Anchorage  is  this  statistic: 

A  couple  of  years  ago  Anchorageites  were  considering  a 
1990  Comprehensive  Plan  calling  for  an  optimum  population 
of  250,000.  Now,  before  the  Comprehensive  Plan  has  even 
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been  adopted  we  have  a  population  of  approximately 
165,000  and  face  the  possibility  of  250,000  by  1980.  A 
friend  in  Kodiak  recently  said  the  only  way  you  keep  ahead 
of  the  Federal  Government  in  Anchorage  is  to  develop  a 
five-year  plan  for  leaving  before  you  go  insane. 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  Federal  Government  owns  most 
of  Alaska  and  recognizes  that  Alaska  may  hold  the  key  to 
Project  Independence,  its  current  rach  of  activity  pre¬ 
cedes  a  national  energy  policy  and  a  comprehensive  plan 
for  the  use  and  development  of  federal  lands  in  Alaska. 
Current  activity  in  Pet  4  and  around  Prudhoe  Bay  along  with 
proposed  gas  pipeline  construction  in  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range  and  oil  and  gas  exploration  in  the  Beaufort 
Sea  represents  a  threat  to  the  entire  Arctic  region  of  the 
United  States.  And  there  is  no  land  use  plan  for  Arctic 
Alaska,  despite  the  fact  that  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  says: 

"The  serious  threat  at  this  time  lies  not  in  develop¬ 
ing  the  Arctic  but  in  committing  it  all  at  once  and 
not  allowing  time  for  natural  repair.  If  we  are 
going  to  allow  development  it  is  essential  that  large 
ecosystem  reservoirs  be  held  in  reserve  so  that  the 
spatial  scale  requirements  can  be  met.  It  is  also 
essential  that  we  schedule  development  so  that  one 
area  ha9  recovered  sufficiently  to  sustain  the  heal¬ 
ing  process  before  we  commit  another  area" 
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In  summary,  the  impact  statement  before  us  today  is  in¬ 
adequate  to  the  extent  that  it  fails  to  put  the  gas  pipe¬ 
line  project  in  the  context  of  all  the  other  federal  pro¬ 
jects  in  Alaska. 

3)  Time  and  again  the  Center  for  the  Environment  has 
spoken  out  against  the  federal  and  state  governments  when 
they  propose  more  development  in  a  state  in  which,  consider 
ing  the  population,  development  is  absolutely  rempant. 

We  have  asked  for  no  action  or  delayed  action  on  many 
projects.  We  have  encouraged  action  that  would  minimize 
impact  on  Alaska,  and  we  will  continue  to  follow  that 
policy.  But  in  this  case  we  do  not  accept  the  pipeline 
routing  alternative  that  would  minimize  the  impact  on 
Alaska. 

At  this  time,  prior  to  completion  of  the  Federal  Power 
Commission' s  proceedings,  the  Alaska  Center  for  the 
Environment  favors  construction  of  the  gas  pipeline  in  a 
utility  corridor  that  is  already  in  use  with  the  provision 
that  the  pipeline  should  utilize  to  the  maximum  extent 
possible  facilities  that  are  already  built,  including 
highways,  construction  pad,  access  roads,  material  sites, 
camps,  etc.  The  Center  finds  both  the  Trans-Alaska  pipe¬ 
line  corridor  to  the  Alaska  Highway  gas  pipeline  route, 
called  Arctic  Gas'  Fairbanks  Route,  and  the  Trans-Alaska 
pipeline  corridor  to  LNG-tanker  route  in  keeping  with  our 
position. 
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The  Center's  position  is  founded  on  the  belief  that  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  must  not  be  violated.  Nor 
should  development  take  place  in  the  proposed  extensions  to 
the  Range  prior  to  Congressional  action  on  the  National 
Interest  or  D2-  lands.  Nor  should  the  Canadian  side  of 
the  proposed  Arctic  International  Wildlife  Range  br  crossed 
by  a  pipeline.  The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  states 
our  feeling  about  the  range  quite  succinctly: 

“While  it  may  be  possible  to  transmit  natural 
gas  from  Alaska '3  Arctic  slope  by  several 
different  routes,  wilderness  can  neither  be 
created  nor  transported  and  loss  of  the 
wilderness  character  of  the  area  within  the 
Arctic  National  wildlife  Range  or  other  wild¬ 
erness  would  be  a  long-term  loss  of  the  pro¬ 
ductivity  and  enjoyment  of  that  resource". 

The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  in  many  ways  unique 
among  legally  protected  wild  lands.  Nowhere  else  in  the 

United  States  or  indeed,  in  Arctic  North  America,  is  there 
such  an  undisturbed  physiographic  diversity  compressed  into 
such  a  short  distance.  Yet  some  would  argue  that  one 
buried  pipeline  would  be  a  minor  blemish  on  the  face  of  the 
Range.  But  the  ancillary  facilities,  including  gravel 
borrow  areas,  compressor  stations,  airstrips,  and  communi¬ 
cations  towers,  make  the  blemish  quite  a  bit  larger.  Most 
threatening  is  the  precedent  one  gas  pipeline  would  set  for 
further  intrusion  into  the  pristine  wilderness  of  the  wildlile 
range.  As  the  Impact  Statement  says: 
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"Construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  would 
probably  encourage  further  development  in  the 
Canadian  northwest  and  northern  Alasica  and  thus 
further  disrupt  the  wilderness". 

But  can  one  legitimately  hold  Arctic  Gas  responsible  for 
the  fact  that  its  gas  line  project  may  lead  to  much  more 
damaging  activities  in  the  Range?  To  some  extent  Arctic 
Gas  can  be  held  responsible.  On  27  January  we  sent  a 

letter  to  Alaska  Arctic  Gas  asking  if  the  consortium  mem¬ 
bers  would  be  willing  to  meet  conservationists  half-way  on 
the  matter  of  opening  the  range.  we  received  no  written 
response  but  we  did  get  a  verbal  response  -  Arctic  Gas 
consortium  members  refused  to  support  wilderness  designa¬ 
tion  for  that  major  portion  of  the  range  which  would  be 
unaffected  by  the  gas  pipeline.  Arctic  Gas  would  not  work 
for  the  expansion  of  the  range.  In  short,  Arctic  Gas  shows 
no  inclination  to  consider  ameliorating  action  to  protect 
the  wildlife  range.  The  battle  against  the  gasline  is  a 
battle  to  preserve  the  northeastern  corner  of  Alaska  -  the 
only  portion  of  Arctic  Alaska  protected  from  development. 

. 

Having  stated  the  position  of  the  Alaska  Center  for  the 
Environment  and  our  primary  reason  for  that  position,  there 
is  one  other  item  that  we  wish  to  discuss  at  some  length. 
Will  it  be  feasible  environmentally  to  rely  on  snow/ice 
roads  and  pads  for  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline 7 
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Last  winter  at  Prudhoe  Bay  water  haulers  drained  fish 
over  wintering  holes  in  the  Sagavanirktok  River  dry  in  their 
efforts  to  provide  water  for  operations,  especially  drill¬ 
ing,  in  the  area.  Pish  were  sucked  up  in  pumps  and  others 
left  to  die  in  waterless  holes  as  haulers  drove  up  to  40- 
miles  to  fill  their  tanks.  The  Alaska  Departments  of  Fish 
and  Game,  Environmental  Conservation,  and  Natural  Resources 
are  all  aware  of  the  water  shortage  problem  at  Brudhoe  Bay. 
Preliminary  reports  of  a  fish  survey  on  a  tributary  of  the 
Sag  indicate  that  the  Arctic  char  run  has  plummeted,  drop¬ 
ping  by  nearly  an  order  of  magnitude.  That  survey  will  be 
completed  at  the  end  of  October.  If  the  fish  count  does 
shew  an  extreme  drop  in  the  run  for  the  first  time  in  five 
year 8  one  obvious  conclusion  would  be  that  drained  over¬ 
wintering  holes  and  other  activity  at  prudhoe  3ay  is  taxing 
its  toll  on  Sag  River  fish. 

Reasoning  that  the  Sag  River  experience  could  be  applicable 
to  the  use  of  water  from  laxes  and  rivers  east  of  Prudhoe, 
we  asked  a  U.S .Geological  Survey  employee  what  he  thought 
of  Arctic  Gas's  proposal  to  pump  water  for  ice  road  con= 
struction  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain.  He  said  "I'm  amazed" 
and  went  on  to  say  that  he  is  doubtful  that  the  environment 
can  accomodate  extraction  of  water  for  ice  roads  in  the 
early  winter.  In  certain  areas  such  extraction  would  not 
have  a  significant  impact  -  in  other  places,  he  thought  it 
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would.  But,  he  explained,  there  is  insufficient  informa¬ 
tion  available  on  the  volume  of  water  flows  and  water 
supplies  in  the  wildlife  range. 

On  the  subject  of  snow  roads.  Commissioner  of  Highways, 

Walter  B.  Parker,  said  in  testimony  on  January  2,1975: 

"In  an  information  request  addressed  to  several  of  the  appli¬ 
cants,  the  Pederal  Government  has  wisely  recognized  that 
snow  road  construction  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  may  be  im¬ 
practical  if  not  impossible.  The  Commissioner  called  for  a 
contingency  plan  for  a  gravel  construction  pad  in  the  event 
a  snow  road  cannot  be  built. 

On  the  subject  of  ice  roads,  Commissioner  of  Environmental 
Conservation  said  in  testimony  on  January  6,  1975  "One  con¬ 
sideration  which  must  be  thoroughly  studied  is  whether  ice 
roads  or  gravel  roads  will  be  used  for  right-of-way  access 
and  facilities  construction.  There  has  already  been  con¬ 
siderable  discussion  on  this  issue  but  much  more  research 
must  be  done.  Experience  has  shown  us  that  an  ice  road 
which  is  used  frequently  by  heavy  equipment,  may  carry  a 
surprisingly  heavy  environmental  price  tag. 

And  finally,  according  to  a  report  that  we  heard  recently, 
Alyeska  Pipeline  has  determined  that  a  snow/ice  road  or  pad 
would  not  stand  up  to  oil  line  construction  -  the  load  is  too 
heavy. 
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Then  on  the  other  hand,  an  Arctic  Gas  employee  told  us  on 
Wednesday,  September  24,  that  “if  a  gas  pipeline  can't  be 
built  on  an  ice  construction  pad  in  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range,  then  no  pipeline  will  be  built  in  the 
range" . 

The  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement’s  response  to  this 
hotly  debated  issue  is  based  on  my  cursory  review,  less  than 
adequate.  It  says  “The  impact  of  lowering  water  quality  by 
increasing  mineral  content  cannot  be  evaluated  since  the 
location  of  water  sources  is  unknown.  There  may  be  harmful 
effects,  however,  to  any  overwintering  aquatic  life  at  the 
source  of  water  withdrawal". 

In  Part  I  Volume  I  on  page  449  the  Impact  Statement  says: 

"In  northern  Alaska  the  Jago  River,  Shublik  Spring  and 
Sadlerochit  Spring  would  be  impacted  to  great  extent  unless 
measures  are  taken  to  avoid  use  of  the  waters". 

Compounding  the  likely  shortage  of  snow  and  water  in  some 
areas  and  the  possible  inability  of  a  snow/ice  road  to  sup¬ 
port  heavy  construction  activity  without  severely  damaging 
the  environment  is  this  warning:  "A  winter  construction 
schedule  in  the  Arctic,  as  outlined  by  the  Applicant,  with¬ 
out  all-weather  accessibility,  is  highly  idealistic  and  de¬ 
pendent  on  many  variable  uncontrollable  conditions,  and  is 
not  considered  feasible. 
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It  is  the  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment's  position 

1 

Alyeska's  facilities  could  be  used.  Has  that  been 

that  a  gravel  work  pad  and  roadway  for  construction  of  a 

2 

accounted  for? 

gas  pipeline  across  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is 

3 

(c)  The  Center  for  the  Environment  feels  very  strongly 

an  acceptable  substitute  for  snow  and  ice  roads  and  pad. 

4 

that  federal  and  state  surveillance  of  trans-Alaska  oil 

If  the  Department  of  Interior  authorizes  construction  of  a  gc 

3  5 

pipeline  construction  has  been  an  importand  innovation. 

pipeline  across  the  range  we  then  ask  that-that  authoriza- 

6 

Such  surveillance  combined  with  strict  stipulations  to 

tion  be  made  contingent  on  the  use  of  snow/ice  construction 

7 

protect  the  environment  is  the  best  way  we  have  seen  to 

roadways.  Gravel  road  building  in  the  range  would  change 

8 

assure  that  the  economic  interests  of  the  pipeline  builders 

substantially  and  qualitatively  Arctic  Gas's  request  for  a 

9 

do  not  relegate  pipeline  quality  and  environmental  protec- 

right-of-way  use  permit. 

10 

tion  to  secondary  importance. 

In  conclusion  we  would  like  to  make  reference  to  some 

11 

Let  there  be  no  mistake  -  we  have  not  been  entirely  satis- 

points  that  limited  time  and  expertise  have  kept  us  from 

12 

fied  with  the  surveillance  work  of  the  federal  and  state 

elaborating  on: 

13 

oil  pipeline  surveillance  teams.  The  role  of  the  skeptical 

(a)  If  the  gas  pipeline  follows  the  trans-Alaska  oil 

14 

public  is  essential  to  assure  dogged  monitoring  of  con- 

pipeline  over  the  Brooks  Range,  it  will  have  to  be  squeezed 

15 

struction  activity.  Therefore  we  would  support  any  pro- 

into  the  northern  end  of  the  Dietrich  River  valley.  We 

16 

vision  that  enchances  the  opportunity  for  the  participation 

would  like  to  know  if  a  third  pipeline,  presumable  for  oil. 

5  17 

of  concerned  citizens  in  surveillance  activity. 

could  be  built  in  that  same  narrow  corridor  -  if  not,  would 

18 

(d)  The  Center  feels  that  any  pipeline  that  carries 

it  be  more  environmentally  reasonable  to  route  a  gas  pipeline 

19 

natural  gas  south  across  the  State  is  a  liability  to  the 

around  that  portion  of  the  valley  or  to  do  the  same  for  an 

20 

extent  that  its  impact  on  the  Alaska  economy  is  greater. 

oil  pipeline. 

21 

A  pipeline  that  carries  Prudhoe  gas  south  to  Fairbanks  or 

(b)  Arctic  Gas's  comparative  cost  figures  on  its  pre- 

9  22 

beyond  will  prolong  the  period  of  social  instability  that 

ferred  route  versus  the  Fairbanks  route  based  on  building 

1  23 

Alaska  now  is  experiencing  as  a  result  of  the  oil  pipeline. 

the  Fairbanks  pipeline  from  the  same  pad  used  for  the  oil 

It?  24 

Such  a  pipeline  will  add  more  fuel  to  the  blazing  fires  of 

pipeline?  Seemingly  there  would  be  a  cost  saving  if 

I  " 

development  that  threaten  to  destroy  the  Alaska  that  many 
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came  here  to  enjoy.  At  some  point  we  have  got  to  start 

-  do  you  feel  that  the  treatment  of  the  EIS  was  inadequate 

1 

doing  something  to  control  growth  in  this  State.  The 

is  that  the  point  you  are  trying  to  make? 

8  2 

Center  does  not  however,  feel  that  this  consideration  out- 

3 

MR.  SCHOLES : 

weighs  the  need  to  preserve  the  wildlife  range.  Other 

4 

I  don't  think  the  EIS  was  necessarily  inadequate  -  I  think 

projects  must  be  halted. 

5 

the  some  of  the  comments  -  I  think  at  the  present  time  I  am 

(e)  While  writing  this  statement  I  had  a  conversation 

| 

going  to  have  to  take  objection  to  some  of  the  comments  - 

6 

with  a  gentlemen  who  offers  a  very  convincing  argument 

1  think  the  EIS  (in  the  respect  that  I  have  reviewed  it) 

7 

against  construction  of  any  gas  pipeline  at  this  time.  His  1 

points  out  very  well  what  values  would  be  given  up  and  not 

e 

thoughts  and  those  of  a  consultant  to  the  State  Legislature' 

be  given  up  with  the  pipeline  routing. 

1  9 

Gas  Pipeline  Impact  Committee  make  me  pause  -  perhaps  there 

10 

JUDGE: 

is  an  economically  justifiable  'no  build'  alternative  to 

n 

Thank  you  Mr.  Scholes.  is  there  anyone  else  now  who  is 

the  proposal  before  us  today  and  I  assume  that  the  Federal 

12 

prepared  to  make  a  presentation?  If  not,  this  hearing  is 

Power  Commission  will  report  on  that.  If  there  is  a  pos- 

13 

in  recess  until  11:00  A.M. 

sible  no-build  alternative,  let  us  consider  it.  If  not, 

14 

RECESS 

keep  the  pipeline  in  a  corridor  where  it  will  not  traverse 

15 

UNTIL 

wild  lands  marked  for  protection  from  development  and  where 

16 

11:00  A.M. 

its  environmental  impact  will  be  minimized. 

17 

Thank  you! 

18 

JUDGE: 

JUDGE : 

19 

We  are  now  back  on  the  record.  our  next  participant  will 

Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Scholes? 

20 

be  Mr.  Frederick  Boness,  Assistant  Attorney  General  for  the 

MR.  SCHODER : 

21 

State  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Boness: 

Yes.  Mr.  Scholes,  I  was  following  along  with  you  there  in 

22 

your  references  to  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on 

23 

the  wilderness  character  of  the  Arctic  game  range  -  I  was 

24 

not  sure  whether  or  not  the  point  you  were  trying  to  make 

25 

* 
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STATEMENT  OF  PETER  SC HOLES 
COORDINATOR,  ALASKA  CENTER  FOR  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

REGARDING  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR'S 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  ON 
THE  ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 

Anchorage,  Alaska 
September  26,  1975 

)  £ 

My  name  is  Peter  Scholes.  I  am  the  only  full-time,  paid 
staff  person  working  for  the  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment. 
Dependent  on  a  volunteer  staff,  the  Center  for  the  Environment 
is  a  membership-sponsored  organization  with  3-^00  dues-paying 
members.  Over  the  past  four  years,  the  Center  has  pursued  its 
twin  goals  of  educating  Alaskans  about  the  environment  and 
encouraging  individuals  and  groups  to  participate  in  the  resolution 
of  environmental  issues.  Today  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  the 
Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment  is  the  focal  point  fpr  environ¬ 
mental  activism  in  Anchorage  -  and  I  use  the  word  activism  in  its 
broadest  sense,  exclusive  of  legislative  lobbying  and  supporting 
candidates  for  political  office. 

No  one  on  the  Center  staff  has  devoted  the  time  necessary 
to  critically  analyze  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
being  discussed  here  today.  If  and  when  we  review  it  at  greater 
length  we  will  submit  our  comments  to  the  appropriate  federal 
agencies.  Through  our  cursory  review  of  the  impact  statement 
and  through  our  everyday  work  to  keep  abreast  of  environmental 
issues,  especially  major  ones  such  as  this,  we  have  developed 
the  following  testimony  and  positions. 
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*  discussed  production  of  Pet  4  oil  and  gas; 

*  drafted  a  seriously  deficient  master  plan  for  Tongass  National 
Foresti 

*  proposed  leasing  nine  or  ten  frontier  0C3  areas  for  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  production,  including  preparation  of  a  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  on  the  northern  Gulf  of  Alaska 

OCS  area  and  a  call  for  nominations  in  the  lower  Cook  Inlet; 

*  discussed  the  designation  of  up  to  42  multimodal  primary 
utility  corridors  criss-crossing  Native  and  federal  land; 

*  and,  recently  prepared  a  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
on  a  major  proposed  hydroelectric  power  development  in  the  Upper 
Susitna  River  Basin. 

A.11  of  this  plus  the  multi-billion  dollar  gas  pipeline  project. 

This  list  indicates  what  the  residents  of  Alaska  must  confront 
when  considering  the  future  of  their  state. 

Every  one  of  these  federal  actions  has  or  will  have  a 

\  c 

secondary,  if  not  primary,  impact  on' Anchorage  -  the  state  s 
service  center.  Indicative  of  the '  overwhelming  impact  of  deve¬ 
lopment  on  Anchorage  is  this  statistic!  A  couple  of  years  ago 
Anchorageites  were  considering  a  1990  Comprehensive  Plan  calling 
for  an  optimum  population  of  250,000.  Now,  before  the  Comprehensive 
Plan  has  even  been  adopted  we  have  a  population  of  approximately 
165,000  and  face  the  possibility  of  250,000  by  1980.  A  friend 
in  Kodiak  recently  said  the  only  way  you  keep  ahead  of  the  federal 
government  in  Anchorage  is  to  develop  a  five-year  plan  for  leaving 
before  you  go  insane. 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  federal  government  owns  most 
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(1)  No  viable  "no  build"  alternative. 

The  Center  objects  to  the  fact  that  according  to  the  impact 
statement  there  is  no  viable  "no  build"  alternative.  The  gas 
at  Prudhoe  Bay  cannot  be  flared.  It  can  be  reinjected  for  an 
unknown  period  of  time,  but  after  that  time  it  cannot  be  reinjected 
without  reducing  the  quantity  of  oil  that  can  be  recovered  over 
the  life  of  the  field.  We  realize  that  this  criticism  comes  too 
late  to  effect  a  change  in  the  gas  pipeline  program.  However, 
we  want  it  clearly  understood  that  for  all  intents  and  purposes 
the  bill  authorizing  construction  of  the  trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline 
authorized  construction  of  a  Prudhoe  Bay  to  Lower  48  transportation 
system  for  natural  gas  as  well  as  a  secondary  state  highway  to 

Prudhoe  Bay.  Furthermore,  Alaskans  stand  to  be  taxes  for  the 

/  / 

maintenance  of  the  highway,  alias*  haul  road,  once  Alyes.S^  turns 
it  over  to  the  state  and  for  federal  subsidization  of  the  natural 
gas  transportation  system. 

(2)  No  comprehensive  federal  policy  for  energy  or  for  Alaska. 

Since  the  discovery  of  oil  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  numerous,  major 
federal  actions  that  directly  affect  Alaska  have  been  either 
proposed  or  are  in  some  jstage  of  implementation.  The  federal 
government  hasi 

*  authorized  construction  of  the  trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline; 

*  enacted  the  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act 

*  proposed  the  establishment  of  over  80  million  acres  of  Alaskan 
national  parks,  refuges,  forests  and  wild  and  scenic  rivers; 

*  approved  funding  for  accelerated  exploration  in  Pet  4; 

*  considered  transferring  Pet  4  from  the  Navy  to  Interior; 
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of  Alaska  and  recognizes  that  Alaska  may  hold  the  key  to  Project 
Independence,  its  current  rash  of  activity  precedes  a  national 
energy  policy  and  a  comprehensive  plan  for  the  use  and  development 
of  federal  lands  in  Alaska,  Current  activity  in  Pet  4, and  around 
Prudhoe  Bay  along  with  proposed  gas  pipeline  construction  in 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  and  oil  and  gas  exploration 
in  the  Beaufort  Sea  represents  a  threat  to  the  entire  Arctic 
region  of  the  United  States.  And,  yet  there  is  no  land  use  plan 
for  Arctic  Alaska,  despite  the  fact  that  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  saysi 

"The  serious  threat  at  this  time  lies  not  in  developing 
the  Arctic  but  in  committing  it  all  at  once  and  not 
allowing  time  for  natural  repair.  If  we  are  going  to 
allow  development  it  is  essential  that  large  ecosystem 
reservoirs  be  held  in  reserve  so  that  the  spatial  scale 
requirement  can  be  met.  It  is  also  essential  that  we 
schedule  development  so  that  one  area  has  recovered 
Sufficiently  to  sustain  the  healing  process  before  we 
commit  another  area.?  (Part  I  Volume  1  page  225) 

In  summary,  the  impact  statement  before  us  today  is  inade¬ 
quate  to  the  extent  that  it  fails  to  put  the  gas  pipeline  project 
in  the  context  of  all  the  other  federal  projects  in  Alaska. 

(3)  The  Center's  position  on  gas  pipeline  routing. 

Time  and  again  the  Center  for  the  Environment  has  spoken 
out  against  the  federal  and  state  governments  when  they  propose 
more  development  in  a  state  in  which,  considering  the  population, 
development  is  absolutely  rampant.  We  have  asked  for  no  action 
or  delayed  action  on  many  projects.  We  have  encouraged  action 
that  would  minimize  impact  on  Alaska.  And,  we  will  continue  tc 
follow  that  policy.  But,  in  this  case  we  do  not  accept  Uva 
pipeline  routing  alternative  that  would  minimize  the  impact  on 
Alaska. 
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At  this  time,  prior  to  completion  of  the  Federal  Power 
Commission's  proceedings,  the  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment 
favors  construction  of  the  gas  pipeline  in  a  utility  corridor  that 
is  already  in  use  with  the  provision  that  the  pipeline  should 
utilize  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  facilities  that  are  already 
built,  including  highways,  construction  pad,  access  roads,  material 
sites,  camps,  etc.  The  Center  finds  both  the  trans-Alaska  pipe¬ 
line  corridor  to  the  Alaska  Highway  gas  pipeline  route^(Arctic 
Gas's  Fairbanks  Route)  and  the  trans-Alaska  pipeline  corridor 

to  LNG-tanker  route  in  keeping  with  our  position. 

/  / 

The  Center's  position  is  founded  on  the  belief  that  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  must  not  be  violated.  Nor  should 
development  take  place  in  the  proposed  extensions  to  the  Range 
prior  to  Congressional  action  on  the  National  Interest  Lands. 

Nor  should  the  Canadian  side  of  the  proposed  Arctic  International 
Wildlife  Range  be  crossed  by  a  pipeline.  The  environmental 
impact  statement  states  our  feeling  about  the  Range  quite  suc¬ 
cinctly: 

"'While  it  may  be  possible  to  transmit  natural  gas  from 
Alaska's  Arctic  Slope  by  several  different  routes, 
wilderness  can  neither  be  created  nor  transported  and 
loss  of  the  wilderness  character  of  the  area  within 
the  Arctic  National  Vfildlife  Range  or  other  wilderness 
would  be  a  long-term  loss  of  the  productivity  and 
enjoyment  of  that  resource."  (Part  I  Volume  t-page508) 

The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  in  many  ways  unique 
among  legally  protected  wild  lands.  Nowhere  else  in  the  United 
States,  or  indeed,  in  Arctic  North  America  is  there  such  an 
undisturbed  physiographic  diversity  compressed  into  such  a  short 
distance.  Yet,  some  would  argue  that  one  buried  pipeline  would 
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one  other  item  that  we  wish  to  discu9s  at  some  length.  V/ ill  it 
be  feasible  environmentally  to  rely  on  snow/ioe  roads  and  pads 
for  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline? 

Last  winter  at  Prudhoe  Bay  water  haulers  drained  fish  over¬ 
wintering  holes  in  the  Sagavanirktok  River  dry  in  their  effort  to 
provide  water  for  operations,  especially  drilling,  in  the  area. 

Fish  were  sucked  up  in  pumps  and  others  left  to  die  in  waterless 
holes  as  haulers  drove  up  to  40  miles  to  fill  their  tanks.  The 
Alaska  Departments  of  Fish  and  Game,  Environmental  Conservation, 
and  Natural  Resources  are  all  aware  of  the  water  shortage  problem 
at  Prudhoe  Bay,  Preliminary  reports  of  a  fish  survey  on  a 
tributary  of  the  Sag  indicate  that  the  Arctic  char  run  has 
plummeted,  dropping  by  nearly  an  order  of  magnitude.  That  survey 
will  be  completed  at  the  end  of  October.  If  the  fish  count 
does  show  an  extreme  drop  in  the  run  for  the  first  time  in  five 
years  one  obvious  conclusion  would  be  that  drained  overwintering 
holes  and  other  activity  at  Prudhoe  Bay  is  taking  its  toll  on 
Sag  River  fish. 

Reasoning  that  the  Sag  River  experience  could  be  applicable 
to  the  use  of  water  from  lakes  and  rivers  east  of  Prudhoe,  we 

C-nf> 

asked  a  U.i.  Geological  Survey* what  he  thought  of  Arctic  Gas's 
proposal  to  pump  water  for  ice  road  construction  on  the  Arctic 
Coastal  Plain.  He  said,  "I'm  amazed^"  /fce  went  on  to  say  that 
he  -  ibt  rul  that  the  environment  can  accommodate  extraction 
of  water  for  ire  x>ads  in  the  early  winter.  In  certain  areas 
such  extract- on  would  not  have  a  significant  impact:  in  other 
places  he  thought  it  would.  But,  he  explained  that  there  is 
inafc"*'-  :ien*  information  available  on  the  volume  of  water  flows 
and  #'  .supplies  in  the  Wildlife  Range. 
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argue  theK  buried  pipeline  would  be  a  minor  blemish  on  the 

face  of  the  Range.  But,  the  ancillary  facilities,  including 
gravel  borrow  areas,  compressor  stations,  airstrips,  and  commu¬ 
nications  towers,  make  the  blemish  quite  a  bit  larger.  Most 
threatening  is  the  precedent  one  gas  pipeline  would  set  for  further 
intrusion  into  the  pristine  wilderness  of  the  Wildlife  Range. 

As  the  impact  statement  says: 

"Construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  would  probably 
encourage  further  development  in  the  Canadian  North¬ 
west  and  northern  Alaska  and  thus  further  disrupt  the 
wilderness,"  (PartrT  Volume  1  page  512). 

But,  can  one  legitimately  hold  Arctic  Gas  responsible  for 
the  fact  that  its  gasline  project  may  lead  to  much  more  damaging 
activities  in  the  Range?  To  some  extent  Arctic  Gas  can  be  held 
responsible.  On  January  27, we  sent  a  letter  to  Alaskan  Arctic 
Gas  asking  if  the  consortium  members  would  be  willing  to  meet 
conservatioists  half-way  on  the  matter  of  opening  the  Range.  We 
received  no  written  response  but  wejdid  get  a  verbal  response. 
Arctic  Gas  consortium  members  refused  to  support  wilderness 
designation  for  that  major  portion  of  the  Range  which  would  be 
unaffected  by  the  gas  pipeline.  Arctic  Gas  would  not  work  for 
expansion  of  the  Range.  In  short,  Arctic  Gas  shows  no  inclination 
to  consider  ameliorating  action  to  protect  the  Wildlife  Range. 

The  battle  against  the  gasline  is  a  battle  to  preserve  the  north¬ 
eastern  corner  of  Alaska  -  the  only  portion  of  Arctic  Alaska 
protected  from  development. 

(4)-  Construction  from  snow/ice  roads  -  Is  it  feasible? 

Having  the  stated  the  position  of  the  Alaska  Center  for  the 
Environment  and  our  primary  reason  for  that  position,  there  is 
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On  the  subject  of  snow  roads,  Commissioner  of  Highways 
Walter  B,  Parker  said  in  testimony  on  January  2,  1975*  "In 
an  information  request  addressed  to  several  of  the  applicants, 
the  federal  government  has  wisely  recognized  that  snow  road 
construction  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  may  be  impractical  if 
not  impossible.”  The  Commissioner  called  for  a  contingency 
plan  for  a  gravel  construction  pad  in  the  event  a  snow  road 
cannot  be  built. 

On  the  subject  of  ice  roads.  Commissioner  of  Environmental 
Conservation  said  in  testimony  on  January  6,  1975,  “One  consi¬ 
deration  which  must  be  thoroughly  studied  is  whether  ice  roads, 
or  gravel  roads,  win  be  used  for  right-of-way  access  and  faci¬ 
lities  construction.  There  has  already  been  considerable 
discussion  on  this  issue,  but  much  more  research  must  be  done. 
Experience  has  shown  us  that  an  ice  road,  which  is  used  frequently 

by  heavy  equipment,  may  carry  a  surprisingly  heavy  environmental 
price  tag." 

And,  finally,  according  to  a  report  that  we  heard  recently, 
Alyeska  Pipeline  has  determined  that  a  snow/ice  road  or  pad 
would  not  Stand  up  to  oil  line  construction.  The  load  is  too 
heavy. 

i'e°".;/hN°yther  hajld'  an  Arotio  Gas  employee  told  us  on 
Wednesday^ that  "if  a  gas  pipeline  can't  be  built  on  an  ice  con¬ 
struction  pad  in  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  then  no 
pipeline  will  be  built  in  the  Range." 

environmental  impact  statement's  response  to  this 
hotly* is,  based  on  my  cursory  review,  less  than  adequate.  It  says. 
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"The  impact  of  lowering  water  quality  by  increasing  mineral 
content  cannot  be  evaluated  since  the  location  of  water  sources 
is  unknown.  There  may  be  harmful  effects,  however,  to  any 
overwintering  aquatic  life  at  the  source  of  water  withdrawal." 
(Emphasis  added.  Part  II  Volume  1  page  696.) 

In  Part  I  Volume  1  on  page  449.  the  impact  statement  saysi 
"In  northern  Alaska  the  Jago  River,  Shublik  Spring  and  Eadlero- 
chit  Spring  would  be  impacted  to  a  great  extent  unless  measures 
are  taken  to  avoid  use  of  the  waters."  (Emphasis  added )_ 

Compounding  the  likely  shortage  of  snow  and  water  in  some 
areas  and  the  possible  inability  of  a  snow/ice  road  to  support 
heavy  construction  activity  without  severely  damaging  the  envi¬ 
ronment  is  this  warning 1  "A  winter  construction  schedule  in 
the  Arctic,  as  outlined  by  the  Applicant,  without  all-weather 
accessibility  is  highly  idealistic  and  dependent  on  many  variable 
uncontrollable  conditions,  and  is  not  considered  feasible." 

(Part  I  Volume _Jl  pages  466-67) 

It  is  the  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment' s  position  that 
a  gravel  work  pad  and  roadway  for  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline 
across  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  an  unacceptable 
substitute  for  snow  and  ice  roads  and  pad.  If  the  Department 
of  Interior  authorizations true tion  of  a  gas  pipeline  across  the 
Range  then  we  ask  that  -that  authorization  be  made  contingent  on 
the  use  of  snow/ice  construction  roadways.  Gravel  road  building 
in  the  Range  would  change  substantially  Arctic  Gas's  request 

ujt 

for  a  right-o f-way* permit. 


is  essential  to  assure  dogged  monitoring  of  construction  activity. 

/>«/(«*«»  'fy  /,/■ 

Therefore,  we  would  support  any  provisxon-that/i»nQblc-9  partici¬ 
pation  of  concerned  citizens  in  surveillance  activity. 

(d)  The  Center  feels  that  any  pipeline  that  carries  natural  gas 
south  across  the  state  is  a  liability  to  the  extent  that  its 
impact  on  the  Alaska  economy  is  greater.  A  pipeline  that  carries 
Prudhoe  gas  south  to  Fairbanks  or  beyond* prolong*  the  period  of 
social  instability  that  Alaska  is  now  experiencing  as  a  result 
of  the  oil  pipeline.  Such  a  pipeline  will  add  more  fuel  to  the 
blazing  fires  of  development  that  threaten  to  destroy  the  Alaska 
that  many  of  us  came  here  to  enjoy.  At  some  point  we  have  got 
to  start  doing  something  to  control  growth  in  this  state.  The 
Center  does  not,  however,  feel  that  this  consideration  outweighs 
the  need  to  preserve  the  Wildlife  Range.  Other  projects  must  be 
halted . 


(e)  While  writing  this  statement  I  .  had  a  conversation 
with  a  gentleman  who  offers  a  very  convincing  o  o-atemont  against 
construction  of  any  gas  pipeline  at  this  time.  His  thoughts  and 
those  of  a  consultant  to  the  State  Legislature's  Gas  Pipeline 
Impact  Committee  make  me  pause.  Perhaps  there  is  an  economically 
justifiable  "no  build"  alternative  to  the  proposal  before  us  '  . 

today^  IH-jB.tU— let  us -consider  it.-  -If-notjy keep  the  pipeline 

/»o/  y 

J in  a  corridor  where  it  will* traverse  wild  lands  marked  for  protection 


from  development  and  where  its  environmental  impact  will  be  mini¬ 


mized. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment 
at  the  Anchorage  Public  Hearing 
September  25,  1975 


1.  The  "no  build"  alternative  is  considered  in  the  revised 
Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

2.  Revisions  have  been  made  to  attempt  to  relate  other  projects 
in  Alaska  in  relationship  to  the  proposed  natural  gas 
transmission  system.  These  are  reflected  in  the  Final  EIS, 
see  page  196  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

3.  No  change  -  The  third  point  indicates  the  position  of  the 
Alaska  Center  for  the  Environment.  It  does  not  disagree  with 
the  Draft  EIS. 

4.  A  discussion  of  the  points  raised  are  contained  in  the  Final 

EIS  in  many  places  such  as  water  quality,  water  supply,  vegetation, 
fishery  resources  and  emergency  repair. 

5.  A  third  pipeline  through  Atigun  Pass  has  not  been  considered  at 
this  time. 

6.  It  is  not  clear  whether  such  consideration  was  used  in  cost 
estimates. 

7.  Stipulations  for  any  permit  issued  for  right-of-way  would  contain 
stipulations  for  consturction,  operation  and  maintenance. 
Surveillance  would  be  included  in  6uch  stipulations. 

8.  Refer  to  the  Final  EIS  for  impacts  on  socioeconomic  aspects, 
pages  290-300  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

9.  This  alternative  is  in  the  volume  on  Alternatives  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Anchorage,  Alaska 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
by  Ms.  Virginia  dalPiaz 
representing 

Upper  Cook  Inlet  Chapter  of  the  Alaska  Conservation  Society 
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VIRGINIA  dalPIAZ: 

First  I  would  like  to  state  that  my  name  is  dalPiaz,  it's 
spelled  (small)  dalPIAZ.  I  do  reside  in  Anchorage,  at 
801  'H*  Street,  I  am  testifying  for  the  Upper  cook  Inlet 
Chapter  of  the  Alaska  Conservation  Society. 

This  Chapter  was  formed  in  1969  and  has  a  membership  of 
about  150-people  in  Anchorage.  Our  purpose:  we  are  dedi¬ 
cated  to  securing  the  wise  use  and  protection  and  preser¬ 
vation  of  the  scenic,  scientific,  recreational,  wildlife 
and  wilderness  areas  of  Alaska. 

The  nine  thousand  page,  twenty-five  volume  Impact  State¬ 
ment  is  obviously  specific  and  technical  in  detail.  We 
won't  pretend  to  have  read  it  all.  However,  there  are 
some  brief  comments  and  recommendations  which  we  do  have. 
First,  there  seems  to  be  some  discrepancy  on  the  amount  of 
Federal  land  that  the  pipeline  crosses.  The  Executive 
Highlights  Booklet  says  967-railes  while  the  RTO  states 
995-railes.  We  feel  the  speakers  should  be  more  specific 
as  to  what  public  lands  are  being  crossed  by  the  pipeline. 
* 

We  do  have  some  questions  -  I'll  just  state  this  for  the 
record  -  but  I  know  you  are  not  answering  any  questions  at 
this  time.  1)  will  the  financing  be  available  for  this 
project;  2)  is  it  possible  to  build  a  pipeline  through  the 
Arctic  in  the  winter  when  there's  serious  question  as  to 
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We  don't  feel  that  the  real  root  of  the  problem  has  been 
addressed  at  all  -  and  which  we  feel  is  over-population. 
Until  that  is  realized  the  demand  WILL  always  exceed 
production  and  never  be  solved.  We  cannot  control  popu« 
lation  and  thus  decrease  use  of  power. 

And  then  we  have  #5)  -  and  this  we  feel  is  a  very  importar 
recommendation:  we  feel  that  there  should  be  a  national 
energy  plan  adopted  by  Congress  before  any  more  pipelines 
or  wells  are  drilled  -  so  that  Project  Independence  is  not 
a  national  energy  plan  -  it  does  not  justify  the  building 
of  a  gas  pipeline;  6)  the  irretrievable  loss  of  our 
wilderness  in  Alaska  is  not  acceptable.  There  is  no  way 
to  mitigate  the  loss  of  the  need  of  de  facto  wilderness; 

7)  detail  work  should  be  done  with  the  Native  peoples  alo 
the  route,  their  decisions  with  regard  to  the  pipeline 
should  be  respected  -  their  life-styles  should  not  be 
sacririced  or  traded  off  as  because  in  the  Impact  State¬ 
ment  "society  as  a  whole  will  benefit". 

Then  we  have  a  brief  final  statement:  we  don't  believe 
the  oil  and  gas  industry  will  really  solve  any  problems 
in  areas  where  it  has  just  created  them.  We  believe  the 
detriments  of  economic  experience  should  not  outweigh  the 
detriments  of  the  environmental,  social,  cultural  impact 
on  the  Alaskan  life.  The  State  is  already  staggering 
under  the  impact  of  the  Trans  Alaska  oil  pipeline  -  and  the 
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1 

water  and  snow  availability;  and  3)  is  there  a  reliable  1 

2 

alternative  as  opposed  to  taking  the  gas  out  of 

3 

Alaska;  -  4)  what  will  this  mean  to  the  people  of  the  1 

4 

United  States  when  the  energy  and  resources  to  build  the  I 

5 

line  are  figured  in. 

6 

* 

7 

We  have  several  recommendations  -  one  is  (and  this  is 

8 

probably  our  strongest  point  concerning  the  Impact 

9 

Statement):  1)  Under  no  circumstances  can  a  pipeline  be 

10 

built  through  Arctic  National  wildlife  range,  we  are 

11 

completely  opposed  to  that  routing;  2)  we  feel  that  the 

12 

Impact  Statement  for  Alaska-Arctic  should  file  specific 

13 

and  detailed  plans  concerning  what  will  be  done  with  the 

14 

pipeline,  the  camps,  the  roads  and  support  facilities  (if 

15 

the  line  is  built)  to  return  the  area  to  its  natural  state 

1 

16 

after  the  gas  is  depleted;  3)  we  feel  that  alternate 

L 

17 

energy  sources  such  as  solar  energy  have  not  been  given 

18 

sufficient  consideration  in  line  with  energy  conservation 

1 

19 

as  preferable  to  the  current  proposals  now  being  consider- 

20 

ed;  we  feel  there  is  no  specific  need  that  has  been  ex- 

21 

plicitly  proven  for  this  gas.  We  feel  there  should  be 

g 

22 

documented  justification  for  the  project  other  than  the 

i 

23 

simple  things  stated  in  the  Impact  Statement  which  says 

r 

24 

essentially  that  the  United  States'  demands  exceed  its 

I 

25 

production  of  natural  gas. 
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1 

proposed  OCS  leases,  the  proposed  gas  line  it  would  seem 

2 

as  if  the  Federal  Government,  the  oil  and  gas  companies. 

3 

and  to  some  extent  the  American  people,  are  thinking  of 

4 

Alaska  only  as  a  giant  socket  for  the  nation  to  plug  into 

5 

regardless  of  our  feelings. 

6 

The  State  and  its  people  should  think  seriously  about 

.3 

7 

setting  standards  and  directions  -  do  we  want  the  State's 

6 

emphasis  to  be  on  LIVABILITY  or  EXTRACTABILITY. 

9 

Gentlemen,  the  Upper  Cook  Inlet  Chapter  of  the  Alaska 

10 

Conservation  Society  does  NOT  support  the  Arctic  Gasline 

11 

Proposal  in  its  current  form.  Indeed  really  there  is  no 

12 

choice  in  any  of  the  alternatives  unless  it  be  that  of 

13 

energy  conservation.  We  cannot  endorse  any  other  route 

9 

14 

until  specific  application  is  made  -  and  that  goes  for  the 

15 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  process. 

16 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  opportunity  to  be  heard! 

17 

* 

18 

JUDGE: 

19 

Are  there  any  questions  by  the  panel? 

20 

MR .  SCHODER; 

21 

Yes.  I  wasn't  clear  regarding  your  statement  on  the  loss 

4 

22 

of  wilderness  could  not  be  mitigated  -  -  by  this  do  you 

23 

mean  to  infer  that  in  this  Impact  Statement  -  -  you  said  - 

24 

-  -  could  you  clear  that  up  -  -  or  is  this  just  a  general 

25 

statement? 

i 
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VIRGINIA  dalPIAZ : 

This  is  just  a  general  statement  under  the  Impact  State¬ 
ment  (I  believe  it's  Volume  1)  -  Part  6  -  -  - 

JUDGE; 

5  Thank  you  very  much.  (Are  the  sound  facilities 

6  adequate,  can  everyone  hear)?  (NOT  TOO  WELL).  Our 

7  next  speaker  will  be  Mr.  HOMER  BURRELL. 


9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


MRa.  JBUKRELL:. 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  perhaps  speak  in  two 

capacities  today  and  I  think  I  should  speak  in  one  first 
which  is  not  written  but  which  I  will  be  pleased  to  put 
in  writing. 

For  more  than  six  years,  terminating  in  January  of  this  year 
I  was  Director  of  Oil  and  Gas  for  the  State  of  Alaska,  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  Alaska  oil  and  gas  conservation,  which 
position  I  had  responsibility  for  on  regulations  on  oil  and 
gas  use  in  Alaska.  The  drilling  practices,  the  production 
practices  and  everything  connected  therewith. 

I  am  somewhat  concerned  about  some  of  the  remarks  that  have 
been  made  concerning  this  gas  and  I  am  against  it  in  this 
capacity  (not  in  a  capacity  for  which  I  will  then  change 
hats  and  I'll  tell  you  about  that). 

At  some  point  -  and  the  best  information  we  can  get,  and 
I  shouldn't  say  'we'  -  I  mean  the  best  information  the  State 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Upper  Cook  Inlet  Chapter 
of  the  Alaska  Conservation  Society 
at  the  Anchorage,  Alaska  Public  Hearing 
September  25  and  26,  1975 


1.  Changed  -  Executive  Highlites  deleted. 

2.  Not  changed  -  questions  1—4  did  not  change  Final  EIS. 

3.  Recommendations  stated  by  the  Society 

(1)  No  change  -  Final  EIS  states  impacts  on  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range,  page  308,  Alaska  Volume. 

(2)  No  change  -  this  will  probably  become  a  stipulation 
requirement . 

(3)  Change  -  alternative  energy  sources  discussed  in  Alter¬ 
natives  Volume. 

(4)  Change  -  justification  for  project  has  been  deleted 
from  Final  EIS. 

(5)  No  change  -  National  Energy  Plan  not  in  the  scope  of  an 
EIS. 

(6)  No  change  -  loss  of  De  Facto  wilderness  discussed  on 
pages  308,  309  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

(7)  No  change  -  discussed  on  page  297  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

4.  Changed  -  socio-economic  information  updated  to  reflect 

impacts  caused  by  oil  pipeline,  pages  290-297,  Alaska  Volume. 
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CELIA  HUNTER: 

My  name  is  CELIA  M.  HUNTER  -  I  am  President  of  the  Alaska 
Conservation  Society.  The  Society  was  incorporated  in 
1960  and  has  about  one  thousand  members. 

Our  testimony  today  will  deal  with  comments  on  the  Arctic 
Gas  pipeline  proposal,  the  art  of  writing  environmental 
impact  statements,  and  will  conclude  with  our  proposal  of 
how  to  approach  several  of  the  outstanding  problems.  Be¬ 
cause  this  gasline  project  is  so  large  and  its  implications 
so  varied,  we  have  found  the  draft  EIS  as  difficult  to  re¬ 
view  as  its  authors  must  have  found  it  difficult  to  write. 

Even  though  much  of  our  testimony  will  deal  with  insuffi¬ 
ciencies  of  the  draft  EIS,  we  would  like  to  express  that 
the  draft  does  contain  a  large  amount  of  candor,  inform¬ 
ation  and  it  is  our  feeling,  sound  reasoning. 

The  approach  which  was  used  was  to  describe  the  existing 
environment  and  impact  along  a  handful  of  alternate  routes 
originally  proposed  by  Arctic  Gas.  Using  this  line  of 
reasoning,  one  of  the  handful  of  routes  will  undoubtedly 
be  shown  to  be  better  than  the  rest,  and  it  was.  This  ap¬ 
proach  however,  does  not  provide  the  information  or  analysis  / 
system  required  to  discover  the  best  route,  the  optimum 
route  while  considering  together,  potential  other  gas 
fields,  the  cultural  and  political  realities  of  the  united 
States  and  Canada,  the  need  to  use  as  few  other  resources 
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as  possible  to  accomplish  the  goal  and  to  protect  the  land 
traversed  by  the  project.  The  optimum  gas  transportation 
system  can  be  discovered  by  using  existing  knowledge  if 
the  analysis  system  is  choses  which  contains  the  logic 
necessary  to  achieve  the  correct  result. 

The  descriptions  of  existing  environments  shows  that  ex¬ 
isting  knowledge  was  thoroughly  reviewed,  but  the  extensive 
verbage  on  the  existing  environment  fails  to  provide  any¬ 
one  with  what  we,  the  public,  need,  industry  needs,  and  the 
government  needs  to  sensibly  think  about  the  problems  at 
hand.  The  basic  purpose  for  writing  environmental  impact 
statements  is  to  discover  and  retain  a  working  knowledge  of 
the  worldly  values  we  wish  to  protect  against  destruction 
by  our  hands.  In  the  case  of  a  pipeline,  we  wish  to 
identify  safe  areas,  very  hazardous  areas,  and  all  the 
shades  of  values  in  between.  Then  we  wish  to  know  whether 
the  proposed  route  is  chosen  wisely  or  is  routed  in  a 
damaging  manner.  The  analysis  can  be  used  to  suggest  the 
least  damaging  route.  The  extensive  verbage  of  this 
draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prevents  such  compre¬ 
hension  by  failing  to  provide  knowledge  of  the  distribution 
of  values.  Most  of  the  verbage  must  be  reduced  to  map 
form  before  comprehension  of  the  material  is  possible.  As 
an  illustration,  lands  with  unique  public  values  are  often 
designated  as  state  or  federal  parks  or  refuges.  These 
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We  would  like  now  to  discuss  several  points  regarding  tho 
pipeline  project  technology.  Construction  would  proceed 
by  using  a  temporary  ice  road  in  winter,  constructed  from 
snow  and  water.  Early  in  the  winter  there  is  not  an 
abundance  of  snow  on  the  Arctic  Slope.  The  draft  EIS 
fails  to  inform  us,  although  it  has  been  reported  that 
snow  will  be  scraped  from  lake  surfaces,  low  spots,  snow 
fenced  areas  and  valley  wall  cornices  everywhere  within  a 
ten  mile  wide  swath  along  the  route.  Dispatching  heavy 
equipment  onto  the  land  in  search  of  scarce  snow  cannot  be 
construed  as  being  protective  of  the  land. 


5 


One  calculation  made  in  the  draft  EIS  is  that  only  30%  of 
the  water  needed  to  make  the  ice  road  is  available.  That 
point  was  then  dropped.  What  will  the  construction  people 

do  on  the  day  they  run  out  of  water?  A  major  variance  will 
be  requested. 

No  mention  is  made  in  the  draft  EIS  about  the  maximum  con¬ 
tinuous  slope  angle  that  would  be  practical  for  an  ice 
road.  Some  areas  will  be  too  steep  for  a  simple  ice  road, 
and  here  we  may  again  be  faced  by  another  Hickel  Highway 
situation,  the  environmental  consequences  of  which  have 
not  been  mentioned  at  all. 
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lands  are  specifically  set  aside  for  protection  of  wilder¬ 
ness,  wildlife  habitat,  and  exceptional  scenic  value, 
places  where  other  life  on  earth  can  live  unmolested  by 
industrial  civilization  and  places  where  man  can  visit 
to  retreat  temporarily  from  industrial  civilization,  and 
construction. 

We  all  know  that  the  National  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  is 
threatened  by  the  primary  route,  but  how  many  people  who 
have  read  the  draft  EIS  know  how  many  other  protected  areas 
are  likewise  threatened?  By  one  count  45  other  parks  and 
refuges  are  crossed  by  the  proposed  pipeline.  A  single 
map  would  have  made  this  point  clear. 

If  the  other  significant  values  were  presented  to  us  in 
map  form  we  could  easily  judge,  each  one  of  us,  whether 
or  not  any  route  had  been  wisely  chosen. 

The  description  of  the  existing  environment  should  also 
do  more  justice  toward  defining  the  long-term  public 
values  of  the  National  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  because  it  is 
presently  the  only  remaining  segment  of  American  arctic 
tundra  wilderness  to  have  protection  against  industrial 
development.  The  National  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  contains 
only  12%  of  the  Alaska,  arctic  tundra,  not  an  unreasonable 
amount  to  protect.  We  are  not  choosing  among  a  number  of 
arctic  wilderness  areas,  it  is  the  last  and  ONLY  one  in 
existence  with  a  chance  for  full  protection. 


3 


-106- 

ALASKA- WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 
949  eAST  FOURTH  AVENUE  -  277.6912 


We  doubt  very  much  that  the  proposed  ice  road  will  protect 
the  arctic  soil.  Five  inches  of  ice  over  compacted  snow 
is  brittle,  weak  and  light-weight.  Heavy  equipment  can 
be  expected  to  break  up  and  bounce  away  such  an  ice  road 
faster  than  it  can  be  maintained.  The  technology  and 
consequences  of  using  ice  roads  must  be  further  advanced 
before  ice  roads  can  be  seriously  viewed  as  being  realistic 
for  such  a  large  project  as  this  gas  pipeline  construction. 

We  consider  most  statements  regarding  such  an  ice  road  to 
be  as  naive  as  was  TAPS  statements  in  1969  that  a  hot  pipe 
in  ice-rich  permafrost  would  do  just  dandy.  Let’s  face  it, 
these  things  are  experiments. 

A  temporary  ice  road  will  not  permit  maintenance  equipment 
to  gain  access  to  sections  needing  repair.  The  consequences 
of  not  having  a  traversible  workpad  in  some  areas  may  be 
worse  than  providing  a  vegetated  but  trafficable  surface. 

The  ice  road  concept  also  means  that  all  major  construction 
must  be  done  during  the  dark,  cold,  blowing  snow  season. 
Alyeska  people  'discovered*  that  the  price  is  so  high  and 
the  progress  is  so  slow  in  the  winter  that  it  really  is 
uneconomical  to  attempt  much  in  that  season. 

The  ice  road  has  been  advertised  as  a  saving  of  the  arctic 
tundra.  Everything  about  the  ice  road  concept  boils  down 
to  this:  For  a  vast  combination  of  reasons,  it  is  very  likel r 
doomed  to  failure.  What  then  will  be  done  to  ensure  that 
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1 

the  project  is  completed  on  schedule  once  the  go-ahead 

1 

Society  could  easily  support  its  activities  for  the  next 

2 

has  been  given?  The  major  contingency  factors  such  as 

2 

1000  years  on  the  profits  resulting  in  the  sale  of  6.6 

3 

this  must  be  addressed  in  both  the  EIS  and  the  technical 

3 

trillion  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas.  We  hereby  patent 

4 

stipulations . 

4 

that  idea! 

5 

This  comment  applies  not  only  to  the  ice  road  concept  which 

5 

* 

6 

we  used  as  an  example  -  but  also  to  innumerable  other 

6 

The  draft  EIS  also  fails  to  account  for  other  energy 

7 

aspects  of  the  project. 

7 

losses  from  our  world.  To  be  realistic,  the  secondary 

8 

* 

8 

energy  uses  can  and  should  be  calculated.  For  instance. 

9 

I  would  like  now  to  turn  to  the  matter  of  resources  which 

9 

how  much  fuel  is  required  to  mine,  smelter,  produce  and 

10 

will  be  irretrievably  used  by  the  project.  This  draft 

10 

deliver  5.9  million  tons  of  steel?  It's  a  lot  -  really  a 

11 

EIS  only  touches  the  surface  regarding  what  is  forever 

A 

lot  -  and  that  fuel  will  just  as  certainly  be  used  by  THIS 

12 

lost  by  signing  up  for  such  a  journey.  First  of  all. 

12 

project  as  the  fuel  poured  into  project  vehicles.  And  what 

13 

energy.  We  understand  that  10%  of  the  natural  gas  would 

13 

of  the  R-and-R  trips,  the  executive  overflights,  the  related 

14 

be  used  in  transportation  of  the  gas  but  that  was  omitted 

14 

government  research  and  supervision  already  required?  If 

15 

from  the  section  on  resources.  That  amounts  to  at  least 

15 

it  were  all  honestly  added  up  how  much  net  energy  would  be 

16 

8.8  trillion  cubic  feet  of  gas  required,  which  is  consider- 

16 

derived  from  this  project?  That  answer  is  what  we  need 

17 

ably  more  energy  than  the  total  listed  as  required  for 

17 

compare  to  environmental  damages  and  the  cost  of  alterna- 

18 

construction  only.  Remember  this  EIS  covers  operational 

18 

tives  such  as  learning  to  use  the  sun  and  the  wind. 

19 

phases  as  well  as  construction.  The  energy  required  to 

19 

* 

20 

pump  gas  rises  approximately  as  the  square  of  the  velocity. 

20 

The  section  on  resources  committed  by  this  6000-miles  of 

21 

only  25%  of  the  gas  or  2.2  trillion  cubic  feet  would  be  re- 

21 

gasline  treats  superficially,  and  in  the  overview  disregards 

22 

quired  to  pump  the  gas  if  the  pipe  diameter  were  increased 

22 

many  things,  among  them  the  following: 

23 

to  68  inches  from  48,  or  if  it  were  to  be  pumped  only  half 

23 

WILDERNESS:  A  sanctuary  from  industrial  harassment. 

24 

as  fast  as  proposed  in  48  inch  pipe.  The  savings  would 

24 

ENDANGERED  SPECIES  HABITAT:  Man's  capacity  to  destroy 

25 

be  6.6  trillion  cubic  feet  of  gas.  The  Alaska  Conservatioi 

25 

exceeds  his  capacity  to  create  to  such  an 

-109- 

-110- 

ALASKA-WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 

ALASKA-WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 
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extent  that  most  people  fail  to  even  see  the  impli- 

1 

on  alternatives  reads  almost  exactly  like  the  analysis  of 

2 

cations.  In  40-million  years  a  solar-powered 

2 

alternatives  originally  offered  by  Arctic  Gas  -  their  maps 

3 

prairie  was  created  -  man  destroyed  that  in  100-years 

3 

were  simply  copied.  Their  routes  were  discussed  -  the 

4 

and  replaced  it  with  non-sustaining  forms  that  use 

4 

alternatives  were  merely  run-by-once  lightly;  the  same  con- 

5 

ten  times  more  energy  than  they  produce.  The  Arctic 

6 

elusions  were  derived  in  almost  the  same  words.  We  have 

6 

may  go  next. 

6 

suspected  Mr.  Xerox  to  be  the  author  of  other  government 

7 

HUMAN  CULTURES:  The  Eskimo  cultures  of  the  MacKenzie 

7 

publications  -  but  never  before  this  draft  EIS  has  the  case 

8 

Valley  learned  to  be  amazingly  creative,  productive. 

^  8 

been  clearer.  Obviously  someone  limited  the  authors  of 

9 

and  happily  free  from  the  industrial  cultural  pace 

9 

this  draft  EIS  to  do  nothing  innovative.  The  EPA  Guidelines 

10 

in  a  land  where  our  culture  offers  them  little  more 

10 

to  EIS's  is  explicit  that  (and  I  quote):  ''Most  actions  in- 

11 

than  radio  and  liquor.  Already  the  threat  of  this 

11 

volve  a  number  of  potential  areas  where  an  imaginative  ap- 

12 

pipeline  there  has  eliminated  that  feeling  of  freedom 

12 

proach  could  lessen  adverse  environmental  impacts  while 

13 

from  industrial  pressures.  That  feeling  of  freedom 

13 

still  meeting  a  majority  of  the  projected  needs". 

14 

WAS  a  valuable  commodity  in  their  lives.  Culture  is 

14 

* 

15 

n  resource,  and  we  are  very  much  afraid  some  simple 

16 

In  Alaska  the  spectre  of  heavy  industrial  construction  using 

16 

but  beautiful  cultures  will  be  finished-off  by  thi9 

16 

experimental  technique  in  the  National  Arctic  wildlife  Range 

17 

project,  especially  in  Canada. 

17 

wilderness  is  certainly  damaging  in  the  extreme. 

18 

* 

18 

One  very  promising  way  of  circumventing  the  Wildlife  Range 

19 

Let's  turn  now  to  the  analysis  of  alternatives.  The 

19 

would  be  to  bury  the  pipeline  in  shallow  seawater  immadiatel 

20 

alternatives  section  of  the  draft  EIS  is  where  we  would 

20 

■  offshore,  using  on-land  techniques  from  November  through  May 

21 

hope  to  find  where  government  took  a  more  comprehensive 

21 

and  by  using  shallow  draft  amphibious  equipment  during  open 

22 

view  of  the  project  than  the  industry  could  be  expected 

7  22 

water  periods  in  the  summer.  The  shallow  sea  floor  is 

23 

to  have. 

23 

probably  frozen  -  -  the  sea  ice  is  only  a  few  feet  thick 

24 

It  is  appalling  to  find  here  that  no  new  thinking  has  been 

24 

and  does  not  move  at  all  during  the  winter.  Little  sea- 

25 

done  by  the  government  at  all.  This  draft  EIS  section 

25 

life  overwinters  or  would  be  damaged  there  -  no  ice  road 
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would  have  to  be  built.  The  pipe  could  easily  be  re¬ 
located  at  any  time,  the  pipe  could  be  safe  if  buried 
sufficiently  and  it  would  be  virtually  unnoticeable  to 
anything  or  anyone  at  anytime.  On  the  lighter  side,  the 
Polar  bear  migrations  during  the  construction  year  would 
be  bothered  however  -  -  this  really  was  not  looked  into 
seriously  even  though  it  is  an  obvious  alternative. 


In  addition,  it  seems  possible  to  bypass  the  wildlife  Range 
without  having  pumping  stations  in  the  Range.  Volume  ex¬ 
pansion  of  gas  in  a  pipe  is  accomodated  by  accelerating  the 
gas.  This  in  turn  severely  limits  the  distance  between 
pumping  stations.  If  the  pipe  diameter  were  increased 
between  stations  the  velocity  would  thus  not  increase  as 
rapidly  and  the  distance  between  pumping  stations  would 
then  be  limited  only  by  the  willingness  to  increase  the 
pipe  diameter.  Two  or  more  pipes,  larger  pipes,  etc. 
could  achieve  the  same  results.  As  another  idea,  no  one 
has  reported  on  the  possibility  of  having  remote  and  re¬ 
dundant  electric  pumps  buried  beneath  the  sea  or  ground, 
which  were  powered  by  generators  30-miles  away  on  either 
side  of  the  main  pumping  station.  Given  a  combination 
of  expanding  pipe  or  pipes,  remote  pumps  and  perhaps  a 
main  pumping  station  at  3arter  Island,  we  see  no  need  to 
have  any  pumping  facilities  in  the  Wildlife  Range. 
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Furthermore,  as  long  as  this  wilderness  and  its  unique 
ecosystem  are  being  protected,  the  same  considerations 
should  be  given  the  proposed  Canadian  Arctic  Wildlife 
Sanctuary  that  would  adjoin  the  Alaskan  equivalent. 

* 

The  whole  section  on  alternatives  lacks  the  basis  philosophy 
and  approach  which  is  necessary  given  the  premise  that  you 
want  to  discover  the  best  way  to  go. 

As  attractive  as  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal  looks,  it  is  very 
likely  not  the  best  possible  system  to  be  built  now.  To  ■ 
choose  the  best  system  you  must  quantify  things  such  as  net 
energy  return  -  that  is  energy  available  minus  ALL  energy 
expended.  The  government  is  now  right  at  the  time  when 
it  would  really  be  worth  while  determining  if  10-billion 
dollars  were  spent  on  constructing  local  wind,  water  and 
sun  heat  collectors  -  would  that  have  a  higher  net  energy 
return  to  the  nation  than  magnum  pipelines  using  irreplace¬ 
able  resources? 

The  Alaska  Conservation  Society  would  now  like  to  make  a 
few  positive  proposals  which  respond  to  the  needs  we  have 
expressed  and  hopefully  would  thereby  raise  the  art  of 
analysing  environmental  impact. 

* 

The  correct  routing  of  a  large  pipeline  is  a  very  complex 
matter  in  detail  but  rather  simple  in  general  if  correct 
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procedures  are  used.  The  project  should  serve  the  largest 
possible  number  of  present  and  future  gas  fields,  it  should 
be  built  and  operated  so  as  to  use  a  minimum  of  resources 
and  cause  a  minimum  disruption  of  the  earth  and  its  life, 
the  pipe  should  have  the  longest  possible  lifetime  and  the 
petroleum  resources  should  be  delivered  to  the  markets  whert 
the  greatest  benefit  to  people  will  result.  To  achieve 
such  a  result  requires  that  maps  be  made  of  the  pertinent 
and  important  aspects  of  each  of  the  above.  We  ask  in 
each  map  only  for  the  knowledge  that  exists  today,  we  are 
not  asking  for  the  ultimate  perfection  that  is  never 
poss ible . 

These  maps  must  then  be  arrayed  either  graphically  or 
using  calculators  to  superimpose  the  relative  values  of 
each  parameter  so  that  the  total  picture  can  be  grasped  on 
a  single  map.  Then  the  best  routes  and  obvious  alternates 
can  be  discovered. 


13 


The  entire  matter  of  extracting  petroleum  from  the  Arctic 
should  be  considered  now.  a:  proliferation  of  inadequately 
designed  pipes  is  now  operational  elsewhere  in  the  nation. 
This  could  be  avoided  in  the  Arctic.  The  right  system 
must  be  established  the  first  time.  Already  proliferation 
of  pipelines,  from  what  is  essentially  one  Arctic  petroleum 
province,  is  in  the  offing.  National  Petroleum  Reserves 
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#4  petroleum  would  be  piped  down  western  Alaska.  Prudhoe 
Bay  petroleum  will  cross  central  Alaska  and  gas  may  follow 
due  to  political  expediencies.  Arctic  Gas  or  Foothills 
Pipeline  will  gather  gas  from  the  Mackenzie  Delta  zone. 

Polar  Gas  is  proposing  transporting  gas  across  the  Canadian 
Shield  to  Eastern  Canada.  One  properly  built  trunk  line 
could  serve  the  entire  Arctic  province  for  perhaps  a 
century.  Necessary  feeder  systems  could  be  built  as 
needed  to  keep  the  trunk  full.  Distributing  the  gas  should 
be  handled  mainly  by  existing  pipelines.  Proliferation  of 
inadequate  pipelines  is  in  the  long-haul  wasteful  of  all 
resources  and  therefore  ultimately  uneconomical. 

* 

During  this  planning  process  important  deficiencies  will 
be  noted  and  these  must  be  attended  to.  Some  obvious  de¬ 
ficiencies  already  noted  ate: 

1)  Insufficient  innovative  planning  to  avoid  the  National 
Arctic  Wildlife  Range  and  other  protected  land. 

2)  The  idea  that  temporary  ice  roads  will  prevent  serious 
damages  to  the  land. 

3)  Failure  to  negotiate  satisfactorily  with  the  Canadian 
native  nation.  We  rather  suspect  that  a  pipeline 
could  pass  through  their  primitive  lands  in  an  accept¬ 
able  manner  such  as  being  placed  50-miles  farther  west 
or  east  if  industry  and  government  could  learn  to  honor 
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the  simple  needs  of  people  Who  choose  to  lead  relat¬ 
ively  uncomplicated  lives.  But  we  must  also  admit 
that  we  doubt  that  the  present  'state-of-the-art' 
western  beaurocracy  can  ever  learn  such  honor  -  and  we 
hereby  challenge  you  to  learn  it.  We  believe  that 
the  pipeline  should  be  built  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
people.  If  this  pipe  is  not  routed  and  operated  in 
a  manner  satisfactory  to  the  Mackenzie  Valley  cultures, 
environmental  and  political  disasters  can  be  easily 
predictable. 


Valley  people  be  made  first  and  that  settlement  include 
routing  the  project  so  as  to  affect  their  culture  the 
least.  We  also  propose  that  the  united  States  of 
America  and  the  Canadian  governments  work  cooperatively 
to  deisgn  an  optimum  continental  system  and  that  local 
governments,  newspapers,  etc.  immediately  cease  bad- 
mouthing  Canada's  interests  in  international  relations 
These  statements  are  by-and-large  complete  falsif icatior 
slanderous,  libelous  misrepresentations  of  Canadian 
points  of  view. 

* 

A  certain  amount  of  time  is  required  to  solve  the  above 
and  other  pressing  problems.  The  time  to  do  this  should 
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Our  testimony  today  challenges  you  to  international  co¬ 
operation,  minimizing  damages  and  optimizing  resource  use. 
We  trust  that  our  criticisms  will  be  constructive  and  that 
our  proposals  will  be  seriously  considered. 

Thank  you! 

* 

JUDGE; 

Are  there  any  Questions? 

MR.  STARCH: 

Mrs.  Hunter,  as  a  matter  of  presentation  you  mentioned  the 
value  of  maps  and  it  seems  you  are  rathar  critical  -  -  do 
you  think  it  would  be  of  any  advantage  in  gathering  all  the 
maps  from  the  field  personnel  -  gathering  the  information 
presented  at  these  hearings  and  reviewing  the  maps  so  -  -  - 

MRS.  HUNTER; 

-  -  -  I  think  the  criticism  went  deeper  than  that  -  I  think 
the  criticism  might  be  made  that  the  data  presented  by  the 
maps  is  not  complete  enough  so  that  alternatives  aren't 
presented  -  we  don't  get  the  whole  picture  from  the  map  in 
enough  detail.  I  think  this  can  be  done  by  overlays  -  - 
by  really  extending  our  abilities  to  depict  varying  values 
and  get  them  all  on  one  map.  I've  seen  it  done  -  and  I 
think  this  is  one  of  the  things  that  needs  be  explored  much 
more  thoroughly. 
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1 

be  planned  into  the  project.  Federal  money  should  be  spent 

2 

if  public  values  are  being  protected,  the  assistance  may  be 

3 

in  the  form  of  technical  research  by  government  agencies 

4 

in  solving  problems  pertinent  to  pipeline  construction  and 

5 

operation. 

6 

Rather  than  viewing  conservation  of  energy  and  renewable 

7 

power  as  s  substitute  for  a  pipeline,  they  should  be  con- 

8 

sidered  together  as  they  are  in  reality.  First,  conserva- 

9 

tion  of  energy  and  renewable  power  development,  if  insti- 

10 

tuted  realistically,  practically  and  right  now  can  easily 

11 

buy  the  time,  the  few  years  needed  to  plan  and  execute  a 

12 

big  pipeline  right  the  first  time.  Secondly,  conservation 

13 

of  energy  and  substitutions  by  renewable  power  systems  will 

14 

considerably  lengthen  the  time  period  during  which  the  non- 

15 

renewrble  resource  (natural  gas  in  this  case)  will  serve 

16 

people.  And  thirdly,  our  civilization  will  find  it  easier 

17 

to  get  its  main  engine  started  if  we  begin  now  instead  of 

18 

waiting  until  our  cheap  and  simplistic  storage  battery  runs 

19 

down  completely. 

20 

* 

21 

In  addition,  the  USA  might  be  able  to  'borrow'  gas  today 

22 

and  return  it  in  the  near  future  from  Alaskan  resources. 

23 

This  would  provide  gas  to  American  markets  faster  than  any 

24 

other  alternatives  and  will,  in  the  long  run,  not  deprive 

25 

Canada  of  any  of  her  own  resources. 
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I  think  that  one  of  the  criticisms  that  has  been  made  by 

2 

a  number  of  people  -  and  we've  had  a  lot  of  people  helping 

3 

with  this  -  this  presentation  was  not  completely  my  own 

4 

work  -  it  represents  the  work  and  thoughts  of  a  lot  of 

5 

people.  The  major  criticism  that  has  been  made  of  this 

6 

particular  EIS  is  that  it  is  so  diffuse  that  for  a  person 

7 

that  is  interested  say  in  one  particular  aspect  of  it  -  to 

6 

try  to  pick  out  of  the  text  the  reference  to  that  particular 

9 

subject  he  would  have  to  read  the  whole  mass  of  verbage  and 

10 

I  think  this  is  not  what  was  intended  -  I  think  the  EIS 

11 

should  be  as  simply  put  together  and  as  carefully  construe- 

12 

ted  as  possible  so  that  people  can  really  read  that  -  have 

13 

a  different  field  of  knowledge  -  can  go  and  see  what  it 

14 

says  by  people  in  their  particular  field  and  criticize  that  - 

15 

because  you  just  can't  take  one  person  and  have  him  criticize 

16 

the  whole  draft  EIS.  What  you're  doing  is  trying  to  force 

17 

everybody  to  read  all  of  that  material.  When  you  stop  to 

18 

consider  that  this  is  only  one  environmental  impact  state- 

19 

ment  out  of  thousands  that  are  under  preparation  today  and 

20 

that  a  lot  of  the  same  people  are  having  to  study  all  of 

21 

these  things  I  think  it  would  be  more  advantageous  to  you 

22 

to  simplify  this  presentation  to  make  it  more  readable  by 

23 

more  people. 

24 

JUDGE; 

25 

Mrs.  Hunter,  you  mentioned  there  was  a  superficial  treatment 
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of  the  affects  on  human  culture  -  and  as  one  who  did  not 
have  a  hand  in  preparing  the  Environmental  Impact  State¬ 
ment  I  am  wondering  how  you  think  that  might  be  treated 
more  adequately  -  and  if  it  could  be  done  what  would  be 
the  affect  on  the  natives  and  the  local  populace  -  how 
could  anyone  possibly  go  into  all  the  aspects  with  that 
in  mind  -  -  can  you  give  me  some  ideas  on  that? 

MRS.  HUNTER: 

This  is  one  of  the  most  difficult  aspects  we  face  in  any 
such  matters.  I  suppose  we  have  sort  of  an  Alaskan 
culture  here  in  Fairbanks  and  I  doubt  that  anybody  in 
proposing  the  TAPS  pipeline  ever  dreamed  of  the  impact  or 
the  complete  magnitude  of  the  impact  on  the  Alaskan  resi¬ 
dents  of  this  area  -  it  wasn't  even  contemplated.  I 

think  that  here  we  are  dealing  with  the  values  which  our 
western  civilization  comprehended  generally  and  I  think  it 
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so  often  the  last  treated  by  impact  statements.  It's 
much  easier  to  deal  with  things  if  you  can  qualify  them  - 
you  can't  qualify  people  or  their  life-styles  -  you  can't 
qualify  their  values  -  it's  very  difficult.  I  do  think 
more  attention  should  be  paid  to  this  and  we  certainly 
have  enough  intelligent  people  today  and  certainly  more 
educated  people  in  these  fields  that  could  be  helpful  in 
setting  up  a  better  system  of  gathering  information  and 
evaluating  it. 

jJUDGBj _ 

What  would  be  your  interpretation  -  your  estimate  of  as 
much  as  possible  the  pipeline  being  routed  away  from  native 
groups  and  local  settlements  that  would  be  affected  by  an 
influx  of  workers,  influx  of  money  -  or  any  kinds  of  in¬ 
flux  that  building  a  pipeline  might  entail? 

MRS.  HUNTER: 


is  difficult  in  dealing  with  cultures  that  do  not  have 
particularly  western  values  -  to  really  work  out  completely 
the  impact  this  will  have  on  them.  I  think  it  is  possible 
as  was  mentioned  here  the  mere  routing  of  a  pipeline  away 
from  certain  areas  could  be  beneficial  -  and  the  escalation 
of  these  effects  simply  with  the  people  you  are  dealing 
with  in  the  different  cultures  would  be  helpful. 

I  think  we  do  have  people  who  are  capable  of  doing  some 
good  social  evaluations.  I  think  the  simple  aspects  are 
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Well  I  think  you'd  find  the  difficulties  that  the  Army  did 
in  the  early  days  of  Alaska  in  trying  to  minimize  the  im¬ 
pact  of  the  Army  on  the  native  villages  here  -  we  became 
accustomed  to  the  caustic  comments  about  the  impact  on 
Alaska  between  1900-and-l920  -  the  caustic  comments  were 
about  putting  an  Army  Post  right  next  to  a  Native  village. 

I  think  there  are  a  few  possible  separations  that  would  be 
helpful  and  I  think  these  could  be  analyzed  and  worked  out- 
but  it  would  require  somebody  to  pay  attention  to  this 


JDGE : 
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as  well  as  to  the  results  that  show  up  on  the  score  cards  for 
Alaska  as  a  whole. 

Are  there  any  further  questions?  (NO  RESPONSE) .  Thank 
you  Mrs.  Hunter. 

I  will  again  call  those  names  signed  up  this  morning  -  if 
they  are  present  and  wish  to  participate  at  this  time  - 
Glen  Hackney!  (NO  RESPONSE) .  John  Cook!  Jeff 

Cook!  (NO  RESPONSE) . 

Is  there  anyone  else  present  now  who  desires  to  make  a 
presentation? 


JUDGE: 

Please  give  your  name  and  the  organization  you  represent, 
if  any 
MR.  GILBERT: 

I  am  DON  GILBERT,  Planning  Director  for  the  Fairbanks  North 
Star  Borough  -  and  I'm  speaking  this  morning  briefly  on 
behalf  of  my  boss.  Mayor  John  Carlson. 

We  recognize  that  the  Fairbanks  North  Star  Borough  is  only 
about  7,361  square  miles  out  of  the  586-thousand  in  the 
State  of  Alaska  and  perhaps  our  legal  rights  do  not  go  be¬ 
yond  the  7.361  square  miles  or  to  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  or 
transportation  within  Alaska  -  and  that  what  happens  north 
of  here  will  have  some  effect  on  us. 
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ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
September  29,  1975  Fairbanks,  Alaska 


My  name  is  Celia  M.  Hunter.  I  am  the  president  of  the  Alaska  Conser¬ 
vation  Society.  The  Society  was  incorporated  in  1960  and  has  about 
1000  members. 

Our  testimony  today  will  deal  with  comments  on  the  Arctic  GasOne  pro¬ 
posal,  the  art  of  writing  environmental  impact  statements,  andvwill 
conclude  with  our  proposal  of  how  to  approach  several  of  the  outstand¬ 
ing  problems.  Because  this  gasline  project  is  so  large  and  its  impli¬ 
cations  so  varied,  we  found  the  draft  EIS  as  difficult  to  review  as 
its  authors  must  have  found  it  difficult  to  write.  Even  though  much 
of  our  testimony  will  deal  with  insufficiencies  of  the  draft  EIS,  we 
would  like  to  express  that , fhe  draft  does  contain  a  large  amount  of 
candor,  information  and  soiipd  re^oning. 


The  approach  which  was  used  was  to  describe  the  existing  environment 
and  impact  along  a  handful  of  alternate  routes  originally  proposed  by 
Arctic  Gas.  Using  this  line  of  reasoning,  one  of  the  handful  of  routes 
will  undoubtedly  be  shown  to  be  better  than  the  rest,  and  it  was.  This 
approach,  however,  does  not  provide  the  information  or  analysis  system 
required  to  discover  the  best  route,  the  optimum  route  while  considering 
together,  potential  other  gas  fields,  the  cultural  and  political  real¬ 
ities  of  the  USA  and  Canada,  the  need  to  use  as  few  other  resources  as 
possible  to  accomplish  the  goal  and  to  protect  the  land  traversed  by 
the  project.  The  optimum  gas  transporticn  system  can  be  discovered  by 
using  existing  knowledge  if  the  analysis  system  is  chosen  which  contains 
'  the  logic  necessary  to  achieve  the  correct  result. 


The  descriptions  of  existing  environments  shows  that  existing  know¬ 
ledge  was  thoroughly  reviewed,  but  the  extensive  verbage  on  the  exist¬ 
ing  environment  fails  to  provide  anyone  with  what  wel  need,  industry 


22b 


Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Alaska  Conservation  Society  comments 
9-29-75  Page  Two 


needs  and  the  government  needs  to  sensibly  think  about  the  problems  at 
hand.  The  basic  purpose  for  writing  environmental  impact  statements  is 
to  DISCOVER  and  RETAIN  a  working  knowledge  of  the  worldly  values  we  wish 
to  protect  against  destruction  by  our  hands.  In  the  case  of  a  pipeline, 
we  wish  to  identify  safe  areas,  very  hazardous  areas  and  all  the  shades 
of  values  in  between.  Then  we  wish  to  know  whether  the  proposed  route 
is  chosen  wisely  or  is  routed  in  a  damaging  manner.  The  analysis  can 
be  used  to  suggest  the  least  damaging  route.  The  extensive  verbage  ) 
of  this  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  PREVENTS  such  comprehension 
by  failing  to  provide  knowledge  of  the  distribution  of  values.  Most  of 
the  verbage  must  be  reduced  to  map  form  before  comprehension  of  the 
material  is  possible.  As  an  illustration,  lands  with  unique  public 
values  are  often  designated  as  state  or  federal  parks, ^or  refuges. 

These  lands  are  specifically  set  aside  for  protection  of  wilderness, 
wildlife  habitat,  and  exceptional  scenic  value,  places  where  other  life 
on  earth  can  live  unmolested  by  industrial  civilization  and  places  where 
man  can  visit  to  retreat  temporarily  from  industrial  civilization,  and 
construction.  We  all  know  that  the  National  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  is 
threatened  by  the  primary  route,  but  how  many  people  who  have  read  the 
draft  EIS  know  how  many  other  protected  areas  are  likewise  threatened? 

By  one  count,  45  other  parks  and  refuges  are  crossed  by  the  proposed 
pipelines.  A  single  map  would  have  made  this  point  clear. 

If  the  other  significant  values  were  presented  to  us  in  map  form,  we  could 
easily  judge,  each  one  of  us,  whether  or  not  any  route  had  been  wisely 
chosen. 

The  description  of  the  existing  environment  should  also  do  more  justice 
toward  defining  the  long  term  public  values  of  the  National  Arctic 
Wildlife  Range  because  it  is  presently  the  only  remaining  segment  of 
American  arctic  tundra  wilderness  to  have  protection  against  industrial 
development.  The  National  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  contains  only  12%  of 
the  Alaskan  arctic  tundra,  not  an  unreasonable  amount  to  protect.  We 
are  not  choosing  among  a  number  of  arctic  wilderness  areas,  it  is  the 
last  and  ONLY  one  in  existence  with  a  chance  for  full  protection. 

We  would  like  now  to  discuss  several  points  regarding  the  pipeline  pro¬ 
ject  technology.  Construction  would  proceed  by  using  a  temporary  ice 
road  in  winter,  constructed  from  snow  and  water.  Early  in  the  winter, 
there  is  not  an  abundance  of  snow  on  the  Arctic  Slope.  The  draft  EIS 
fails  to  inform  us,  although  it  has  been  reported  that  snow  will  be 
scraped  from  lake  surfaces,  low  spots,  snow  fenced  areas  and  valley  wall 
cornices  everywhere  within  a  ten  mile  wide  swath  along  the  route.  Dis¬ 
patching  heavy  equipment  onto  the  land  in  search  of  scarce  snow  cannot  be 
construed  as  being  protective  of  the  land. 
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One  calculation  made  in  the  draft  EIS  is  that  only  30%  of  the  water 
needed  to  make  the  ice  road  is  available.  That  point  was  then  dropped. 
What  will  the  construction  people  do  on  the  day  they  run  out  of  water? 

A  major  variance  will  be  requested. 

No  mention  is  made  in  the  draft  EIS  about  the  maximum  continuous  slope 
angle  that  would  be  practical  for  an  ice  road.  Some  areas  will  be  too 
steep  for  a  simple  ice  road,  and  here  we  may  again  be  faced  by  another 
Hickel  Highway  situation,  the  environmental  consequences  of  which  have 
not  been  mentioned  at  all. 

We  doubt  very  much  that  the  proposed  ice  road  will  protect  the  arctic 
soil.  Five  inches  of  ice  over  compacted  snow  is  brittle,  weak  and  light 
weight.  Heavy  equipment  can  be  expected  to  break  up  and  bounce  away 
such  an  ice  road  faster  than  it  can  be  maintained.  The  technology  and 
consequences  of  using  ice  roads  must  be  further  advanced  before  ice  roads 
can  be  seriously  viewed  as  being  realistic  for  such  a  large  project  as 
this  gas  pipeline  construction.  We  consider  most  statements  regarding 
such  an  ice  road  to  be  as  naive  as  was  TAPS  statements  in  1969  that  a 
hot  pipe  in  ice  rich  permafrost  would  do  just  very  well./]  Let's  face 
it,  these  things  are  experiments. 

A  temporary  ice  road  will  not  permit  maintenance  equipment  to  gain 
access  to  sections  needing  repair.  The  consequences  of  not  having  a 
traversible  workpad  in  some  areas  may  be  worse  than  providing  a  vege¬ 
tated  but  trafficable  surface. 

The  ice  road  concept  also  means  that  all  major  construction  must  be  done 
during  the  dark,  cold,  blowing  snow  season.  Alyeska  people  "discovered" 
that  the  price  is  so  high  and  the  progress  is  so  slow  in  winter,  that  it 
really  is  uneconomic  to  attempt  much  in  that  season. 

The  ice  road  has  been  advertised  as  a  saving  of  the  arctic  tundra. 
Everything  about  the  ice  road  concept  boils  down  to  this:  For  a  vast 
combination  of  reasons,  it  is  very  likely  doomed  to  failure.  What  then 
will  be  done  to  ensure  that  the  project  is  completed  on  schedule  once 
the  go-ahead  has  been  given?  The  major  contingency  factors  such  as  this 
must  be  addressed  in  both  the  EIS  and  the  technical  stipulations. 

This  comment  applies  not  only  to  the  ice  road  concept  which  we  used  as 
an  example,  but  also  to  innumerable  other  aspects  of  the  project. 

I  would  like  now  to  turn  to  the  matter  of  resources  which  will  be  irre- 
treivably  used  by  the  project  This  draft  EIS  only  touches  the  surface 
regarding  what  is  forever  lost  by  signing  up  for  such  a  journey.  First 
of  all,  energy.  We  understand  that  10%  of  the  natural  gas  would  be  used 
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in  transportation  of  the  gas  but  that  was  omitted  from  the  section  on 
resources.  That  amounts  to  at  least  8.8  trillion  cubic  feet  of  gas 
required,  which  is  considerably  more  energy  than  the  total  listed  as 
required  for  construction  only.  Remember  this  EIS  covers  operational 
phases  as  well  as  construction.  The  energy  required  to  pump  gas  rises 
approximately  as  the  square  of  the  velocity,  only  25%  of  the  gas  or  2.2 
trillion  cubic  feet  would  be  required  to  pump  the  gas  if  the  pipe  dia¬ 
meter  were  increased  to  68  inches  from  48  or  if  it  were  to  be  pumped 
only  half  as  fast  as  proposed  in  a  48"  pipe.  The  savings  would  be  6.6 
trillion  cubic  feet  of  gas.  The  Alaska  Conservation  Society  could 
easily  support  its  activities  for  the  next  1000  years  on  the  profits 
resulting  in  the  sale  of  6.6  trillion  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas.  We 
hereby  patent  that  idea. 

The  Draft  EIS  also  fails  to  account  for  other  energy  losses  from  our 
world.  To  be  realistic,  the  secondary  energy  uses  can  and  should  be 
calculated.  For  instance,  how  much  fuel  is  required  to  mine,  smelter, 
produce  and  deliver  5.9  million  tons  of  steel?  It's  a  lot,  really  a 
lot;  and  that  fuel  will  just  as  certainly  be  used  by  THIS  project  as  the 
fuel  poured  into  project  vehicles.  And  what  of  the  R&R  trips,  the 
executive  overflights,  the  related  government  research  and  supervision 
already  required?  If  it  were  all  honestly  added  up,  how  muchaj&^nergy 
would  be  derived  from  this  project?  That  answer  is  what  we.^fcompare  to 
environmental  damages  and  the  cost  of  alternatives  such  as  learning  to 
use  the  sun  and  the  wind. 


The  section  on  resources  committed  by  this  6000  mile  gasline  treats 
superficially,  and  in  thq  overview  disregards,  many  things;  Z/v 

Wilderness  -  a  sanctuary  from  industrial  harassment 

Endangered  species  habitat  -  taan ' s  capacity  to  destroy  exceeds 
his  capacity  to  create  to  such  an  extent  that  most  people 
fail  to  even  see  the  implications.  In  40  million  years,  a 
solar  powered  prairie  was  created.  Man  destroyed  that  in 
100  years  and  replaced  it  with  non-sustaining  farms  that 
use  ten  times  more  energy  than  they  produce.  The  Arctic  may 
go  next. 

Human  cultures  -  The  Eskimo  cultures  of  the  Mackenzie  valley 

learned  to  be  amazingly  creative,  productive,  and  happily 
free  from  the  industrial  cultural  pace  in  a  land  where  our 
culture  of fers  LiWfte  more  than  radio  and  liquor.  Already, 
the  threat  of  this  pipeline  there  has  eliminated  that  feeling 
of  freedom  from  industrial  pressures.  That  feeling  of  free¬ 
dom  WAS  a  valuable  commodity  in  their  lives.  Culture  is  a 
resource,  and  we  are  very  much  afraid  some  simple  but  beaut¬ 
iful  cultures  will  be  finished  off  by  this  project,  especially 
in  Canada. 


Let's  turn  now  to  the  analysis  of  alternatives.  The  alternatives 
section  of  the  draft  EIS  is  where  we  would  hope  to  find  where  government 
took  a  more  comprehensive  view  of  the  project  than  the  industry  could  be 
expected  to  have. 


•yit  is  appalling  to  find  here  that  no  ncWythinking  has  been  done  by  the 
%  7  government  at  all.  This  draft  EIS  sectior^on  alternatives  reads  almost^ 
exaclty  like  the  analysis  of  alterntives  orignially  offered  by  Arctic 
Gas.  Their  maps  were  simply  copied.  Their  routes  were  discussed;  the 
^  .«■  dine- »t her  alternatives  were  run-by-once-lightly ;  and  the  same  con- 
Jldusions  were  derived  in  almost  the  same  words.  We  have  suspected  Mr. 

Xerox  to  be  the  author  of  other  government  publications,  but  never  before 
this  draft  EIS  has  the  case  been  clearer.  Obviously,  someone  limited 
the  authors  of  this  draft  EIS  to  do  nothing  innovative.  The  EPA  Guidelines 
to  EIS's  is  explicit  that,  and  I  quote:  "Most  actions  involve  a  number  of 
potential  areas  where  an  imaginative  approach  could  lessen  adverse  envir¬ 
onmental  impacts  while  still  meeting  a  majority  of  the  projected  needs." 


In  Alaska,  the  spectre  of  heavy  industrial  construction  using  experimental 
technique  in  the  National  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  wilderness  is  certainly 
damaging  in  the  extreme. 


One  very  promising  way  of  circumventing  the  Wildlife  Range  would  be  to 
bury  the  pipeline  in  shallow  seawater  immediately  offshore,  using  on, — 
land  techniques  from  November  through  May,  and  by  using  shallow  draft 
amphibious  equipment  during  open  water  periods  in  the  summer.  The  shallow 
sea  floor  is  probably  frozen.  The  sea  ice  is  only  a  few  feet  thick  and 
does  not  move  at  all  during  the  winter.  Little  sealife  overwinters  or 


having  pumping  stations  in  the  Range.  Volume  expansion  of  gas  in  a 
pipe  is  accommodated  by  accelerating  the  gas.  This  is  turn  severly 
limits  the  distance  between  pumping  stations.  If  the  pipe  diameter 
were  increased  between  stations,  the  velocity  would  thus  not  increase 
as  rapidly  and  the  distance  between  pumping  stations  would  then  be 
limited  only  by  the  willingness  to  increase  the  pipe  diameter.  Two  or 
more  pipes,  larger  pipes,  etc  could  achieve  the  same  results.  As 
another  idea,  no  one  has  reported  on  the  possibility  of  having  remote 
and  redundant  electric  pumps  buried  beneath  the  sea  or  ground,  which 
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were  powered  by  generators  30  miles  away  on  either  side  of  main  pumping 
station.  Given  a  combination  of  expanding  pipe  or  pipes,  remote  pumps 
and  perhaps  a  main  pumping  station  at  Barter  Island,  we  see  no  need  to 
have  any  pumping  facilities  in  the  Wildlife  Range. 

Furthermore,  as  long  as  this  wilderness  and  its  unique  ecosystem  are  being 
protected,  the  same  considerations  should  be  given  the  proposed  Canadian 
Arctic  Wildlife  Sanctuary  that  would  adjoin  the  Alaskan  equivalent. 

The  whole  section  on  alternatives  lacks  the  basic  philosophy  and  approach 
which  is  necessary  given  the  premise  that  you  want  to  discover  the  best 
way  to  go. 

As  attractive  as  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal  looks,  it  is  very  likely  not 
the  best  possible  system  to  be  built  now.  To  choSe  the  J^est  system,  you 
must  quantify  things  such  as  net  energy  return:  that /isj^j^rgy  available 
minus  ALL  energy  expended.  The  government  is  now  rptyir at  the  time 
when  it  would  be  really  worth  while  determining  i/r  $10  billion  were 
spent  on  constructing  local  wind,  water  and  sun  heat  collectors,  would 
that  have  a  higher  net  energy  return  to  the  nation  than  magnum  pipelines 
using  irreplaceable  resources. 

The  Alaska  Conservation  Society  would  now  like  to  make  a  few  positive 
proposals  which  respond  to  the  needs  we  have  expressed  and  hopefully 
would  thereby  raise  the  art  of  analysing  environmental  impact/ 

The  correct  routing  of  a  large  pipeline  is  a  very  complex  matter  in 
detail,  but  rather  simple  in  general  if  correct  procedures  are  used.  The 
project  should  serve  the  largest  possible  number  of  present  and  future 
gas  fields,  it  should  be  built  and  operated  so  as  to  use  a  minimum  of 
resources  and  cause  a  minimum  disruption  of  the  earth  and  its  life,  the 
pipe  should  have  the  longest  possible  lifetime  and  the  petroleum  resources 
should  be  delivered  to  the  markets  where  the  greatest  benefit  to  people 
will  result.  To  achieve  such  a  result  requires  that  maps  be  made  of  the 
pertinent  and  important  aspects  of  each  of  the  above.  We  ask  in  each 
map  only  for  the  knowledge  that  exists  today,  we  are  not  asking  for  the 
ultimate  perfection  that  is  never  possible. 

These  maps  must  then  be  arrayed  either  graphically  or  using  calculators 
to  superimpose  the  relative  values  of  each  parameter  so  that  the  total 
picture  can  be  grasped  on  a  single  map.  Then,  the  best  routes  and 
obvious  alternates  can  be  discovered. 

The  entire  matter  of  extracting  petroleum  from  the  Arctic  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  now.  A  proliferation  of  inadequately  designed  pipes  is  now 
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A  certain  amount  of  time  is  required  to  solve  the  above  and  other 
pressing  problems.  The  time  to  do  this  should  be  planned  into  the 
project.  Federal  money  should  be  spent  if  public  values  are  being 
protected,  the  assistance  may  be  in  the  form  of  technical  research 
by  government  agencies  in  solving  problems  pertinent  to  pipeline 
construction  and  operation. 

Rather  than  viewing  conservation  of  energy  and  renewable  power  as  a 
substitute  for  a  pipeline,  they  should  be  considered  together  as  they 
are  in  reality.  First,  conservation  of  energy  and  renewable  power 
development,  if  instituted  realistically,  practically  and  right  now 
can  easily  buy  the  time,  the  few  years,  needed  to  plan  and  execute  a 
big  pipeline  right  the  first  time.  Secondly,  conservation  of  energy 
and  substitutions  by  renewable  power  systems  will  considerably  leng¬ 
then  the  time  period  during  which  the  non-renewable  resource  (natural 
gas  in  this  case)  will  serve  people.  And  thirdly,  our  civilization 
will  find  it  easier  to  get  its  main  engine  started  if  we  begin  now 
instead  of  waiting  until  our  cheap  and  simplistic  storage  battery 
runs  down  completely. 

In  addition,  the  USA  might  be  able  to  "borrow"  gas  today  and  return  it 
in  the  near  future  from  Alaskan  sources.  This  would  provide  gas  to 
American  markets  faster  than  any  other  alternative  and  will,  in  the 
long  run,  not  deprive  Canada  of  any  of  her  own  resources. 

Our  testimony  today  challenges  you  to  international  cooperation,  mini¬ 
mizing  damages  and  optimizing  resource  use.  We  trust  that  our  critic¬ 
isms  will  be  constructive  and  that  our  proposals  will  be  seriously 
considered.  Thank  you. 


operational  elsewhere  in  the  nation.  This  sould  be  avoided  in  the  Arctic. 
The  right  system  must  be  established  the  first  time.  Already,  proliferation 
of  pipelines,  from  what  is  essentially  one  arctic  petroleum  province,  is 
in  the  offing.  National  Petroleum  Reserve  #4  petroleum  would  be  piped 
down  western  Alaska.  Prudhoe  Bay  petroleum  will  cross  central  Alaska  and 
gas  may  follow  due  to  political  expediencies.  Arctic  Gas  or  Foothills 
Pipeline  will  gather  gas  from  the  Mackenzie  Delta  zone.  Polar  Gas  is 
proposing  transporting  gas  across  the  Canadian  Shield  to  Eastern  Canada. 

One  properly  built  trunk  line  could  serve  the  entire  Arctic  province  for 
perhaps  a  century.  Necessary  feeder  systems  could  be  built  as  needed  to 
keep  the  trunk  full.  Distributing  the  gas  should  be  handled  mainly  by 
existing  pipelines.  Proliferation  of  inadequate  pipelines  is  in  the  long 
haul  wasteful  of  all  resources  and  therefore  ultimately  uneconomic. 

During  this  planning  process,  important  deficiencies  will  be  noted,  and 
these  must  be  attended  to.  Some  obvious  deficiencies  already  noted  are: 

1)  Insufficient  innovative  planning  to  avoid  the  National 
Arctic  Wildlife  Range  and  other  protected  land. 

2)  The  idea  that  temporary  ice  roads  will  prevent  serious 
damages  to  the  land. 

3)  Failure  to  negotiate  satisfactorily  with  the  Canadian 
native  nation.  We  rather  suspect  that  a  pipeline  could 
pass  through  their  primitive  lands  in  an  acceptable  manner 
such  as  being  placed  50  miles  father  west  or  east  if 
industry  and  government  could  learn  to  honor  the  simple 
needs  of  people  who  choose  to  lead  relatively  uncompli¬ 
cated  lives.  But  we  must  also  admit  that  we  doubt  that 
the  present  "state-of-the-art"  western  beaucracy  can  ever 
learn  such  honor,  and  we  hereby  challenge  you  to  learn  it. 

We  believe  that  the  pipeline  should  be  built  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  people  ar  Khr  °nr1  of  fhf—pi^r  If  this  pipe 
is  not  routed  and  operated  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to 

the  Mackenzie  Valley  cultures,  environmental  and  political 
disasters  can  be  easily  predictable. 

We  propose  that  a  Canadian  settlement  with  the  Mackenzie  Valley 
people  be  made  first  and  that  settlement  include  routing  the 
project  so  as  to  affeejb' their  culture  the  least.  We  also 
propose  that  the  USA*and  Canadian  governments  work  cooperatively 
to  design  an  optimum  continental  system  and  that  local 
governments,  newspapers,  etc.  immediately  cease  bad \ mouthing 
Canada's  interests  in  international  relations.  These  state¬ 
ments  are  by-and-large  complete  falsifications,  slanderous, 
libelous  misrepresentations  of  Canadian  points  of  view. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Alaska  Conservation  Society 
at  the  Fairbanks  Public  Hearing 
September  28  and  29,  1975 


1.  An  analysis  based  on  an  entire  systems  approach  is  contained 
in  the  Overview  Volume. 

2.  The  total  volume  has  been  reduced  by  elimination  of  duplication. 
Also  the  major  impacts  have  been  summarized  for  each  of  the 
alternatives . 

3.  Only  slight  modifications  were  made  in  the  maps.  They  are 
considered  adequate. 

4.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  required. 

5.  Changed  -  see  snow  and  ice  roads  on  pages  234,  235,  363,  364 
and  414  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

6.  Changed  -  page  7  of  the  Overview  Volume  indicates  gas  used  to 
operate  the  system. 

7.  This  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  EIS. 

8.  Changed  -  the  Overview  Volume  now  contains  a  better  discussion 
of  wilderness,  endangered  species  habitat  and  human  cultures 
beginning  on  page  215, 

9  The  Alternatives  Volume  has  been  revised. 

10.  No  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  pages  448-490  in 
the  Alaska  Volume  for  the  offshore  route  alternative. 

11.  No  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  Double  lines  are  discussed 
on  page  477  of  the  Alaska  Volume  as  well  as  a  near  shore  route. 

12.  No  change  was  made.  The  Title  III  study  required  by  Public  Law 
93-153  was  submitted  to  Congress  December,  1975. 

13.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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14.  This  was  changed.  Alternatives  to  a  route  through  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Range  are  discussed  in  the  Alaska,  Overview 
and  Alternatives  Volumes. 

15.  See  //  5  above. 

16.  No  change  was  made.  The  settlement  of  negotiation  with 
Canada's  Native  population  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  EIS. 
This  will  be  up  to  the  Canadian  government  to  negotiate. 

17.  No  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS, 
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Fairbanks,  Alaska 
September  30,  1975 
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MR.  SENNER: 

I  am  STAN  SENNER,  Vice  President  for  Alaska  of  the 
Federation  of  Western  Outdoor  Clubs.  My  mailing  address 
in  Fairbanks  is  8ox  1796.  The  Federation  unites  about 
forty  member  organizations  in  six  western  States  for  the 
promotion  of  the  proper  use,  enjoyment  and  protection  of 
America's  scenic,  wilderness,  and  other  resources. 
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The  concerns  of  the  Federation  in  this  case  extend  beyond 
just  safeguarding  our  recreational  interests.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  transporting  Alaska's  natural  gas  to  the  lower 
48-States  our  concern  is  that  the  alternative  system  selec¬ 
ted  is  one  that  is  least  objectionable  over  the  entire 
length  of  its  route  in  terms  of  environmental,  social  and 
economic  factors.  In  my  view  each  of  the  alternative 
routes  has  some  virtues  and  some  drawbacks. 

Today  I  will  offer  some  brief  generalized  comparisons  of 
the  options.  I  noted  in  picking  up  the  Anchorage  Daily 
News  this  morning  that  there  is  sort  of  a  new  development 
in  terms  of  the  Arctic  Gas  system  and  of  course  that  was 
not  taken  into  account  in  the  testimony  that  I  have  pre¬ 
pared  here. 

* 

Looking  at  environmental  factors  first,  the  Federation 
endorses  the  concept  of  confining  developments  to  existing 
corridor  systems.  The  Arctic  Gas  Company  has  proposed 
a  6,280  mile  pipeline  system,  the  majority  of  which  is  not 
in  previously  established  utility  corridors.  This  system 
in  its  entirety,  traverses  many  state,  federal  and  provin¬ 
cial  parks,  forests,  refuges,  wild  rivers  and  roadless 
areas.  I  will  talk  later  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range  but  there  are  other  important  placed  including  road¬ 
less  areas  in  eastern  Oregon  and  California. 
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I  might  add  that  although  the  Impact  Statement  has  some 

1 

the  oipeline  terminus  at  Point  Gravina  and  the  terminus 

tables  which  show  parks  traversed  or  passed  near  the 

2 

of  the  tanker  leg  at  Point  conception,  virtually  the 

treatment  of  the  areas  was  rather  inconsistent  and  did  not 

3 

entire  system  is  within  the  oil  pipeline  corridor. 

really  adequately  explain  what  the  impact  of  that  pipeline 

4 

Furthermore,  gas  transportation  in  the  lower  48  States 

would  be  on  this  designated  park  or  whatever.  Also  in 

6 

would  be  via  existing  pipelines,  thus  eliminating  the  need 

some  cases  it  would  indicate  that  part  of  the  pipeline 

6 

for  constructing  a  massive  new  distribution  system  essen- 

would  pass  by  a  Forest  Service  campground  for  instance  and 

7 

tially  duplicating  the  existing  ones. 

not  even  indicate  which  national  forest  the  campground  was 

8 

* 

•in  -  -  which  made  it  really  hard  from  a  citizens  perspec- 

9 

The  question  of  how  many  nonrenewable  resources  must  be 

tive  to  try  to  figure  out  just  what  was  going  on  here. 

10 

utilized  to  construct  and  operate  each  of  these  alterna- 

* 

11 

tives  (I  think)  is  really  an  important  one.  The  extraction 

The  offshore  alternative  avoids  a  pipeline  across  the 

12 

and  use  of  each  unit  of  a  nonrenewable  resource  means  some 

Wildlife  Range  but  its  support  facilities  would  remain 

13 

environmental  impact  somewhere.  In  ray  view  it  is  desire- 

in  the  Wildlife  Range  and  the  pipeline  would  still  traverse 

14 

able  to  minimize  these  resource  commitments  both  from  the 

the  Canadian  arctic  area  proposed  for  inclusion  into  an 

15 

standpoint  of  environmental  ouality  and  conserving  our 

International  Arctic  Wildlife  Range.  After  crossing 

16 

natural  resources.  In  terms  of  tons  of  steel  used,  gravel 

into  Canada  the  offshore  alternative  would  be  basically 

17 

fill  required,  and  gasoline  used  for  construction  purposes. 

identical  to  the  prime  Arctic  Gas  proposal. 

18 

the  7,000-plus  mile  Alaska  Highway  route  looks  like  it 

The  Alaska  Highway  alternative  would  utilize  existing 

19 

would  have  the  greatest  resource  commitment  of  nny  o*  the 

corridors  in  Alaska  and  much  of  Canada  in  a  system  that 

20 

alternatives.  Superficially  at  least,  it  looks  like  the 

is  over  7,000  miles  long,  although  in  the  contiguous 

21 

trans-Alaska  alternative  would  again  be  the  most  desire- 

United  States  it  would  still  be  the  same  as  the  prime  Arcti 

22 

able  from  this  standpoint  of  resource  commitment.  How- 

Gas  proposal. 

23 

ever,  comoaring  the  El  Paso  proposal  with  its  liquifaction 

The  trans-Alaska  alternative  is  highly  desireable  from  the 

24 

plant  and  marine  tanker  leg  comparing  that  to  a  long  over- 

standpoint  of  its  use  of  existing  corridors.  Except  *or 

25 

land  system  may  be  a  little  bit  like  comparing  apples  to 
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oranges.  It  would  help  if  the  impact  statement  system- 

1 

Two  other  considerations  enter  in  here  -  regarding  the 

atically  compared  key  factors  for  each  alternative  and 

2 

Arctic  Gas  proposal,  I  understand  that  there  is  widespread 

perhaps  translated  them  into  energy  equivalents  like  a 

3 

opposition  among  Canadian  natives  to  a  North  Slope  pipe- 

BTU  to  facilitate  the  totaling  of  these  commitments  for 

4 

line  route  with  or  without  the  prior  settlement  of  the 

each  of  the  alternatives. 

5 

Native  land  claims  issue  in  Canada.  By  'North  Slope’ 

* 

6 

route  I  mean  one  that  is  traversing  the  Canadian  Arctic 

In  the  area  of  social  impacts  the  situation  is  somewhat 

7 

Slope. 

different.  Long-term  impacts  on  Alaska  can  perhaps  best 

8 

* 

be  assessed  by  the  estimated  induced  population  growth  in 

9 

Regarding  the  El  Paso  or  Alaska  Highway  systems,  the  Alaska 

1990.  According  to  a  study  by  the  Institure  of  Social, 

10 

business  community  has  expressed  considerable  interest  in 

Economic  and  Governmental  Research  here  in  Fairbanks,  the 

11 

using  come  of  the  Prudhoe  Bay  gas  here  in  Alaska  for  in- 

Arctic  Gas  system  would  add  an  estimated  ten  thousand 

12 

dustrial  purposes.  For  various  reasons  many  people  view 

people  to  Alaska  in  1990,  these  individuals  would  mostly 

13 

the  industrialization  of  Alaska  as  being  undesireable  and 

be  congregated  in  Fairbanks  and  Anchorage.  The  trans- 

14 

the  possibility  of  Prudhoe  3ay  gas  being  used  to  develop 

Alaska  system  would  add  an  estimated  32,000  people  to 

15 

new  industry  where  there  presently  in  none,  is  a  real  draw- 

Alaska's  poDulation,  mostly  in  Fairbanks  and  Anchorage, 

16 

back  for  the  trans-Alaska  or  Alaska  Highway  alternatives. 

and  the  Cordova  area,  the  sites  of  the  liauifaction  and  tanK 

17 

We  believe  this  natural  gas  can  best  be  put  to  use  fueling 

er  facilities. 

18 

existing  needs  in  home  and  industries,  but  should  not  be 

I  have  no  information  for  the  Alaska  Highway  alternatives 

19 

used  as  an  excuse  to  create  new  energy  demands  a;»d  more 

in  terms  of  the  numbers  of  people  it  would  add  to  the 

20 

dependencies  on  natural  gas. 

State  but  one  might  guess  it  would  be  somewhere  in  between 

21 

* 

the  trans-Alaska  alternative  and  the  prime- Arctic  Gas 

22 

I  really  cannot  comment  about  the  economics  of  these  alter- 

proposal . 

23 

natives  except  to  note  that  at  least  the  draft  of  the 

* 

24 

Interior  Department's  economics  study  of  the  trans-Canadian 

* 

25 

and  trans-Alaskan  options  rated  them  pretty  much  even  in 
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terms  of  their  net  economic  benefits  to  the  nation. 

* 

Before  closing  I  would  like  to  consider  briefly  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  in  Alaska.  This  Wildlife 
Range  is  an  international  treasure  and  has  attracted  wide¬ 
spread  attention  in  Canada  and  the  United  States.  For 
example,  this  part  March  fourteen  Canadian  and  American 
conservation  organizations  endorsed  a  resolution  opposing 
the  transportation  of  gas  or  petroleum  across  the  Arctic 
Wildlife  Range  or  its  proposed  extensions  (and  I  have 
attached  a  copy  of  this  resolution  for  your  information)'. 
More  recently  at  its  1975  annual  convention  the  Federation 
of  Western  Outdoor  Clubs  endorsed  a  similar  resolution  - 
the  text  of  which  I  will  read.  The  title  is : 

'THE  ARCTIC  NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  RANGE,  ALASKA' 

The  Arctic  National  wildlife  Range  is  a  nearly  pristine 
arctic  wilderness  including  a  continuum  of  landforms 
and  ecosystems  from  the  arctic  coastal  plain  to  the 
spruce-popular  forests  of  the  south  slope  of  the 
Brooks  Range.  The  Wildlife  Range  protects  the  calv¬ 
ing  grounds  of  the  porcupine-caribou  herd,  the  second 
largest  herd  remaining  in  the  United  States,  and  im¬ 
portant  habitat  for  polar  and  grizzly  bears,  wolves, 
musk  oxen  and  a  host  of  water  fowl,  raptors,  shorebirds 
and  songbirds . 
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do  not  support  the  prime  Arctic  Gas  proposal  or  the  other 
northern  trans-Canada  alternatives.  My  tentative  think¬ 
ing  is  that  one  of  the  more  southerly  routes,  either  trans- 
Canadian  or  trans-Alaskan,  would  be  least  objectionable. 

The  two  obvious  examples  here  are  the  Alaska  Highway  and 
the  trans-Alaska  alternatives,  but  perhaps  there  are  other 
alignments  that  should  be  considered. 

I  suggest  that  in  your  final  environmental  impact  statement 
you  strengthen  considerably  your  consideration  of  the 
alternatives,  especially  those  that  start  out  running  south 
in  the  oil  pipeline  corridor.  it  will  help  facilitate  a 
more  meaningful  comparison  of  the  costs  and  benefits  of 
each  option. 


any  Questions  I  will  try  to  respond  to  them. 

JUDGE;  _ 

Are  there  any  Questions? 

MR.  COAN; 

”ou  talked  about  alternatives  -  do  you  have  some  other 
route  that  we  haven't  considered  -  we  considered  every¬ 
thing  on  this  map  right  behind  us. 

MR.  SENNER: 

No  -  as  I  indicated  at  the  end  I  think  all  the  obvious 
ones  have  been  picked  up  .  I  would  have  to  comment  though 
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1 

The  Wildlife  Range  is  presently  the  only  area  in  the 

2 

Alaskan  Arctic  which  has  not  been  extensively  disturbed 

3 

by  petroleum  exploration  and/or  development. 

4 

Conservationists  have  proposed  to  enlarge  the  Wildlife 

5 

Range  by  5.6  million  acres  to  the  south  and  the  west  in 

6 

order  to  fully  protect  its  free-roaming  animal 

7 

populations . 

8 

THEREFORE:  the  Federation  of  Western  Outdoor  Clubs 

9 

opposes  encroachment  on  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 

10 

Range  and  its  proposed  extensions;  urges  Congress  to 

11 

act  to  extent  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  by  at 

12 

least  5.6  million  acres  as  proposed;  revoke  the  utility 

13 

corridor  withdrawn  by  the  Department  of  Interior  (and 

14 

that  means  the  one  down  the  south  and  west) ;  and  urges 

15 

action  designating  the  total  area  as  wilderness,  in- 

16 

eluding  into  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 

17 

System. 

18 

* 

19 

In  conclusion  I  would  have  to  say  that  this  issue  is  an 

20 

extremely  complicated  one,  as  you  well  know.  However, 

21 

because  they  would  cross  the  existing  Arctic  National 

22 

Wildlife  Range  or  its  proposed  extensions  or  the  area 

23 

proposed  for  inclusion  into  an  International  Arctic  wild- 

24 

life  Range,  and  because  of  the  other  impacts  and  resource 

25 

commitments  associated  with  the  entire  massive  system,  I 
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1 

that  the  alternatives  that  were  considered  seem  to  be 

2 

those  ones  that  were  put  forth  by  Arctic  Gas  Company  in 

3 

their  application  and  perhaps  the  Interior  Department 

4 

might  be  able  to  find  another  option  that  isn't  there. 

5 

For  instance,  one  that  I  can  think  of  right  off  the  top  of 

6 

my  head  would  be  going  to  Haines  but  staying  inside  of 

7 

Alaska  with  the  pipeline.  In  other  words  that  would  be 

8 

coming  down  the  Alaska  Highway  route  and  then  perhaps 

9 

going  across  mountain  routes  which  understandably  are  very 

10 

tall  -  for  getting  into  Haines  for  marine  tankers  from  that 

11 

point. 

12 

I  don't  know  how  serious  I  am  about  that  but  that's  an 

13 

immediate  possibility. 

14 

MR.  COAN: 

15 

No  comments  I 

16 

JUDGE: 

17 

Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Senner.  Mr.  Dan  Rodey! 

18 

(NO  RESPONSE) .  Is  there  anyone  else  in  the  audience  who 

19 

desires  to  make  a  statement  at  this  time? 

20 

If  not,  this  hearing  will  be  in  recess  until  this  after- 

21 

noon  at  1:30  -  and  at  that  time  we  will  hear  from  anyone 

22 

else  who  may  want  to  be  heard,  report  or  comment.  When  we 

23 

are  finished  with  the  afternoon  session  (we  have  one  person 

24 

signed  up  to  speak)  this  hearing  in  Fairbanks  will  recess. 

25 

we  will  not  have  an  evening  session.  Thank  you! 

LUNCH  break: 
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Response  to  Comments 

of  Alaska  Federation  of  Western  Outdoor  Clubs 
presented  at  the  Public  Hearing  In 
Fairbanks,  Alaska  on  September  30,  1975 

The  Overview  Volume  has  been  completely  rewritten.  It  contains  a 
systems  analysis  including  a  summary  of  impacts  for  each  alternative 

route.  Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 

Juneau,  Alaska 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Mr.  Irving  C.  Nelson 
representing 

Alaska  Wildlife  Federation  and  Sportsmen's  Council 


21 

22 

23 

24 

25 


MR.  NSLSON: 

I  am  IRVING  C.  NSLSON  and  I  am  the  Executive  Director  of 
the  Alaska  Wildlife  Federation  and  Sportsmens  Council. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  on  file  a  resolution  of 
the  Council,  adopted  last  fall  at  Palmer,  Alaska,  and  I 
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shall  not  go  into  the  details  of  that  resolution. 

Similarly  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  has  adopted  a 
resolution  as  of  last  March  in  Pittsburgh  -  I  shall  not  go 
into  that  since  it  is  on  file  and  I  presume  will  go  into 
the  record. 

I  would  like  for  the  benefit  of  those  that  are  in  the 
audience  to  comment  on  two  or  three  points  in  that  resolu¬ 
tion  of  the  Alaska  Sportsmens  Council  Wildlife  Federation. 
First  of  all,  we  would  like  any  proposal  to  include  the 
total  from  the  point  of  origin  to  the  point  of  destination. 
In  other  words  we  are  anxious  to  get  an  environmental  im¬ 
pact  statement  on  the  entire  line  and  we  stated  that  because 
we  felt  that  as  Alaskans  we  have  the  opportunity  here  to 
point  out  that  if  the  pipeline  is  built  from  Prudhoe  to  the 
Alaska  border,  in  reality  we  are  similarly  concerned  with 
the  environment  either  in  Canada,  or  in  the  event  of  a  gas 
line  from  one  of  the  westcoast  States  to  the  east  we  would 
like  to  have  the  inclusion  of  an  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment  on  that  portion  of  it  -  -  including,  in  the  event  of 
transport  by  vessel,  that  the  environmental  impact  include 
the  complications  of  that  delivery. 

* 

One  other  point  of  the  resolution  is  that  we  are  concerned 
that  the  State  of  Alaska  get  the  most  out  of  it  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  financial  returns.  That  then  will  be 
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JUDGE 


dependent  upon  the  cost  of  transportation  from  origin  to 
destination.  We  believe  that  the  entire  cost  should  be 
included  and  not  only  that  portion  within  Alaska. 


I 


That  then  concludes  my  official  statement  as  far  as  the 
Federation  is  concerned.  I  would  like  the  record  to  be 
clear  that  my  comments  from  this  point  on  are  purely  my 
own,  without  any  input  from  the  Federation  or  any  other 
group:  I  have  been  in  Alaska  since  *48,  I  spent  the 

summer  on  the  Arctic  coast;  I  have  flown  extensively  water- 
foul  and  caribou,  sheep  and  other  wildlife  surveys  on  the 
Arctic;  as  recently  as  last  fall  I  flew  the  entire  route 
on  the  coastal  plane  and  the  Interior  proposed  route  at 
that  time,  and  actually  I  am  quite  familiar  with  the  total 
topography. 

It  happens  that  Mr.  Meary  who  had  proposed  the  National 
Park  and  the  Arctic  Game  Range  was  a  good  friend  of  mine 
and  during  the  initial  discussions  of  the  Arctic  Game  Range 
(which  were  held  in  ray  living  room)  the  final  decision 
was  based  on  the  fact  that  the  resources  of  the  area  ought 
not  be  tied  up  completely  and  forever  in  the  National  Park, 
which  of  course  if  it  is,  would  preclude  hunting,  would 
preclude  mineral  development  and  other  uses  that  Alaskans 
felt  are  pertinent.  For  that  reason  a  game  range  was 
established  and  suggested  proposed  and  supported  by  the 
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should  be  considered  from  a  standpoint  of  that  total  for 
the  decade  ahead.  That  it  is  ray  personal  view  that  while 
the  State  of  Alaska  and  its  officials  have  supported  an¬ 
other  pipeline,  it  seems  to  be  most  paramount  for  us  to 
determine  which  route,  if  a  route  is  to  be  selected,  in 
the  long-run  for  the  next  forty  years  or  so  of  exploitation 
Alaska  will  gain  most  in  royalties. 

* 

And  lastly,  the  other  proposal  which  will  be  before  the 
public  has  as  of  this  date  no  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment.  Those  of  you  who  have  seen  the  volume  of  the  Arctic 
Gas  Environmental  Statement  will  realize  that  it  is  one  of 
the  most  comprehensive  ever  prepared.  It  will  be  one  of 
the  biggest  jobs  ever  undertaken  by  man  -  and  I  think  the 
Arctic  Gas  people  should  be  given  credit  for  their  view  and 
an  attempt  to  appraise  what  environmental  impact  such  a 
pipeline  will  provide.  I  want  to  reiterate  the  total  of 
the  pipeline,  whether  it  be  from  Prudhoe  Bay  to  Valdez  or 
from  Prudhoe  Bay  to  the  Alaska  border  along  our  highway  or 
across  the  coastal  plain  should  be  considered  before  any 
decision  is  made. 

Thank  you! 


ink  you  Mr.  Nelson.  Are  there  any  questions  from  the 
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2. 


1 

Alaskans  because  it  would  permit  regulated  use  of  the 

2 

. 

mineral  and  petroleum  resources. 

'■  : 

I  personally  do  not  feel  that  the  Arctic  Game  Range  in 

5 

sacrosanct  -  I  think  that  it  is  possible  to  build  a  gas 

6 

line  just  inland  of  the  coast  to  keep  away  from  the 

7 

estuaries  without  any  permanent,  long-time  harm  to  caribou. 

8 

to  the  polar  bear,  to  grizzly  bear  and  others  which  may 

9 

occasion  the  coastal  area.  Perhaps  more  critical  are 

1 

10 

the  water  foul  areas  on  the  deltas  of  the  system  -  I  think 

I 

11 

if  the  pipeline  were  inland  from  that  I  believe  that  harm 

l 

12 

could  be  circumvented. 

13 

Furthermore,  so  long  as  the  world  cannot  control  its  human 

14 

numbers  and  so  long  as  we  in  America  continue  to  exploit 

15 

far  beyond  our  entitlement  under  God's  life,  there  appears 

16 

no  alternative  than  to  fully  exploit  all  the  gas  and  pet- 

17 

roleum  resources,  at  which  point  then  perhaps  we  as  humans. 

18 

will  think  in  terms  of  further  energy  resources. 

19 

* 

20 

I  say  then  that  Pet  4  -  the  Arctic  Game  Range  -  within  the 

21 

next  decade,  will  be  open  to  exploitation  by  one  method  or 

22 

another.  And  that  being  the  case  and  assuming  that  there 

23 

are  gas  supplies  in  the  Arctic  coastal  area  (beyond  that 

24 

which  is  known  at  Prudhoe)  we  can  expect  development. 

25 

The  gas  pipelines  which  will  be  needed  to  utilize  that  gas 
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MR.  LEONARD: 

2 

Mr.  Nelson,  for  clarification,  you  indicated  that  you  be- 

3 

lieve  any  statement  should  cover  the  total  pipeline  -  I 

4 

don’t  quite  understand  what  you  mean  by  that.  Do  you 

5 

mean  that  the  statement  is  inadequate  in  this  regard  now 

6 

or  are  you  not  familiar  with  the  portions  through  Canada 

7 

and  the  lower  48  States? 

8 

MR.  NELSON: 

9 

Yes  sir,  I  am  familiar  with  the  total  Environmental  Impact 

10 

Statement  but  I  am  not  familiar  with  the  details  of  that 

11 

portion  which  covers  the  lower  States  -  I  am  familiar  with 

12 

the  line  in  Canada  though.  Our  statement  of  course  was 

13 

based  on  the  fact  that  the  other  proposal  for  a  gas  line 

14 

will  include  land-lines  from  the  west  coast  to  the  east 

15 

and  we  felt  that  whatever  land-lines  are  prepared  from  the 

16 

west  coast  to  the  east  ought  to  be  included  in  the  total 

17 

Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Does  that  clarify  your 

18 

question? 

19 

MR.  LEONARD: 

20 

Right  -  thank  you. 

21 

MR.  SCHODER: 

22 

Mr.  Nelson,  I  want  to  make  reference  to  your  statement  re- 

23 

garding  possible  future  development  of  the  Arctic  coastal 

24 

plain  that  portion  which  is  now  within  the  Game  Range. 

25 

By  this  do  you  infer  that  you  didn't  find  this  in  the 
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Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  we  should  include  it 
or  didn’t  catch  it  -  or  what? 

MR.  NELSON; 

No  sir,  I'm  only  justifying  my  personal  position  that  we 
ought  to  understand  that  it  is  not  simply  the  Prudhoe  Bay 
gas  we  ought  to  think  in  terms  of  what  the  eventual  de¬ 
velopment  ought  to  be  in  terms  of  what  facilities  we  build 
today  -  it  should  not  be  built  just  for  the  Prudhoe  Bay 
gas  -  we  should  understand  that  there  are  potentials  other 
than  Prudhoe  Bay. 

I  would  also  like  to  make  it  clear  that  I  am  not  particu¬ 
larly  interested  in  whether  or  not  they  develop  gas  or  oil 
in  the  rest  of  Alaska  -  I  am  only  recognizing  the  fact 
that  we  don’t  seem  to  be  able  to  understand  that  we  cannot 
continue  to  exploit  these  resources  without  some  consider¬ 
ation. 

JUDGE : 

Thank  you  Mr.  Nelson.  Mr.  Boddy! 

MR.  PODDY : 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  adding  to 
what  Mr.  Nelson  has  stated  -  and  I  am  also  a  member  of  the 
Alaska  Wildlife  Federation  and  am  President  of  the 
Territorial  Sportsmen,  which  is  a  charter  member  of  the 
Alaska  Wildlife  Federation.  I  have  served  on  the  Board 

of  Directors  of  the  National  wildlife  Federation  for  quite 


Response  to  comments 
of  the  Alaska  Wildlife  Federation 
and  Sportsmen's  Council  presented  by 
Mr.  Irving  C.  Nelson  at  the  public  hearing  in 
Juneau,  Alaska  on  October  2,  1975 


1.  The  Overview  Volume  has  been  revised  to  provide  system  analyses. 

2.  The  various  route  alternatives  to  Canada  are  discussed  in  the  Alaska 
Volume,  Chapter  8. 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Heating 
Juneau,  Alaska 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Mr.  A.  W.  Boddy 
representing 

Alaska  Wildlife  Federation 
and 

Territorial  Sportsmen 
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MR.  BODDY; 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  adding  to 
what  Mr.  Nelson  has  stated  -  and  I  am  also  a  member  of  the 
Alaska  wildlife  Federation  and  am  President  of  the 
Territorial  Sportsmen,  which  is  a  charter  member  of  the 
Alaska  Wildlife  Federation.  i  have  served  on  the  Board 
of  Directors  of  the  National  Wildlife  Federation  for  quite 
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a  number  of  years  and  presently  am  a  delegate  to  the 
National  Wildlife  Federation. 

I  think  Mr.  Nelson  has  covered  the  field  pretty  well  as 
far  as  our  statement  -  our  position  statements  to  date  and 
I  certainly  heartily  agree  with  him  that  we  have,  I  think, 
an  obligation  to  explore,  review  and  comment  on  any  other 
proposals  that  might  be  forthcoming  prior  to  a  final 
decision  as  to  the  most  beneficial  routing  of  the  gas 
pipeline. 

It's  a  matter  of  record  that  the  Alaska  Wildlife  Federation 
(and  as  a  former  Executive  Director)  -  and  at  all  meetings 
that  pertained  to  this  as  a  part  of  their  full  consider¬ 
ations,  that  we  did  support  -  strongly  supported  the  cor¬ 
ridor  concept  which  is  now  presently  in  effect  -  in  order 
to  move  the  petroleum  resource  -  that  is  the  oil  from  the 
fields  to  the  coastal  areas  of  Alaska.  This  corridor 
concept  (we  thought)  was  just  plain  good  sense  that  this 
corridor  should  be  established  in  a  manner  that  would 
provide  opportunities  for  other  uses  that  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  to  transport  not  only  oil  and  gas  but  also  possibly 
other  mineral  resources  to  market.  Hopefully  the  cor¬ 
ridor  concept  will  continue  to  be  acknowledged  and  re¬ 
cognized  -  as  it  is  I  think  one  of  the  most  vital  things 
the  State  of  Alaska  has  to  recognize.  Certainly  Mr. 
Nelson’s  statement  in  regard  to  the  maximum  benefits  to 


-187- 


ALASKA- WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 
*49  EAST  FOURTH  AVENUE  -  277-9922 
ANCHORAOC.  ALASKA  99901 


might  be  -  hopefully  we'll  have  that  information  prior  to 
the  deadline  which  has  been  established  for  submission  of 
written  statements  as  announced  here  this  morning. 

I  think  that  concludes  my  statement  Mr.  Chairman  - 
if  there  are  any  questions  I'll  be  glad  to  try  to 
answer  them. 

SCHODSR: 

Mr.  Boddy,  for  the  record  could  you  clarify  what  you  mean 
by  corridors! 

BODDY : 

The  transportation  corridor  that  has  been  established 
from  Prudhoe  Bay  to  Valdez  is  what  I  am  referring  to.  I 
think  we  are  all  well  aware  of  what  has  happened  this  past 
year  or  year  and  a  half;  we've  had  lengthy  delays,  the 
corridor  has  been  opened  up,  we  have  the  highway  -  I  just 
recently  had  the  opportunity  of  not  only  flying  over  it 
again  but  also  driving  over  most  of  it.  I  think  the 
people  that  are  involved  in  that  at  all  levels  Federal, 
State,  and  of  course  Alyeska  has  done  a  real  tremendous 
job  in  the  short  time  they've  been  working  on  that  project 
actively  -  and  certainly  the  opportunities  there  for  addi¬ 
tional  uses  are  tremendous.  One  thing  I  was  quite  im¬ 
pressed  with  on  my  last  trip  in  September  was  the  fact 
that  the  material  sites  have  been  well  selected  and  there 
has  been  very  little  unnecessary  degradation  of  the  area 
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1 

the  State  of  Alaska  has  been  a  long  and  continuing  one. 

2 

We  are  now  in  the  process  (as  many  of  you  know)  of  discuss- 

3 

ing  the  future  management  of  the  corridor  as  it  relates  to 

4 

the  additional  uses  that  might  be  made  of  it  and  we  cer- 

5 

tainly  are  going  to  continue  to  look  at  any  future  plans 

6 

for  management  to  be  sure  that  those  plans  are  carried  out 

7 

in  a  manner  that  is  going  to  assure  a  maximum  of  protection 

8 

for  the  other  resources  involved  and  of  course,  opportun- 

9 

ities  within  the  limitations  of  the  nature  of  the  terrain 

10 

and  weather  situations  for  people  to  have  an  opportunity 

11 

to  participate  in  the  opening  up  and  the  opportunities  that 

12 

are  going  to  be  and  are  being  presented  for  whatever  use 

13 

the  public  might  like  to  make  of  them.  For  instance 

14 

tourism  is  a  part  of  the  whole  concept  in  Alaska,  oppor- 

15 

tunities  to  view  -  but  those  must  be  done  in  a  very  prudent 

16 

and  very  careful  manner. 

17 

We  have  given  a  great  deal  of  thought  to  this  and  I  would 

18 

emphasize  that  we  would  like  to  have  the  opportunity  of 

19 

preparing  written  statements  or  statement  after  we've  had 

20 

the  opportunity  of  hearing  thw  other  proposals  in  their 

21 

entirety  -  and  it  is  regrettable  that  we  haven't  had  that 

22 

opportunity  up  to  this  point  -  but  I  would  like  to  again 

23 

re-emphasize  what  Mr.  Nelson  has  said  that  we  definitely 

24 

have  to  be  concerned  with  the  total.  At  this  time  cer- 

25 

tainly  I  am  not  in  a  position  to  evaluate  what  the  total 

i 
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-  it *8  to  be  expected  that  they  are  going  to  have  to  open 

2 

things  up  but  those  are  still  available  and  a9  the  need 

3 

might  be,  but  those  of  course  that  are  no  longer  needed 

4 

will  be  put  back  again  into  some  semblance  of  their  original 

5 

appearance.  So,  I  think  the  corridor  is  the  life-line  to 

6 

Alaska . 

7 

JUDGE: 

8 

Thank  you  Mr.  Boddy.  This  completes  the  list  of 

9 

registered  speakers  -  is  there  anyone  in  the  audience  who 

10 

wishes  to  comment? 

11 

There  have  been  extensive  efforts  to  inform  the  public  of 

12 

these  hearings  and  their  purpose  -  and  the  news  media  ha9 

13 

been  informed  -  and  I  think  the  announcements  have  been 

14 

adequate.  We  are  giving  serious  consideration  since  there 

15 

has  been  no  more  participation  than  we  have  received  in 

16 

Juneau  that  we  may  close  these  hearings  off  thi9  afternoon. 

17 

However,  we  do  want  to  be  very  careful  that  we  don't  de- 

18 

prive  anyone  of  the  opportunity  to  speak.  it  was  announ- 

19 

ced  that  these  hearings  would  run  all  day  today  and  all  day 

20 

tomorrow.  if  anybody  in  the  audience  knows  of  anyone 

21 

who  is  planning  to  speak  and  wishes  to  come,  would  you  so 

22 

inform  us  and  90  inform  Mary  Gillean  (who  will  make  herself 

23 

available  at  the  door)  so  that  we  don't  miss  anyone.  We 

24 

will  stay  in  session  as  long  as  there  is  anyone  who  wishes 

25 

to  participate.  If  you  wish  to  call  anyone,  if  you  know 
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NATIONAL  II  K  A  IM|  V  A  K  T  I!  K  S 
WASHINGTON.  I».r.  **«oi 

October  9,  1975 


Response  to  comments 
of  the  Alaska  Wildlife  Federation  and 
the  Territorial  Sportsmen  presented  by 
Mr.  A.W.  Boddy  at  the  public  hearing  in 
Juneau,  Alaska  October  2,1975. 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 


Gentlemen: 

This  letter  relates  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
dated  June  1975  which  includes  a  proposal  to  establish  a  pipeline 
through  parts  of  Nevada  and  California  as  part  of  the  Alaska  National 
Gas  Transportation  System.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  "preferred 
route"  in  Inyo  County,  California  would  pass  through  Deep  Springs 
Valley . 

This  proposal  is  incredible  when  one  takes  into  account  the  alter¬ 
nate  routes  that  are  available.  I  want  to  register  my  strong  belief 
that  the  route  through  Deep  Springs  Valley  should  not  be  considered. 

The  specific  trrrilot  >  in  question  is  w.  ]  1  known  to  me  My  next 
visit  to  Deep  Springs  Valley  will  i r.';e  place  llii.-  month  a  ,<i  7  can  assure 
you  that  1  have  z.  current  understanding  of  the  geographical  nd  ecological 
factors  involved  from  the  northern  tip  of  the  White  Mountains  and  as  far 
south  as  the  town  of  Lone  Pine,  California.  Some  years  ago,  I  lived  for 
three  years  in  Deep  Springs  Valley.  As  a  conservative  estimate,  I  would 
say  that  I  have  visited  there  -  or  vacationed  there  -  on  15  separate 
occasions  covering  a  span  of  35  years.  These  visits  have  been  subsequent 
to  my  residence  at  Deep  Springs. 

My  objection  to  the  "preferred  route"  can  be  very  simply  expressed 
in  the  following  two  points: 

1.  All  ’•nnl  ■  routes  arc  avail  Mo,  either  in  California  or  Nevada 
that  lie  within  areas  that  have  already  been  invaded  for  transportation 
purposes  and  va.  '-e  the  human  impact  has  already  occurred  in  far  greater 
mo  •  til  l*.  Oi  e  would  sum :  re  that  construction  would  be  much  simpler  U'.i'" 
one  oi  the  alternate  routes.  In  any  event,  it  is  appalling  to  even  think 
of  constructing  n  third  "transport at ion  corridor"  through  one  of  our  few 
remaining  remote  areas  when  other  feasible  alternates  arc  available. 

2.  If  the  pipeline  were*  constructed  on  the  "preferred  route",  it 
would  destroy  the  unique  environment  of  Deep  Springs  College.  This  college 
has  exist’d  for  more  than  57  years.  It  depends  upon  l he.  uninhabited  desert 
valley  end  the  surrounding  mountains  as  a  major  factor  in  its  educv.l  i ona  1 
plan.  It  is  one  of  tin*  very  few  colleges  in  the  United  tit  ales  that  picpares 
gifted  students  for  future  leadership  in  our  society.  It  is  the  only  such 
institution  that  depends  upon  isolation  and  practical  outdoor  work  in  an 
unspoiled  setting. 


I  trust 
come  from  an 
viclion  that 
damage  to  an 
our  nation's 


that  you  will  give  full  consideration  to  these  views.  They 
intimate  knowledge  of  the  terrain  and  from  the  strong  con- 
a  pipeline  along  the  "preferred  route"  would  do  irremediable 
environment  and  an  institution  that  arc*  rightfully  part  of 
assets . 


Sincerely, 

•  -.-7 

/.y; '  . 

Frederic  S\  Laise 
Jienior  Vice  President 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  The  American  Red  Cross 
October  9,  1975 


See  response  to  comments  from  Trustees  of  Deep  Springs  College,  October 
6,  1975. 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  202-50 
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AMERICAN  PETROLEUM 

1801  K  STREET,  NORTHWEST 


IWCSTITUTS 

WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20006 


C.  T.  SAWYER.  Director  (2021833  0710 

Tran*poi  tation 


September  10,  1975 
Re:  5Z4 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings,  Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Systems 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Koonings: 

Thank  you  for  supplying  the  Institute  with  the 
Department  of  the  Interior's  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  on  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  and  your  request  for  comments  on  the  draft  contained 
in  your  letter  of  July  25,  1975  to  C.  E.  Sandler  of  the 
Institute's  staff. 

Since  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  dicussed  in  the  report  is  a  competitive  private 
venture  and  other  competitive  private  ventures  have  been 
proposed  as  alternatives  to  it,  the  Institute  cannot 
comment,  on  th  .•  specific  project.  We  do  wish  to  comment 
briefly  on  the  draft  as  it  applies  to  Arctic  pipelining 
general ly. 


The  Department  of  the  Interior  is  to  be  congratulated 
on  its  analysis  and  explanation  of  many  of  the  local 
environmental  considerations  which  must  be  acknowledged 
in  the  design  and  construction  of  hydrocarbon  pipelines 
in  the  Arctic.  We  do  not,  however,  agree  entirely  with 
the  impact  conclusions  or  the  relative  weight  assigned 
these  factor^  as  they  might  be  applied  to  Arctic  pipelines 
in  general. 

The  In:.  > tute  would  like  to  record  one  general  comment 
which  it  believes  should  be  embodied  prominently  in  the 
Executive  Highlights  volume  of  the  draft  and  as  a  major 
premise  in  each  of  the  seven  sections  of  the  final  report: 


The  draft  EIS  fails  to  give  sufficient 
attention  to  positive  environmental  impact  which 
is  experienced  in  energy  consuming  areas  which 
might  receive  natural  gas  from  any  gas  trans¬ 
portation  system  linking  Alaskan  producing 
areas  with  the  contiguous  forty-eight  states. 

The  environmental  and  economic  benefits  which 
will  accrue  from  any  of  the  alternative  trcins- 
poi tation  systems  which  have  been  mentioned 
publicly  far  overide  relatively  minor  and,  in 
each  case  local,  adverse  impacts  to  which 
approximately  eighty-five  percent  of  the  volume 
of  the  draft  EIA  is  devoted. 

It  is  equally  clear  that  local  measures 
which  will  satisfactorily  ameliorate  local 
adverse  environmental  impacts  are  not  given 
emphasis  equal  to  supposedly  adverse  local 
impact.s  themselves. 


I 


l 


The  institute  hopes  that  the  Department  o i  the  Interior 
finds  these  comments  helpful. 


Very  truly  yours, 

OUoOUS^ 

C.  T.  Sawyer  \ 


Response  to  Comments  from 
American  Petroleum  Institute 
September  10,  1975 

1.  The  Executive  Highlights  was  not  included  in  the  final 
EIS.  Positive  impacts  have  been  stated  more  clearly  in 
chapter  6  of  the  Overview  Volume,  beginning  of  page  211. 

2.  The  impact  mitigation  and  unavoidable  impacts  sections 
have  been  revised. 
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ARCTIC  INTERNATIONAL  WILDLIFE  RANGE  SOCIETY 

CANADIAN  OFFICE 

FACULTY  OF  LAW  UNIVERSITY  OF  BRITISH  COLUMBIA.  VANCOUVER  B.  B  C  .  CANAOA 
U  S  OFFICE 

CONSERVATION  ASSOCIATES.  1500  MILLS  TOWER.  SAN  FRANCISCO.  CA  84104 


San  Francisco,  9/30/75 


M  r.  Robert  Uetzger 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Federal  Office  Building,  Room  E  -  2841 

2800  Cottage  Way 

Sacramento,  Ca.  95825 

De  r  y.r .  Motzger: 

T  is  refers  to  the  dr'-ft  environmental  statement,  J  une, 
1975,  special  reference  t:ie  executive  ig  lig'ts,  respecting 
too'  ro posed  Alaska  natural  gas  tr.nscort.  tion  system,  hearing 
unor  ic".  subject  is  sc'  eduleu  to  '’egin  today  in  Sacramento. 

Attached  are  the  following  papers:  One  page  personal 

istory,  3-point  summary  of  presentation,  9  paragraphs  of 
references  and  notes.  Ihese  papers  cons titute^my  ..Titten  pre¬ 
sentation  *efor-  the  Berger  Inquir;  on  August  i3,  1975, 
Whitehorse •  .rette  I at  r /  ti  1  Vil  Hi-  \  -  n 

It  will  be  appreciated  if  these  papers  can  be  entered 
into  the  written  record  of  the  hearing. 


CEORQE  l.  COLLINS 
P.O.  BOX  995 

ross,  California  94957  June  25,  1975 

NOTES  ON  PERSONAL  HISTORY 


Born  May  31,  1903,  in  Minnesota .  Caucasian,  Married , 
four  children . 

Educated  in  public  schools  of  California,  with  higher 
training  in  fine  and  applied  arts  at  California 
college  of  Arts  and  Crafts, 

Entered  federal  conseruat ion  work  in  1920s.  Served  as 
packer,  lookout,  fireguard,  construction  foreman , 
ranger,  park  superintendent.  Also,  as  District 
Officer,  Deputy  Assistant  Director ;  then  as  pro¬ 
ject  leader  for  various  special  assignments  on 
studies  for  new  areas,  boundary  adjustments,  analy¬ 
sis  of  area  resources  and  potential  public  uses. 

In  this  connect  ion  participated  in  the  initiation 
of  the  Alaska  Recreation  Survey,  and  directed  it 
(1950  -  i960)  as  one  major  function  among  several 
others  in  progress  simultaneously.  Established  in 
federal  professional  category  of  Landscape  Architect 9 
As  leader  of  the  Alaska  Recreation  Survey  initiated 
field  work  and  the  recommendation  (initially  for  an 
international  park)  resulting  finally  in  issuance 
of  Public  Land  Order  221k  of  December  6,  i960,  by 
Secretary  of  Interior  establishing  the  Arctic  Na¬ 
tional  Wildlife  Range.  Retired  as  of  December , 

I960,  after  33  years  of  federal  service. 


Our  panel  before  the  Berger  Inquiry  took  the  position 
tnat  we  do  not  advocate  any  pipeline,  that  among  the  alterna¬ 
tives  we  find  the  so-called  Fairbanks  Route  the  least  objection¬ 
able,  and  that  if the  Fairbanks  Route  proves  unacceptable  we 
then  would  move  to  the  Prime  or  Arctic  Coastal  Route  provided 
no  permanant  all-year  construction-  access  re:  ‘  .ere  *uilt.  ..o 
in.  It  r  .  1,  opposed  to  t  so-c  llsci  Interior  Route • 

lie  e  are  interested,  of  course,  in  the  contemplated 
pipeline  or  lines,  our  main  concern  is  in  anr  potential  c range 
of  or  invasio  .  of  the  wildlife  range  proposal  tr.  rough  explora¬ 
tions  or  developments  of  any  kind  not  of  the  wildlife  program. 

T  is  is  not  to  sa;  f.  t  ve  .re ^riwTltvn:;  to  consider  certain 
realisitc  accommodations,  in  due  course. 

With,  all  good  wishes  for  a  successful  hearing,  I  am 


Co-founder  of  Conservation  Associates  and  initiated  program 
for  that  organization  in  December ,  I960  during  terminal 
leave  from  federal  employment .  Together  with  the  two 
original  partners  remain  active  currently  in  that  ef¬ 
fort. 

Secretary-General ,  First  World  Conference  on  National  Parks, 
1961  -  ' 62 . 

President ,  The  Nature  Conservancy ,  1962  -  '6k.  Honorary 
Life  member. 

Past  President ,  now  Honorary  Vice  President ,  the  Sempervirens 
Fund. 

Honorary  Life  Member,  the  Sierra  Club . 

American  Scenic  and  Historic  Preservation  Society,  Silver 
Medal,  1959. 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior ,  Distinguished  Service 
Award,  1961. 

Co-founder,  and  Vice  President  in  the  U.  S.,  Arctic  Interna¬ 
tional  Wildlife  Range  Society ,  1970  - 


SUL.  ARY  F  PRO  PC'S..  0  PRESENTATION  RY 
GEORGE  L.  COLLINS 
before  the 
BERGER  INQUIRY 
at 

Whitehorse ,  Yukon  Territory 
August,  1975 

1.  The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  Alaska,  and  the 

projected  adjoining  range  in  Yukon  Territory  -  both 

portions  of  the  same  habitat  -  are  in  the  path  of 

routes  preferred  by  industry  for  a  trans  Alaska-Canada 
gas  pipeline. 

2.  It  is  recognized  that  oil  exploration  has  a  long  his¬ 
tory  in  the  North  American  Arctic .  When  the  wildlife 
range  was  established  (on  December  6,  i960 )  and  for 
some  years  before  that  during  the  campaign  for  the  range , 
oil  geologists  and  other  experts  believed  that  sooner  or 
later  oil  would  be  discovered  commercially  within  Petro¬ 
leum  Reserve  No.  4,  or  that  immediate  vicinity.  So  it 
was  no  great  surprise  to  them,  however  electrifying , 
when  Discovery  ..'ell  No.  1  was  brought  in  during  Jan¬ 
uary  of  1968.  Wildlife  conservat ionists  were  well  in¬ 
formed  of  the  oil  interests  at  least  as  far  back  as  the 
beginning  of  the  1950s.  The  U .  S.  Geological  Survey 
experts  informed  the  park  and  wildlife  people  that  east  of 
Pet  k  axi  Canning  River  as  far  over  as  the  western  side  of 
the  Mackenzie  Delta,  generally,  there  was  very  little 
likelihood  of  commercial  oil  discoveries  being  made. 

That  was  one  reason  for  selecting  the  Canning  River  as 
a  major  feature  of  the  western  boundary  of  the  wildlife 
range,  and  it  still  holds  after  25  years. 

3.  Thus  the  difficulty  is.no  more  than  ever  the  possibility 
that  oil  and  gas  will  be  discovered  in  paying  quantities 
within  the  whole  region  in  both  countries  proposed  for 
international  wildlife  range  status.  Rather,  the  diffi¬ 
culty  of  immediate  concern  is  that  of  getting  Prudhoe  Bay 
gas  to  market  in  the  least  costly  manner  to  each  of  the 
major  interests  concerned:  Government  and  its  public , 
industry,  and  the  earth  and  life  resources  of  the  wild¬ 
life  habitat  wherever  that  might  be  invaded . 

k.  During  the  Tundra  Conference  in  1969  at  Edmonton ,  at  several 
meetings  during  the  winter  of  1969  -  *70  among  Canadian  and 
U.  S.  conservationists  leading  to  the  Y/hitehorse  Conference 
of  October  21  -  22,  1970,  the  international  wildlife  range 
idea  was  revived.  It  was  taken  up  with  the  Canadians  in 
the  early  50s,  through  Commissioner  Collins  of  Yukon 
Territory,  and  others,  but  the  drive  was  toward  the  es¬ 
tablishment  of  the  Alaska  area  as  the  first  step, and  the 
international  goal  gained  no  impetus  officially.  At  that 
time  a  very  active  oil  explorat ion  program  was  in  progress 
in  northern  Yukon  Territory,  uiith  some  spinoff  of  interest 
on  the  Alaska  side . 


5.  One  nationalistic  viewpoint  heard  in  the  U.  3.  cur¬ 
rently  favors  an  all-Alaska  gas  pipeline  route  south 
from  Prudhoe  Bay  to  a  seaport  facility,  then  shipment 
by  sea.  However,  the  sarr.e  experts  who  believe  it  un¬ 
likely  that  commercial  oil  resources  are  present  in  the 
projected  international  wildlife  range  are  sanguine  as  to 
the  probability  of  good  prospects  in  the  Camden  Bay  area, 
and  even  inland  around  the  mouth  of  the  Canning  River. 

The  offshore  situation  is  said  to  be  promising,  more  or 
less,  all  the  way  across  the  ocean  floor  out  from  the 
projected  international  wildlife  range.  If  this  is  sig¬ 
nificant  of  future  development  there  will  be  many  pipe¬ 
lines,  of  course,  interconnecting  wells  and  trunk  lines, 
both  oil  and  gas,  and  it  is  not  conceivable  that  the  wild¬ 
life  habitat,  i.e.,  the  range  and  its  surroundings,  will 
escape  invasion.  On  a  nationalistic  oasis  the  oil  and  gas 
found  offshore  on  the  Alaska  side  would  cone  out  to  market 
via  Alaska ,  and  those  resources  found  on  the  Yukon  side 
would  come  out  through  Canada ;  but  the  wildlife  range 
would  still  be  in  the  middle,  and  would  still  suffer 
invasion,  regardless  of  which  way  Prudhoe  Bay  gas  comes 
outside  as  the  first  order  of  business  next  to  the  oil. 

6.  Another  proposal ,  first  advocated  for  bringing  out 
Prudhoe  Bay  oil,  but  now  suggested  for  the  gas  resource , 
is  to  pipe  the  gas  generally  parallel  to  the  oil  line 
through  the  Brooks  Range,  thence  eastward  and  south  through 
the  Porcupine,  Peel  and  Mackenzie  Valleys.  This  writer 
explained  and  advocated  such  a  route  for  consideration  in 
testimony  presented  to  the  U.  S .  Department  of  the  Interior 
in  March  of  1971.  Indeed,  insofar  as  we  are  aware  Conserva¬ 
tion  Associates  was  the  first  group  to  offer  that  route 

for  consideration,  after  study  during  the  winter  of  1970 
-  *71.  If  questions  raised  in  paragraph  5  were  resolved 
some  of  the  problems  of  this  Inquiry  would  be  vastly 
simpl ified. 

7 The  official  corridor  shown  on  Department  of  the  Interior 
presentations,  for  a  route  generally  skirting  the  wildlife 
range  as  already  established  in  Alaska ,  on  the  areaf.s  west 
and  south  sides,  presumably  is  acceptable  to  some  advocates. 
My  own  view  is  that  it  would  require  routing  the  pipeline 
generally  along  the  coast  from  Prudhoe  Bay  eastward  to  the 
Canning  River  Valley,  thence  up  that,  valley  and  on  through 
Old  Woman  Creek ,  then  eastward  toward  the  Old  Crow  Flats 
and  the  Mackenzie  across  the  Sheenjek ,  Coleen  and  other 
waters „  This  is  all  unaltered,  almost  completely  virgin 
country .  All  of  it  is  exceptionally  good  habitat  support¬ 
ing  important  game  populations.  If  a  choice  between  that 
route  and  an  all-coast  route  were  demanded  it  would  be  my 
view  that  an  all-coast  route  would  be  less  damaging  to  the 
habitat. 

8.  The  advantages  of  an  all-land  trunk  gasline  route  across 

Alaska  and  Canada  are  compelling  to  me,  and  to  many  of  those 
with  whom  I  am  associated.  We  hope  this  Inquiry  will  lead 
to  early  decision  in  this  critically  important  question. 
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some  general  references  a  .d  \'c?:.s,  including 

EXCERPT J  FRGM  EARLY  DOCUMENTS  DC/ RING  UPON  THE  ESTABLISH¬ 
MENT  OF  THE  ARCTIC  INTERNATIONAL  i.ILDLIFE  RANGE 

(1)  August  15 ,  1952.  Letter  from  Collins  to  Dr.  J.  L.  Giddingc, 

Jr.  ...  '".Ye ,  Dr.  Lowell  Sumner,  Dr.  Starker  Leopold, 

Dr.  Frank  Fraser  Darling,  Dr.  Ira  L.  Wiggins ,  et  al ,  are 
convinced  that  the  whole  area  on  both  sides  of  the  inter¬ 
national  line  should  be  an  Arctic  Wilderness  National 
Park.  I  am  trying  to  express  the  sense  of  this  convic¬ 
tion  in  a  statement  for  Director  Mirth's  attention .  I 
have  a  fairly  comprehensive  framework  already,  but  it 
needs  fleshing  out.  If  you  have  anything  as  to  histori¬ 
cal,  archeological  or  other  values  of  the  country  which 
you  could  Jot  down  for  me  (Idon't  care  how  rough )  I'd 
like  to  incorporate  them"...  Dr.  Giddings  at  that  time 
was  at  the  University  of  Alaska ,  associated  with  Dr. 

Ivor  Skarland  at  the  Department  of  Anthropology.  He 
made  studies  in  the  eastern  Alaska  Arctic  coastal  re¬ 
gion.  His  assistant ,  Dr.  Alex  Ricciardelli ,  in  1953 
was  a  menber  of  the  field  party  examining  into  the  resources 
of  the  range.  See  The  Living  Wilderness,  No.  L7 ,  Winter 
1953-5 4,  for  complete  report  by  Sumner  and  Collins. 

(2)  October  9,  1952.  Memorandum  from  Collins  to  Assistant  Director 

Ben  H.  Thompson,  National  Park  Service,  Washington,  D.C. 

...  "I  have  Just  received  a  wonderful  letter  from  Giddings, 
giving  me  some  ideas  as  to  the  great  values  of  the  Firth 
for  research  purposes.  He  doesn't  pretend  to  know  what 
is  there,  if  anything ,  but  in  his  archeological  detec¬ 
tive  work  he  has  narrowed  down  some  tremendous  possi¬ 
bilities"  ...  The  letter  from  Giddings  was  in  response 
to  the  inquiry  quoted  from  in  (1)  above. 

(3)  19-59  -  I960 .  Hearings  called  by  U.  S.  Senate  on  S.  1899  to 
authorize  establishment  of  an  Arctic  Wildlife  Range. 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  recommended  passage.  Hearings 
published  in  two  parts.  By  that  time  several  yeers  had 
elapsed  since  initial  recommendation,  and  proposal  had 
been  resolved  into  the  wildlife  range  objective  as  being 
the  most  satisfactory  land  use  designation ,  being  less 
restrictive  as  to  allowable  activities  than  a  wilderness 
area  op  national  park.  S.  1899  was  not  enacted  although 
hearings  brought  out  a  great  deal  of  information  in  the 
matter  that  otherwise  would  not  have  come  to  public  light. 

(L)  i960 .  In  view  of  rejection  by  the  Congress  of  S.  1899,  and 
under  authority  of  Executive  Order  10355  of  May  26,  1952, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  issued  Public  Land  Order 
221L  establishing  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  on 
December  6.  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  im¬ 
mediately  began  developing  an  administrative  and  manage¬ 
ment  program,  in  recent  years  Congressional  appropria¬ 
tions  have  recognized  the  area. 


(7)  October  15  -  17,  1969.  Conference  on  Productivity  and 

Conservation  in  Northern  Circumpolar  Lands.  Held 
at  University  of  Alberta.  Here  the  idea  of  a  con¬ 
ference  of  Canadian  and  U.  S.  interests  specifically 
to  consider  the  international  wildlife  range  idea 
was  conceived.  The  discovery  of  oil  at  Prudhoe  Bay 
late  the  previous  year,  and  field  investigations  by 
Conservation  Associates  during  the  late  summer  of 
1969,  along  with  many  others,  appeared  to  indicate 
a  strong  need  for  communication. 

(8)  October  21  -  22,  1970.  Arctic  International  Wildlife 

Range  Conference  called  at  Whitehorse .  Official 
participants  numbered  52  Canadians  and  l 4  from  U.S . 
Proceedings  published  by  University  of  British  Col¬ 
umbia  Law  Re  vies  (Vo  1.6,  No.  1,  Supplement  -  June , 

1971.  Of  the  7  resolution  adopted  by  the  Conference 
the  one  on  USES  reads  in  part  ..." that  the  uses  which 
society  as  a  whole  may  make  of  the  area,  including 
research,  interpretation  of  natural  and  prehistoric 
cultural  phenomena,  wildlife  and  fisheries  manage¬ 
ment,  petroleum  and  mineral  development ,  pipeline 
and  other  transport  routes,  disposition  of  surface 
deposits  such  as  gravel  of  hunting  and  sport  fishing, 
may  be  permitted  on  all  or  part  of  the  range  as  will 
be  determined  by  the  management  authority,  under  such 
restrictions  and  regulations  as  are  necessary  to  main¬ 
tain  wildlife  populations  and  safeguard  the  traditional 
life  of  the  native  peoples."  ... 

(9)  Since  the  Whitehorse  Conference  the  Arctic  International 

Wildlife  Range  Society  has  been  established,  efforts 
have  been  made  toward  persuading  the  Canadian  Government 
to  establish  the  range  on  the  Yukon  side,  some  addi¬ 
tional  research  has  been  accomplished  in  both  countries, 
visitation  by  the  public  has  started  ( atleast  on  the 
Alaska  side),  and  the  questions  of  industrial  utiliza¬ 
tion  as  anticipated  during  the  Whitehorse  Conference , 
in  all  of  their  ramifications,  but  revolving  principally 
around  the  need  for  a  gasline  route,  have  come  into 
ever  sharper  focus.  At  Banff,  in  September  of  1972, 
during  the  IUCN  meetings  an  excellent  resolution  was 
adopted  at  the  request  o*f  Conservation  Associates  and 
the  Society  calling  for  decisive  attention  on  the  part 
of  both  governments  looking  toward  the  early  establish¬ 
ment  of  the  wildlife  range  on  an  international  basis . 

In  Canada  the  Canadian  Wildlife  Federation,  and  the 
National  Wildlife  Federation  in  the  United  States,  to¬ 
gether  with  the  Sierra  Club,  Wilderness  Society  and 
others  have  provided  strong  support. 


(c)  July  1,  1969.  Memorandum  covering  conference  between  Conser¬ 
vation  Associates  and  Dr.  George  Gryc,  head  of  the  Alaska 
Branch,  U.  S.  Geological  Survey,  and  Mr.  Ed  Cobb  of  that 
branch.  ..." Georoe  Gryc  mentioned  that  we  may  be  talk¬ 
ing  about  10-15-20  billion  barrels  in  that  vicinity  alone'... 
He  was  sneaking  of  Prudhoe  Pay.  ..."There  is  no  ques¬ 
tion,  apparently,  of  the  existence  of  the  oil,  probably  a 
great  deal  of  gas  as  well  ...  the  die  is  cast,  costly  com¬ 
mitments  have  been  made— the  show  is  on  the  road  •••_ 

We  raised  the  question  of  whether  or  not  it  woulabe  aa&ier  to 
bring  the  pipeline  along  the  Arctic  coast  (virtually  at 
sea  level )  across  to  the  Mackenzie  River  region  thence 
south  to  connect  into  existing  facilities  which  Canada 
has  well  up  into  the  north  country.  Mr.  Gryc  observed 
that  this  is  a  distinct  possibility  for  the  future  with 
oroduction  aimed  at  the  Chicago  and  Great  Lakes  region  as 
the  primary  processing  and  distribution  target,  but  <- hat 
an  all  Alaska  route  would  be  built  first  ...  Except  for 
the  possibility  of  a  pipeline  across  the  coast  of  the 
Beaufort  Sea  to  the  Mackenzie  country  there  is  little  or 
no  activity  indicated  as  yet  in  the  region  of  the  north¬ 
eastern  Alaska  and  nor thwestem  Yukon.  This  is  the 
region  that  we  suggested  for  an  Arctic  international 
park  some  years  ago.  It  is  now  the  Arctic  Li Idl if e 
Ranae.  There  are  field  mineral  investigations  in  pro¬ 
gress,  but  there  is  no  reason  on  our  part  at  this  time 
to  think  that  the  Brooks  Range,  including  the  Shublik, 
Franklin,  Romanzof,  Davidson  and  other  ranges  hold  any 
more  promise  of  great  mineral  wealth  than  they  aid 
years  ago  when  we  concluded  on  careful  investigation 
with  authorities  that  we  need  not  worry  much  about  oil 
or  metallic  minerals  in  that  particular  region.  We  under¬ 
stood  Mr.  Gryc  to  say,  however,  that  the  part  of  the 
Arctic  Wildlife  Range  north  of  the  mountain  front  (a  few 
thousand  square  miles  along  the  immediate  coast)  is  a 
prime  target  for  petroleum  explorat ion. . .  It  looks  to  us 
as  though  the  conservationists  concerned  with  cultural 
land,  i.e.,  parks,  wildlife  ranges  and  other  similar 
properties,  had  better  find  ways  and  means  of  working 
closely  with  business  and  industry  toward,  consolidating 
and  nailing  down  what  we  have  now  and  expanding  where  we 
can  Justify  doing  so.  This  is  particularly  true  where 
we  have  opportunity  for  international  responsibility  as 
per  the  new  planning  issues  for  National  Parks  by  Secre¬ 
tary  Hickel  on  June  22,  1969"  The  term,  park,  is 

used  herein  generically  to  mean  a  park  or  equivalent  re¬ 
serve  such  as  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range. 

(6)  July  18,  1969.  Letter  from  Edward  H.  Cobb.  Geologist,  Alaska 
Branch,  U.  S.  Geological  Survey,  respecting  the  memoran¬ 
dum  referred  to  in  (5)  above.  ..."The  current  copy  looks 
fine  to  me  and  seems  to  be  an  accurate  and  complete  sum¬ 
mary  of  our  discussion  on  July  1" ... 


CANADIAN  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION  1975  ANNUAL  MEETING 


PREAMBLE :  An  area  of  outstanding  physiographic  variety  and 
beauty  in  the  northernmost  Yukon  was  largely  unglaciated  and 
therefore  contains  a  richer  fauna  and  flora  than  most  of  the 
Canadian  Arctic.  The  area  encompasses  either  the  total  year¬ 
ly  range  or  important  seasonal  ranges  of  a  variety  of  inter¬ 
esting  and  important  wildlife  species  and  contains  some  of 
the  earliest  records  of  man  in  North  America.  It  has  been 
largely  undisturbed  by  man  and  is  threatened  with  irreparable 
damage  from  uncontrolled  exploitation.  Special  protection  of 
the  area  would  be  of  benefit  to  all  Canadians; 

RESOLUTION: 

BE  IT  RESOLVED  THAT  the  Canadian  Wildlife  Federation  adopt 
as  an  urgent  national  program  the  designation  of  this  area 
of  approximately  10,000,000  acres  in  the  northernmost  Yukon 
as  an  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  as  proposed  by  our  affiliate, 
the  Arctic  International  Wildlife  Range  Society; 

BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED  THAT  each  of  the  provincial  affiliates 
of  the  Canadian  Wildlife  Federation  exert  its  strongest  in¬ 
fluence  to  assist  in  formal  protection  of  this  area; 

FURTHER  RESOLVED  THAT  a  standing  committee  of  the  Federation 
be  appointed  by  the  President  with  responsibility  for  co¬ 
ordinating  the  efforts  of  the  provincial  affiliates  in  ob¬ 
taining  designation  by  an  Order  in  Council  of  the  Arctic  Wild¬ 
life  Range  in  the  northernmost  Yukon. 


APRIL,  29,  1975 
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6.  Arct.c  I  wumn  i  Q»<  I  Wildlife  Renas 

tt£  I  no  AWARE  of  the  ef  forts  'K*.  being  'J'W  in  Canuou  end  lh«  USA 
to  establish  *n  I nternet ionel  Wildlife  Range  in  the  borderlands 
of  the  Yukon  Territory  and  State  of  Alaska: 

BELIEVING  that  the  proposed  area  of  the  Range,  approx i «»ate I y  8 
Million  hectares,  should  be  sufficient  to  "Ok«  it  a  self-contained 
and  stable  unit,  and  a  magnificent  sample  of  the  Arctic  region  of 
greet  significance  not  oniy  for  North  America  but  for  the  world, 

THE  I  I TN  GENERAL  ASSEMBLY  of  IUCN  meting  at  Banff,  Canada,  in 
September  1 972 : 

CJhHENOS  those  concerned  for  this  far-sighted  proposal,  and  URGES 
the  Gove nvxen t s  of  Canada  and  USA  to  bring  it  to  completion  at 
the  earliest  possible  date,  so  as  to  afford  protection  in  perpe¬ 
tuity  to  a  biome  of  the  greatest  interest  to  science,  together 
with  its  people  and  wildlife. 


Response  to  comments 
from  the  Arctic  International 
Wildlife  Range  Society  dated 
30  September,  1975. 


Comment*  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  In  the  EIS. 


Rudubon  Council  of  Illinois.  Inc. 

A  COUNCIL  OF  HATlOHAL  AVOUBON  SOCIETY  CHAPTERS 

615  Rochdale  Circle 
Loabard ,  Ill .  60146 

Oct.  24.  1975 


SIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  -aturai  -las  Trans.  Cystec 
Room  1536 

ELK  Dim,  Interior  Dept. 
Washington,  DC  20 240 


Dear  Sira : 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Audubon  Council  of  Illinois,  Inc. 
dated  October  24,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  In  the  Final  EIS. 


Please  enter  into  the  record  our  opposition  to  a  proposal  to 
rente  the  proposed  Arctic  las  Tr&nscissicn  ->ystea  pipeline  through 
the  Starred  Rock  Mature  .Preserve  in  Illinois. 

¥•  feel  -this  ia  highly  irregular,  and  unacceptable. 

Since  alternative  routes  have  teen  suggested,  we  feel  that 
the  destruction  of  the  nature  reserve,  set  aside  by  a  legal  coa- 
aisslon  of  the  state  of  Illinois  is  wholly  unwarranted. 

We  fi$d  it  incredible  that  Efforts  are  being  cade  to  route 
t-e  pipeline  across  the  Arctic  national  -lldlife  Refuge  in  Alaska. 
Every  effort  rust  be  cade  to  protect  this  area,  which  has  only 
recently  been  set  aside  to  protect  the  wildlife  of  the  tundra  area. 

We  would  be  pleased  to  learn  of  the  f in&l  choice  cade  in  routing 
this  pipeline. 


Very  truly. 


Raycond  Xostek,  State  President 
Audubon  Council  of  Illinois 
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EIS  TASK  FORCE 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Gentlemen : 


The  statement  on  p.lV  -  1718  -"It  is  impossible  at  this  time 
to  accurately  assess  and  qualify  the  total  ecological  con¬ 
siderations  of  construction  and  operation  of  the  1,119  mile 
proposed  pipeline"  is  evidence  in  itself  that  the  pipeline 
should  NOT  be  built. 

To  risk  massive  irrevocable  and  irretrieveable  environmental] 
damage  to  vast  and  sensitive  areas  of  the  North  American 
continent  for  a  possible  short  term  (20  year)  gain  for  a 
small,  exceedingly  small,  area  is  unjustified,  unacceptable,! 
and  UNNECESSARY. 


Knowledgeable  members  of  this  organization  have  personally 
inspected  the  Alaskan  scene,  its  particular  environmental 
problems,  the  relationship  of  pipeline  proposals  to  Refuges, 
Game  Ranges,  and  key  habitats,  and  conclude  that  the  Tanker 
alternative  is  the  only  tolerable  solution. 

In  spite  of  its  size,  we  find  it  necessary  to  report  that  ■  £ 
the  EIS  is  incomplete,  vague,  in  many  instances  inaccurate,  I 
and  lacking  in  objectivity.  m 

To  lean  so  heavily  on  information  supplied  "by  the  applicants'^ 
is  like  calling  in  the  Second  Story  Man  to  guard  the  bank.  | 


Catagorically ,  The  Committee  for  the  Preservation  of  the 
Tule  Elk  opposes  construction  of  any  pipeline  because  of 
the  adverse  environmental  impact,  specifically  upon  wildlif 
and  wildlife  habitats.  It  believes  that  any  consideration  o 
pipeline  through  any  National  Wildlife  Refuge,  Game  Range, 
or  ciritcal  habitat  area  FAILS  necessary  environmental 
understanding,  and  should  be  ruled  out. 


I 


4 


With  regard  to  proposals  to  southern  California,  and 
through  the  Owens  Valley,  we  find  the  EIS  too  contra-. 


Do.slhL  lsfdiffic“lc  t0  saa  «hy  the  "preferred  route"  can 
b?  Preferred  for  reason  of  distance,  terrain,  and 
certainly  for  environmental  considerations, 

JfCf£Ie5urred  ro“te  ”ould  go  through  a  prime  calving  area 

cbreatened  Tule  Elk,  would  effect  the  only  habitat  of 
Black  Toad,  would  disrupt  the  diminished 

endangered  Blghorn  Sheep'  and  man*  rare  and 

Vehlcled,i»  EIS-  iC  w°*ld  open  up  a  corridor  for  Off-Road 
vildule  habitat.  SC°Ur8e  °£  thC  <leserynd  disaster  for  critical 

info^M7,  °'V!'e  basis  °f  inc<™P1ete,  inaccurate  (In  part) 
souS  lmd  nnrhMVy  rella"=e  YPon  information  from  self-serving 
sources,  and  notable  contradictions,  we  find  the  EIS  unsatisfactory 

throuvhbrh»Sn£f  pr,°,p??ed  Pipelines,  we  find  the  "preferred  route" 
through  the  Owens  Valley,  most  disasterous. 

lLsteenv?^L0f  ?e?h!!d  of  f ransportation  of  Natural  Gas  with  the 
the  a  damage,  we  find  the  TANKER  alternation  to  be 

the  least  objectionable .  therefore,  preferred, 

w®  w°uld  ur8e  that  maximum  safeguards  be  imposed  to 

sniuj  anS  ?rs  g0t  their  car«°  delivered  without  leakage, 

spills,  and  destruction  to  marine  life. 


Sincerely, 


Beula  Edmiston 


A  tax  deductible  nun- profit  organisation  dedicated  to  the  protection  of  one  of  the  world t  rareet  mammal i. 


Response  to  comments  received 
from  The  Committee  for  the  Preservation  of  the  Tule  Elk 
dated  October  9,  1975 


1.  The  term  "preferred  route"  was  changed  to  "proposed  route." 
Alternative  routes  are  discussed  in  section  8  of  each  of  the 
geographic  volumes. 

2.  Mitigatory  actions  are  discussed  on  pages  350  and  351  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Volume. 

3<  The  comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the 
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Fairbanks  Environmental  Center 


and  problems  of  each  alternative  route  in  such  a  way  that  I 
meaningful  comparisons  can  be  made  between  the  alterna¬ 
tives.  Today  we  will  not  indicate  a  preference  for  one 
route  over  another  but  rather,  we  will  point  out  some  of 
our  key  concerns  for  several  of  the  options  and  also  make 
some  suggestions  about  how  the  Final  Snvironmenta 1  Impact 
Statement  might  be  improved. 

1)  The  impact  statement  is  organized  geographically  in 
sections  and  it  is  easy  to  lose  sight  of  the  magnitude  of 
the  applied-for  system.  It  calls  for  the  construction  of 
a  mind-boggling  6,280  miles  of  new  pipeline  plus  support 
facilities.  Much  of  this  system  passes  through  areas  where 
there  are  presently  no  roads  or  pipelines.  This  is  in 
itself  one  of  our  strongest  criticisms  of  the  Arctic  Gas 
proposal . 

The  area  which  has  received  the  most  attention  is 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range.  Many  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Center' 8  members  have  spent  time  in  the  Wildlife 
Range  and  from  our  viewpoint,  there  is  no  way  to  under¬ 
estimate  its  value  to  present  and  future  generations. 

Each  day  brings  new  activities  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Naval 
Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4,  thus  increasing  the  value  of  the 
Wildlife  Range  as  an  arctic  wilderness  containing  a  con¬ 
tinuum  of  ecosystems  running  from  the  barrier  islands  to 
the  south  side  of  the  Brooks  Range.  Because  of  the  great 
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JUDGE: 

We  are  back  in  session.  We  have  one  speaker  scheduled 
for  our  1:30  afternoon  session,  'tr.  Gordon  Wright. 

MR.  WRIGHT: 

I  am  GORDON  B.  WRIGHT,  President  of  the  Fairbanks  Environ¬ 
mental  Center.  The  Environmental  Center  is  located  at 
1895  Pioneer  Way  in  Fairbanks,  and  it  is  an  organization 
dedicated  to  the  protection  of  the  Alaskan  environment 
through  education  and  action.  Policies  and  positions  taken 
by  the  Environmental  Center  are  done  so  following  the  dis¬ 
cussion  and  approval  of  our  local  fourteen-member  Board  of 
Directors . 

Since  December  1973  the  position  of  the  Environmental  Center 
regarding  natural  gas  transportation  system  from  Prudhoe  <ay 
to  the  continuous  Urited  States  has  been  that  all  possible 
alternative  routes  and  systems  should  be  fully  explored  be¬ 
fore  any  irreversible  decisions  are  made.  More  recently  we 
have  indicated  that  we  believe  it  is  unnecessary  for  a  gas 
pipeline  to  cross  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  and 
its  proposed  extensions  given  that  there  appear  to  be  other, 
adequate  trans-Canadian  or  trans -A laska ,  alternatives. 

* 

The  Interior  Department’s  Draft  Environmental  Impact  State¬ 
ment  is  an  overwhelming  document,  and  unfortunately,  we  be¬ 
lieve  that  it  does  a  poor  job  of  clearly  presenting  the  merit 
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distances  one  can  see,  the  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline 
and  support  facilities  through  the  coastal  plain  would 
destroy  wilderness  values  for  the  entire  north  slope  of 
the  Wildlife  Range.  The  imoacts  of  the  proposed  pipeline 
on  wildlife  are  less  clearcut,  but  the  impact  statement  I 
indicates  that  there  would  be  impacts  and  that  they  would  I 
have  the  potential  for  being  severe. 

It  is  important  to  emphasize  that  when  we  talk  of  a  gas 
pipeline  through  the  Wildlife  Range  that  we  are  really 
speaking  of  much  more.  The  presence  of  a  gas  pipeline 
through  the  wildlife  Range  could  well  stimulate  oil  and 
gas  exploration  and  development  within  and  offshore  of  the 
Wildlife  Range,  and  it  could  predetermine  the  rolling  of  a 
second  oil  pipeline.  This  potential  for  future  develop¬ 
ment  if  the  pipeline  is  constructed  as  proposed  cannot  be 
separated  from  the  specific  proposal  we  are  here  to  discuss 
today. 

The  Arctic  Gas  Company  has  proposed  an  ambitious  construc¬ 
tion  schedule  in  the  arctic  environment,  and  they  plan  to 
do  it  in  winter  with  the  aid  of  a  snow  and  ice  road.  A 
major  concern  is  where  and  how  they  intend  to  get  water 
for  the  road.  I  understand  that  a  study  by  the  U.S. 
Geological  Survey  indicates  an  inadeouate  water  supply  for 
this  purpose.  How  many  lakes  would  be  dewatered,  how  far- 
ranging  would  their  snow  fences  be,  what  are  the  impacts  on 
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on  the  tundra  of  constant  heavy  traffic  over  a  snow  road? 

If  there  proves  to  be  an  inadequate  snow  and  water  supply, 
or  if  the  Arctic  C-as  Company  gets  behind  in  their  construc¬ 
tion  schedule  and  wants  to  work  in  seasons  other  than 
winter,  will  we  then  see  a  reouest  to  build  another  gravel 
haul  road? 

Time  does  not  allow  further  discussion  of  our  concerns  for 
the  Alaskan  Arctic  region  through  which  the  pipeline  would 
pass.  our  concerns  for  the  Arctic  Gas  system  however,  ex¬ 
tend  beyond  Alaska.  The  Canadian  north  slope  for  example 
has  been  proposed  for  inclusion  into  an  International 

Wildlife  Range  -  and  the  problems  encountered  here 
would  be  similar  to  those  in  Alaska.  And  looking  to  the 

south,  our  counterparts  in  southern  California  have  great 
concern  where  one  of  the  southern  legs  of  the  Arctic  Gas 
system  would  traverse  the  de  facto  wilderness  of  the  Owens- 
Saline  Valley.  There  are  many  such  areas  of  concern,  too 
numerous  to  mention  here. 

* 

The  impact  statement  lists  some  of  the  state  and  federal 
parks,  forests,  and  refuges  which  the  Arctic  Gas  system 
would  pass  through  or  near.  These  tables  are  an  excellent 
idea  but  as  they  are  presented  in  the  impact  statement  they 
are  not  adeouate.  At  a  minimum  we  need  to  know  the  name 
of  the  area  (not  just  the  name  of  some  Forest  Service 


3 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


campground  for  example) ,  which  agency  manages  it,  how 
much  of  it  would  be  traversed  or  how  closely  the  pipeline 
would  pass,  whether  the  pipeline  would  be  in  an  existing 
right-of-way,  and  what  problems  would  be  caused  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  areas'  values.  The  tables  in  the  impact 
statement  do  some  of  these  things  for  some  of  the  areas, 
but  it  should  treat  them  all  consistently  including  cover¬ 
age  of  these  areas  in  Canada.  Given  the  value  cf  re- 
. creational  and  wild  lands  in  North  America  today,  I  don't 
think  that  we  can  automatically  assume  that  it  is  alright 
for  a  pipeline  to  traverse  an  area  just  because  it  is 
public  land. 

The  corridor  in  which  the  trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline  is 
being  constructed  is  a  utility  corridor  intended  for  that 
purpose.  It  is  a  distinct  'plus'  for  the  trans-Alaska 
gas  pipeline  alternative  that  it  would  be  constructed  al¬ 
most  entirely  within  an  existing  corridor,  and  that  direct 
impacts  would  largely  be  confined  to  the  existing  corridor. 
In  regard  to  the  El  Paso  Alaska  proposal  specifically,  it 
is  also  a  real  benefit  that  by  using  displacement  El  Paso 
natural  gas  would  be  distributed  via  existing  networks  to 
basically  the  same  places  in  the  Lower  48  States  that  the 
Arctic  Gas  Comoany  is  planning  to  build  6,280  miles  of 
pipeline  to  reach. 


4- 
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This  is  not  to  say  that  because  the  El  Paso  system  would 
be  built  in  existing  corridors  and  make  use  of  existing 
pipelines  in  the  Lower  48  that  it  would  be  free  of  im¬ 
pacts.  River-crossings  with  a  chilled,  buried  pipeline 
are  still  a  problem  for  El  Paso  as  well  as  any  other 
alternative.  The  construction  and  operation  o^  a  pipe¬ 
line  and  1 icuif ication  facilities  in  the  presently  un¬ 
disturbed  Point  Gravina  area  is  a  major  concern.  We  trust 
also  that  our  counterparts  in  southern  California  will 
raise  many  questions  about  the  proposed  terminus  of  the 
El  Paso  LNB  tanker  leg  at  Point  Conception  or  Oxnard  in 
California. 

* 

Briefly,  the  Alaska  Highway  route,  for  at  least  Alaska 
and  some  of  Canada,  also  confines  impacts  to  existing 
corridors.  But  it  should  be  emphasized  that  the  trade¬ 
off  here  is  that  the  total  Alaska  Highway  system  would 
involve  over  7,000  miles  of  new  pipeline,  and  in  the  Lower 
48  at  least,  it  would  have  the  same  problems  as  would  the 
prime  Arctic  Gas  system. 

2)  We  understand  that  among  Canadian  Arctic 
Eskimos  and  Indians  that  there  is  considerable  opposition 
to  any  of  the  alternative  routes  crossing  the  North  Slooe 
or  the  old  Crow  Flats  or  to  any  pipeline  route  at  all  prior 
to  settlement  of  the  Native  Land  Claims  issue  in  Canada. 
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Impacts  on  these  indigenous  peoples  of  Canada  seem  to  be 
the  main  social  imoacts  from  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal,  and 
we  believe  that  their  concerns  cannot  be  ignored  by 
Americans  just  because  they  live  across  the  border  in 
Canada . 

Regarding  social  impacts  and  the  trans-Alaska  alternative, 
many  Fairbanks  area  residents  are  already  sick  of  pipeline 
construction  activities  and  their  effect  on  people  living 
•in  Fairbanks.  The  prospect  of  these  impacts  continuing 
for  several  years  more  is  disheartening,  although  insofar 
as  they  W3 uld  be  directly  related  to  gas  pipeline  construc¬ 
tion  these  impacts  would  be  temporary.  A  more  long-term 
concern  is  the  wish  of  the  Alaska  business  community  that 
Prudhoe  Bay  gas  could  be  used  here  in  Alaska  for  industrial 
purposes.  As  we  view  it,  the  development  of  petrochemical 
or  other  industries  in  Alaska  as  a  result  of  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  Prudhoe  Bay  gas  would  be  a  major  disbenefit  of 
the  proposed  trans-Alaska  gas  pipeline.  The  presence  of 
an  extremely  stable  air  mass  makes  the  Fairbanks  area 
highly  susceptible  to  air  pollution  problems.  Additionally 
because  the  combustion  of  natural  gas  produces  greater 
amounts  of  water  vapor  compared  to  other  fuels,  the  wide¬ 
spread  combustion  o^  natural  gas  in  this  area  would  cause 
greater  ice  fog  problems.  Beyond  concerns  with  air 
quality  however,  many  long-time  Alaskans  view  the 
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industrialization  of  Alaska,  the  people,  roads,  and  urban- 

1 

the  one  that  will  produce  the  greatest  net  benefit  in 

ization  that  would  come  with  it  -  to  mean  the  end  of  a  life- 

2 

terms  of  energy. 

style  unique  in  this  country. 

3 

* 

The  Alaska  Highway  alternative,  which  would  come  down  as 

4 

In  general  your  impact  statement  could  be  shortened,  sim- 

far  as  Fairbanks,  would  have  some  of  the  same  liabilities, 

5 

plified  and  improved  by  the  use  of  tables  and  maps  compar- 

although  only  for  interior  Alaska,  not  for  the  prince 

6 

ing  key  factors,  including  resource  commitments  for  each 

William  Sound  area. 

7 

of  the  alternatives  in  their  entirety.  Section  8-1-1-7 

3)  Last  January  the  Environmental  Center  testified 

8 

in  Part  11,  Volume  3,  does  this  for  some  factors  among  the 

at  the  Department  of  Interior  hearing  in  which  potential 

9 

Alaskan  alternatives  only.  We  suggest  that  at  a  minimum 

impacts  of  the  various  alternatives  were  considered  -  at 

10 

the  following  key  factors  be  compared:  miles  of  new  pipe- 

that  time  we  said  that  the  resource  commitments  needed  to 

11 

line,  (and  this  is  for  the  total  Alaska  and  Canadian  parts; 

construct  and  operate  each  of  the  alternatives  should  be 

12 

miles  of  new  pipeline  and  facilities  outside  of  existing 

examined.  In  the  impact  statement  this  was  done  in  part 

/  13 

right-of-ways;  tons  of  steel  for  pipeline  and  support 

for  various  segments  of  the  prime  route  although  the  treat- 

k? 

14 

facilities  (including  tankers),  yards  of  gravel  borrow 

ment  for  various  segments  was  not  always  consistent.  In 

15 

materials  needed;  shrinkage;  fuel  utilized  in  the  construe- 

some  cases  for  example,  total  fuel  to  be  used  in  the  con- 

16 

tion  process;  peak  and  permanent  work  forces;  induced  un- 

struction  process  was  stated  in  terms  of  tons,  and  in 

17 

employment  in  Alaska  during  and  after  the  construction 

another  place  it  was  given  in  terms  of  gallons.  To  be 

18 

phase;  induced  population  growth  in  Alaska  during  and 

useful  resource  commitments  must  be  treated  consistently 

19 

after  the  construction  phase;  major  and  minor  river  cross- 

for  each  alternative  system  in  its  entirety.  Also,  if 

20 

ings;  designed  and  proposed  parks;  refuges  and  forests 

some  of  these  key  factors  could  be  translated  into  energy 

21 

traversed  or  passed  near;  de  facto  wilderness  and  roadless 

equivalents  like  BTUs  it  woulf  be  useful  for  comparison 

22 

areas  traversed,  wildlife  habitat  areas  traversed;  com- 

purposes.  The  total  resource  commitment  for  a  given  alter- 

23 

pressor  stations  and  support  facilities,  permanent  and  tern- 

native  is  one  measure  of  its  environmental  impact,  and  the 

24 

porary  road  construction  and  construction  costs  (perhaps 

option  which  has  the  lowest  resource  commitment  may  well  be 

25 

expressed  per  unit  of  gas  to  be  transported) . 
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In  conclusion,  we  have  serious  reservations  about  the  pro- 

1 

MR.  SCHODER: 

posed  Arctic  Gas  system  -  not  only  where  it  crosses  the 

* 

2 

In  other  words  you  would  be  more  inclined  to  think  in 

Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  but  in  its  entirety.  How- 

3 

terms  of  a  system  analysis  rather  than  geographical 

ever,  the  Interior  Department's  consideration  and  present- 

4 

area  I 

ation  of  all  alternatives  is  inadequate  and  prevents  mean- 

5 

MR.  WRIGHTV 

ingful  comparison  of  the  options.  Therefore,  we  believe 

6 

That's  right. 

it  would  be  premature  for  us  to  state  a  preference  for  any 

single  alternative  at  this  time. 

8 

JUDGE: 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  views  1 ! 

* 

9 

Is  there  anyone  else  at  this  time  who  wishes  to  make  a 

10 

presentation?  (NO  RESPONSE).  We  have  one  other 

JUDGE : 

11 

speaker  signed  up  for  2:30  this  afternoon,  Mr.  carl 

Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Wright? 

Benson  -  I  understand  he  was  here  after  our  recess  this 

MR.  SCHODSR : 

13 

morning  but  he  cannot  return  until  2 : 30  -  and  he  may  have 

One  thing  I  am  wondering  about  -  do  you  mean  in  giving  your 

some  difficulty  in  getting  here  by  that  time. 

presentation  here  that  you  items  you  mentioned  that  should 

15 

If  there  is  anyone  present  who  knows  of  anyone  who  wants 

be  covered  for  each  one  of  the  alternatives  so  that  they 

16 

to  speak  -  we  want  to  give  everyone  an  opportunity  -  we 

could  be  weighed  against  each  other  are  not  currently  pro- 

don  t  want  to  recess  so  long  as  there  is  anyone  desiring 

vided  in  this  manner  in  the  present  draft? 

18 

to  speak.  So  if  you  would  get  in  touch  with  them  and 

MR.  WRIGHT: 

19 

ask  them  to  be  here  by  2:30  because  after  we  hear  from 

Our  feeling  is  that  if  you  look  at  the  map  you'll  see  all 

20 

Carl  Benson  if  there  is  no  one  else  present  indicating 

this  stops  at  the  Canadian  border  and  we  feel  that  the 

21 

a  desire  to  speak  I  am  going  to  recess  this  hearing  in 

total  commitment  should  be  considered,  including  the 

22 

Fairbanks  -  -  or  close  the  hearing  in  Fairbanks  and  we 

Canadian  segment  -  and  also  including  those  sections  in 

will  reconvene  in  Juneau  on  Thursday.  We  are  now  in 

California  or  the  commitment  of  liquid  for 

24 

recess  until  2:30. 

conversion  to  gas  in  prince  William  Sound  and  also  energy 

(R-E-C-E-S-S) 

commitment  for  shipping  in  tankers. 

-165- 

ALASKA-WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 

-166- 

348  EAST  FOURTH  AVENUE  -  277-8822 

ALASKA-WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 

ANCHORAGE.  ALASKA  8830  1 

943  CAST  FOURTH  AVENUE  -  277-8822 

V 

ANCHORAGE.  ALASKA  88301 

Z44 


September  30,  1975 
Page  2 


Fairbanks  Environmental  Center 

Bos  1796 

Fairbanks,  Alaska  99707 
(907)  479-3G6-1 

STAT ryiiC/I*  OF  GORDON  3.  WrtIGnT ,  P.'u.jai/LIiT ,  FaIi\  BaNaL  ENVIKOm/iENTaL  CENTER , 

BEFORE  THE  £1*  HEaKING  REGARDING  NaTURaL  GaS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTE/S  IN  ALASKA, 

^fifTE^^ER  30,  1975,  FAIRBaNES,  ALASKA. 

I  am  Gordon  3.  Wright,  President  of  the  Fairbanks  Environmental  Center. 

The  Environmental  Center  is  located  at  1895  Pioneer  Way  in  Fairbanks,  and  it  is 
an  organization  dedicated  to  the  protection  of  the  Alaskan  environment  through 
education  and  action.  Policies  and  positions  taken  by  the  Environmental  Center 
are  done  so  following  the  discussion  and  approval  of  our  local,  fourteen-member 
board  of  directors. 

Since  December  1973»  the  position  of  the  Environmental  Center  regarding 
natural  gas  transportation  system  from  Prudhoe  Boy  to  the  contiguous  United 
States  has  been  that  all  possible  alternative  routes  and  systems  should  be  fully 
explored  before  any  irreversible  aecisions  are  made,  /.ore  recently,  we  have 
indicated  that  we  believe  it  is  unnecessary  for  a  gas  pipeline  to  cross  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Kange  and  its  proposed  extensions  given  that  there  appear  to  be 
other,  adequate  trans-Canadian  or  trans-Alaskan  alternatives. 

The  Interior  Department's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  an  over¬ 
whelming  document,  and  unfortunately,  we  believe  that  it  coes  a  poor  job  of  clearly 
presenting  the  merits  and  problems  of  each  alternative  route  in  such  a  way  that 
meaningful  comparisons  can  be  made  between  the  alternatives.  Today,  we  will  not 
indicate  a  preference  for  one  route  over  anothor.  Rather,  we  will  point  out  some  of 
our  key  concerns  for  several  of  the  options  and  also  make  some  suggestions  about 
how  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  might  be  improved. 

DIRECT 

The  impact  statement  is  organized  in  geographic  sections  and  it  is  easy  to 
lose  sight  of  the  magnitude  of  the  appliea-for  system.  It  calls  for  the  construction 
of  a  mind-boggling  6,260  miles  of  new  pipeline  plus  support  facilities,  .luch  of 
this  system  passes  through  areas  where  there  are  presently  no  roads  or  pipelines. 
This  is,  in  itself,  one  of  our  strongest  criticisms  of  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal. 

The  area  which  has  received  the  most  attention  is  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range.  Many  of  the  Environmental  Center's  members  have  spent  time  in  the  Wildlife 


Range,  and,  from  our  viewpoint,  there  is  no  way  to  underestimate  its  value  to 
present  and  future  generations.  Each  day  brings  new  activities  at  Prudhoe  Bay 
and  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4,  thus  increasing  the  value  of  the  Wildlife  Kange 
as  an  arctic  wilderness  containing  a  continuum  of  ecosystems  running  from  the 
barrier  islands  to  the  south  side  of  the  3rooks  Range.  Because  of  the  great  dis¬ 
tances  one  can  see,  the  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline  and  support  facilities 
through  the  coastal  plain  would  aestroy  wilderness  values  for  the  entire  north 
slope  of  the  Wildlife  Range.  The  impacts  of  the  proposed  pipeline  on  wildlife  are 
less  clearcut,  but  the  impact  statement  indicates  that  there  would  be  impacts  and 
that  they  would  have  the  potential  for  being  severe. 

It  is  important  to  emphasize  that  when  we  talk  of  a  gas  pipeline  through  the 
Wildlife  Range  that  we  are  really  speaking  of  much  more.  The  presence  of  a  gas 
pipeline  through  the  Wildlife  Range  could  well  stimulate  oil  and  gas  exploration 
and  Development  within  and  offshore  of  the  wildlife  Range,  and  it  could  predetermine 
the  routing  of  a  second  oil  pipeline.  This  potential  for  future  development  if  the 
pipeline  is  constructed  as  proposed  ctQinot  be  separated  from  the  specific  proposal 
we  are  here  to  aiscuss  today. 

The  Arctic  Gas  Company  has  proposed  an  ambitous  construction  schedule  in 
the  arctic  environment,  ana  they  plan  to  ao  it  in  winter  with  the  aid  of  a  snow  and 
ice  roaa.  a  major  concern  is  where  and  how  they  intend  to  get  water  for  the  roaa. 

I  understand  that  a  stuay  by  the  U.b,  Geological  burvey  indicates  an  inadequate 
water  supply  for  this  purpose.  How  many  lakes  would  be  dewatered,  how  far- ranging 
would  their  snow  fences  be,  what  are  the  impacts  on  the  tundra  of  constant  heavy 
traffic  over  a  snow  road?  If  there  proves  to  be  an  inadequate  water  and  snow  supply, 
or  if  the  Arctic  Gas  Company  gets  behind  in  their  construction  schedule  ana  wants 
to  work  in  seasons  other  than  winter,  will  we  then  see  a  request  to  build  another 
gravel  haul  road? 

Time  does  not  allow  further  aiscussion  of  our  concerns  for  the  Alaskan  arctic 
region  through  which  the  pipeline  would  pass.  Our  goncerns  for  the  Arctic  Gas 
system,  however,  estena  beyona  Alaska.  The  Canadian  North  blope,  for  example, 
has  been  proposed  for  inclusion  into  an  International  Arctic  Wildlife  Range,  and 
the  problems  encountered  here  would  bo  similar  to  those  in  Alaska.  Looking  to  the 
south,  our  counterparts  in  southern  California  have  great  concern  where  one  of  the 
southern  legs  of  the  Arctic  Gas  system  would  traverse  the  ae  facto  wilderness  of 
the  Owens-Saline  Valley.  There  are  many  such  areas  of  concern,  too  numerous  to 
mention  here. 
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The  impact  statement  lists  some  of  the  state  and  federal  parks,  forests, 
and  refuges  which  the  Arctic  Gas  system  would  pass  through  or  near.  These  tables 
are  an  excellent  iaea,  but  as  they  are  presented  in  the  impact  statement  they  are 
not  adequate.  At  a  minimum  we  need  to  know  the  name  of  the  area  (not  just  the  name 
of  some  Forest  Service  campground,  for  example),  which  agency  manages  it,  how  much 
of  it  would  be  traversed  or  how  closely  the  pipeline  would  pass,  whether  the  pipe¬ 
line  would  be  in  an  existing  right-of-way,  and  what  problems  would  be  caused  with 
reapoot  to  the  areas'  values.  The  tables  in  the  impact  statement  do  some  of  these 
things  i or  some  of  the  areas,  but  it  should  treat  them  all  consistently  including 
coverage  of  these  areas  in  Canada.  Civen  the  v^lue  of  recreational  and  wild  lands 
in  North  America  today,  I  don't  think  that  we  can  automatically  assume  that  it  is 
alright  for  a  pipeline  to  traverse  on  area  just  because  it  is  public  land. 

The  corridor  in  which  the  trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline  is  being  constructed  is 
a  utility  corridor  intended  for  that  purpose.  It  is  a  distinct" plus"  for  the 
trans-Alaska  gas  pipeline  alternative  that  it  would  be  constructed  almost  entirely 
within  an  existing  corridor,  and  that  direct  impacts  would  largely  be  confined  to 
the  existing  corridor.  In  regard  to  the  El  Paso  Alaska  proposal  specifically,  it  is 
also  a  real  benefit  that  by  using  displacement  El  Paso  natural  gas  would  be  dis- 
triouted  via  existing  networks  to  basically  the  same  places  in  the  lower  forty- 
eights  that  the  arctic  Gas  Company  is  planning  to  build  6,2eO  miles  of  pipeline  to  reach. 

This  is  not  to  say  that  because  the  El  Paso  system  would  be  built  in  existing 
corridors  and  make  use  of  existing  pipelines  in  the  lower  forty-eight,  that  it 
would  be  free  of  impacts.  River  crossings  with  a  chilled,  buried  pipeline  are  still 
a  problem  for  El  raso  as  well  as  any  other  alternative.  The  construction  ana 
operation  of  a  pipeline  and  liquification  facilities  in  the  presently  undisturbed 
Point  Gruvina  area  is  a  major  concern.  We  trust  also  that  our  counterparts  in 
southern  California  will  raise  many  questions  about  the  proposed  terminus  of  the 
El  Paso  LUG  tanker  leg  at  Point  Conception  or  Oxnard  in  California. 

Briefly,  the  Alaska  Highway  route,  for  at  least  Alaska  and  some  of  Canada, 
also  confines  impacts  to  existing  corridors.  But  it  should  be  emphaziea  that  the 
trade-off  here  is  that  the  total  Alaska  Highway  system  would  involve  over  7, (XX) 
miles  of  new  pipeline,  and  in  thrower  forty-eight  at  least,  it  would  have  the  same 
problems  as  would  the  prime  Arctic  Gas  system. 
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that  among  Candian  arctic  Eskimos  and  Indians  that  there  is 
considerable  opposition  to  any  of  the  alternative  routes  crossing  the  North  Slope 
or  the  Old  Crow  Flats  or  to  any  pipeline  route  at  all  prior^to  settlement  of  the 
Native  land  claims  issue iMmpactiftti 'tKese  indigenous  peoples  of  Canada  seem  to 
be  the  main  social  impacts  from  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal,  and  we  believe  that 
th«ir  concerns  cannot  be  ignored  by  Americans  just  because  they  live  across  the 
border  in  Canada. 

Regarding  social  impacts  and  the  trans-Alaska  alternative,  many  Fairbanks- 
area  residents  are  already  sick  of  pipeline  construction  activities  and  their 
effect  on  people  living  in  Fairbanks.  The  prospect  of  these  impacts  continuing 
for  several  years  more  is  disheartening,  although  insofar  us  they  would  be 
directly  related  to  gas  pipeline  construction  these  impacts  would  be  temporary.  A 
more  long  term  concern  is  the  wish  of  the  Alaska  business  community  tliat  Prudhoe 
Bay  gas  could  be  used  here  in  Alaska  for  industrial  purposes.  As  we  view  it,  the 
development  of  petrochemical  or  other  industries  in  Alaska  as  a  result  of  the 
availability  of  Pruuhoe  Buy  gas  would  be  a  major  disbe.nefit  of  the  proposed  trans- 
Alaska  gas  pipeline.  The  presence  of  an  extremely  stable  air  mass  makes  the 
Fairbanks  area  highly  susceptible  to  air  pollution  problems.  Additionally,  because 
the  combustion  of  natural  gas  produces  greater  amounts  of  water  vapor  compared  to 
other  fuels,  the  widespread  combustion  of  natural  gas  in  this  area  would  cause 
greater  ice  fog  problems,  beyond  concerns  with  air  quality  however,  many  longtime 
Alaskans  view  the  industrialization  of  Alaska  —  the  people,  roads,  and  urbanization 
that  would  cctne  with  it  —  to  mean  the  end  of  a  lifestyle  unique  is  this  country. 

The  Alaska  highway  alternative,  which  would  come  down  as  far  as  Fairbanks, 
would  have  some  of  the  same  liabilities,  although  only  for  interior  Alaska  —  not 
for  the  Prince  William  Hound  area. 

.i ;  iT*Et;..iiiw — 

Last  January  the  Environmental  Center  testified  at  the  Department  of  Interior 
hearing  in  which  potential  impacts  of  the  various  alternatives  were  considered. 

At  that  time  we  said  that  the  resource  commiy\nents  needed  to  construct  and  operate 
each  of  the  alternatives  should  be  examined.  In  the  impact  statement  this  was  done 
in  part  for  various  segments  of  the  prime  route  although  the  treatment  for  various 
segments  wan  not  always  consistent.  In  some  cases,  for  example,  total  fuel 
to  be  used  in  the  construction  process  was  stated  in  terms  of  tons,  and  in  another 
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place  it  was  given  in  terms  of  gallf'"".  '’’o  be  useful,  resource  committments 
must  be  treated  consistently  for  e-cb  Alternative  system  in  its  entirety.  Also, 

if  some  of  these  key  factors  couiu  w  translated  into  energy  equivalents  like 
BTU’s  it  would  be  useful  for  comparison  purposes.  The  total  rosource  committment 
for  a  given  alternative  is  one  measure* of  its  environmental  impact,  and  the 
option  which  has  the  lowest  resource  committment  may  well  be  the  one  that  will 
produce  the  greatest  net  benefit  in  terms  of  energy. 

CUUOUlT.TOW 


In  general  your  impact  statement  coula  be  shortened,  simplified,  and  improved 
by  the  use  of  tableland  maps  camparimr  key  factors  including  resource  committments 
Xor  oaeh  of  t£e  alternatives  -thr/v  cr.i:  rety.  Section  b.1.1.7  in  Part  II,  Volume 
3  does  nils  for  some  factors  among  the  Alaskan  alternatives  only.  We  suggest  that 
■*t  o -nrtniman  the  following  key  factors  be  compared:  miles  of  new  pipeline},  ndles^1 
of  aew  pipeline^l’acilities  outsiae  of  existing  righ^t-of-ways,  tons  of  steel  for 
pipeline  and  support  facilities  (including  tankers),  cubic  ^ards  of  grovel  borrow 
materials  needed,  shrinkage,  fuel  utilized  in  the  construction  process,  peak  and 
permanent  work  forces,  induced  .empl nyment  in  Alaska  during  ana  after  the  construction 
phase,  induced  population  growth  in  -ilaska  during  and  after  the  construction  phase, 
major  and  minor  river  crossings,  designated  and  proposed  park3,  refuges,  and  forests 
.traversed  or  passed  r.ear(see  paragraph-  above-under  Lirect  Environmental  Impacts 
^jeetiosj ,  do  facto  wilderness  and  roadless  areas  traversed,  wilalife  habitat  areas 
traversed,  compressor  stations  and  support  facilities,  permanent  and  temporary  road 
construction,  and  construction  costs  (perhaps  expressed  per  unit  of  gas  to  be 
traiu-iorted ) . 

In  conclusion,  we  have  serious  reservations  about  the  proposed  Arctic  Cos 
system,  not  only  where  it  crosses  the  Arctic  national  ’Wildlife  riange,  but  in  its 
entirety.  However,  the  Interior  department's  consideration  and  presentation  of  all 
the  alternatives  is  inadequate  and  prevents  meaningful  comparison  of  the  options. 
Therefore,  we  believe  it  woulc  be  premature  for  us  to  state  a  preference  for  any 
single  alternative  at  this  time. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  views. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Fairbanks  Environmental  Center 
at  the  Fairbanks,  Alaska  Public  Hearing 
September  30,  1975 


1.  Changed  -  the  EIS  was  revised  and  tables  were  inserted  that 
compare  key  factors  of  the  alternatives.  See  Table  8.0V. 3-1, 
page  255  of  the  Overview  Volume  and  Table  8. 2. 7-3,  page  825 
of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

2.  Changed  -  the  sections  dealing  with  wildlife  on  the  Arctic 
coastal  plain  were  revised  and  expanded.  See  pages  376, 

705,  1217  and  1595  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

3.  Changed  -  availability  of  water  discussed  on  pages  263  and 
374  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

4.  Not  changed  -  land  use  is  not  summarized  -  must  go  to  each 
volume  to  determine  pipeline  impact  on  recreation  areas. 

See  Alaska  Volume,  page  195. 

5.  Not  changed  -  refer  to  pages  448-486  of  the  Canadian  Volume 
for  information  on  the  impact  of  this  project  on  the  natives. 

6.  Changed  -  see  Overview  Volume,  Table  1.0V.1-2. 

7.  Changed  -  the  Final  EIS  was  revised  and  reduced  in  size. 

The  Overview  Volume  was  rewritten  to  contain  information  on 
a  system-wide  basis.  See  comment  til  above. 
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lly  name  is  Joe  Day,  a  member  of  the  Fort  Peck  Tribal  Executive  Board,  Poplar, 

Montana. 

The  Fort  Peck  Tribal  Executive  Board  is  prepared  to  stand  firm  against  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Trans -Canada -American  pipeline  across  the  Fort  Peck  Reservation, 
unless  serious  consideration  is  given  to  placing  r,  distribution  point  on  the  Fort 
Peck  Indian  Reservation.  The  Tribal  Executive  Board  has  the  responsibility  and 
the  obligation  to  protect  the  rights  and  enhance  the  welfare  of  the  Indian  people 
of  the  Fort  Peck  Reservation.  This  project  would  represent  no  benefit  to  the 
Reservation  unless  the  sorely-needed  natural  gas  were  distributed  in  the  area, 
especially  in  the  central  and  eastern  portions  of  the  Reservation. 

The  Fort  Peck  Tribe  has  endeavored  to  create  new  jobs  to  alleviate  the  chronic 
unemployment  on  the  Reservation.  In  view  of  the  high  unemployment  status  on  the 
Fort  Peck  Reservation  the  Tribal  Executive  Board  has  placed  a  high  priority  on  new 
industry  to  locate  on  the  Reservation  to  alleviate  the  unemployment  situation.  The 
Tribe  is  severely  handicapped  in  this  endeavor  due  to  the  fact  that  natural  gas  is 
in  limited  quantities  in  this  area.  Montana  Dakota  Utilities  Co.  has  refused  to 
supply  natural  gas  for  new  industry, 

Indian  people  living  in  the  remote  areas  of  the  Reservation  especially  the  East  end 
of  the  Reservation  are  unable  to  obtain  any  natural  gas  to  heat  their  homes  and 
must  bum  wood  or  coal  to  warm  their  homes.  It  is  our  contention,  that  it  is  not 
in  the  best  interests  of  Indian  people  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation  to  alien* 
an  8  billion  dollar  pipeline  to  cross  their  Reservation,  to  transport  natural  gas  to 
points  in  Eastern  United  States  while  they  burn  wood  and  coal  to  heat  their  homes 
and  use  a  less  economical  fuel,  than  natural  gas,  in  their  industrial  complexes. 

At  this  time  there  are  three (3)  industries  located  on  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reser¬ 
vation.  One  is  a  commercial  venture  which  requires  the  use  of  blast  furnaces  to 
heat  metals  for  refinishing.  At  the  present  time  the  Utility  Company,  in  question, 
which  is  Montana  Dakota  Utility,  is  unable  to  furnish  the  required  natural  gas  for 
the  furnaces,  and  consequently  we  have  had  to  turn  to  a  lesser  desirable  #5  Dies3l 
Oil. 

The  Proposed  pipeline  will  cut  a  five  foot  wide,  88%  mile -long  swath  through  the 
Reservation,  disrupt  1068  acres  of  land  including  60  acres  for  compressor  stations. 

Of  this  total  1*6  tracts  are  farm  land  and  1*3  tracts  are  range  land.  The  Total  acre¬ 
age  of  the  trust  land  tracts  bordering  this  project  is  17,320acres. 

Due  to  treaty  obligations  of  the  Federal  Government  to  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservat¬ 
ion  it  is  their  trust  responsibility  to  recognize  the  problems  and  the  reason  to  our 
objecting  to  the  proposed  natural  gas  pipeline,  unless  a  natural  gas  distribution  . 
Point  is  established  on  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Fort  Peck  Tribal  Executive  Board 
dated  September  24,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS 
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Construction  and  operation  of  a  gas  pipeline  through  this  area,  along  with 

Testimony  of  Judy  Clark,  Representing  Friends  of  the  Earth,  on  Alaska  Natural 

Gas  Transportation  System,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Bureau  of 

Land  Management  Hearings,  Sacramento,  September  29,  1975 

3  compressor  stations,  5  airstrips,  6  helipads,  2  wharves,  and  several  com¬ 
munications  and  stockpile  sites,  would  unavoidably  reduce  the  numbers  of  all 

these  wildlife  species,  as  stated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

I  am  Judy  Clark,  speaking  for  Friends  of  the  Earth,  an  international 

(II:  1227-1234).  In  the  case  of  the  caribou,  the  grizzly  bears  and  wolverines, 

organization  concerned  with  conservation  and  rational  use  of  the  earth’s 

the  effect  of  a  pipeline  could  be  severe,  reducing  their  populations  by  more 

resources.  Friends  of  the  Earth  has  an  active  interest  in  Alaska,  which 

than  half. 

offers  the  United  States  a  unique,  and  possibly  our  last,  opportunity  to  plan 

In  addition,  according  to  the  Impact  Statement,  the  proposed  route  through 

development  in  harmony  with  the  character  and  wildness  of  the  land.  With 

the  Wildlife  Range  ’’enhances  early  development  of  anticipated  oil  and  gas 

regard  to  oil  and  gas  development  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  Friends  of  the  Earth  recog¬ 

reserves  under  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  and  Beaufort  Sea"  (II: 

nizes  the  need  to  transport  natural  gas  from  Alaska  to  the  lower  48  states. 

2240).  It  also  establishes  a  corridor  that  would  probably  be  used  to  trans¬ 

The  question  is  not  whether  gas  shall  be  transported,  but  how.  In  evaluating 

port  oil  from  anticipated  finds  within  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  IV.  Develop¬ 

the  alternative  transport  systems,  we  have  looked  particularly  at  their 

ment  and  future  routing  within  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  would  lead 

materials  requirements,  energy  efficiency,  and  safety,  and  at  their  effects 

to  further  deterioration  of  its  wilderness  values. 

on  Alaska,  on  California,  on  public  preserves  and  wilderness  areas,  on 

Finally,  a  pipeline  corridor  through  the  Wildlife  Range  is  in  direct 

planned  land  use,  and  on  future  development. 

conflict  with  the  purpose  of  the  refuge  and  sets  a  precedent  for  encroachment 

As  a  result  of  this  evaluation.  Friends  of  the  Earth  is  firmly  opposed 

on  national  preserves  elsewhere.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

to  the  prime  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  route,  which  would  cross  the  entire  130-mile 

states  clearly  that 

width  of  north  slope  wilderness  in  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range.  The 

The  land  use  plan  for  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range 

Wildlife  Range  preserves  an  unbroken  north-south  continuum  of  wilderness 

is  to  protect  unique  wildlife,  wilderness,  and  recrea¬ 

ecosystems,  from  arctic  coastal  plain  over  the  Brooks  Range  to  interior 

tional  values.  If  the  proposed  project  is  authorized,  it 

would  have  major  and  adverse  effects  on  land  use  planning 

spruce-poplar  forest.  Within  the  Wildlife  Range,  and  in  the  path  of  the 

for  the  Range.  The  likelihood  of  additional  exploration 

proposed  route,  are  the  calving  grounds  for  Alaska’s  second  largest  caribou- 

and  subsequent  development  of  both  onshore  and  offshore 

herd,  a  major  denning  area  for  polar  bears,  a  staging  ground  for  migrating 

areas  within  the  Range  will  also  conflict  directly  with 

the  land  use  plan  for  the  Range.  (II:  1241-1242) 

snow  geese,  and  habitat  areas  for  moose,  musk  oxen,  foxe6,  wolves,  grizzly 

bears  and  wolverines,  ducks  and  other  waterfowl,  raptors,  and  songbirds. 
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In  summary,  the  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  route  would  result  in  irreversible 

William  Sound,  oil  and  gas  exploration  in  the  Gulf  of  Alaska,  and  drilling 

loss  of  a  unique,  high-quality  wilderness  area,  in  direct  opposition  to 

in  Santa  Barbara  Channel — increase  the  risk  of  collision.  Poor  weather  and 

land  use  plans  for  the  area. 

sea  conditions  along  the  Alaska-Califomia  route  could  also  be  a  serious 

One  alternative  that  would  avoid  crossing  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 

problem.  The  Impact  Statement  concludes  that  under  the  sever:  weather 

Range  and  an  additional  200  miles  of  Canadian  north  slope  wilderness  is  that 

encountered  in  the  Gulf  of  Alaska,  the  chances  of  a  normally  minor  accident 

proposed  by  El  Paso  Alaska  Gas  Company,  and  considered  in  the  Impact  Statement 

becoming  a  disaster  are  excellent. 

as  the  Gravina  Point  alternative.  Because  this  proposal  involves  liquefying 

The  second  major  drawback  of  the  El  Paso  proposal  is  the  suggested 

the  gas  for  transport  between  Alaska  and  California,  gas  shrinkage  would  be 

siting  of  liquefied  natural  gas  facilities  at  the  presently  unspoiled  areas 

greater  than  for  traditional  pipeline  transport,  but  the  price  of  delivered 

of  Point  Conception  and  Gravina  Point.  Both  areas  would  be  adversely  affected 

gas  would  apparently  be  competitive  with  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal.  The  new 

by  the  presence  and  operation  of  a  liquefied  natural  gas  plant  and  by  the 

pipeline  system  in  Alaska  and  California  would  be  approximately  1,000  miles 

development  that  is  likely  to  follow.  Air  quality  and  marine  life  would 

long,  as  compared  with  over  6,000  miles  for  the  Arctic  Gas  delivery  system. 

suffer  particularly,  from  plant  emissions  and  from  the  discharge  of  heated 

Pipeline  impacts  would  be  confined  to  the  existing  oil  pipeline  corridor. 

or  cooled,  biocide-treated  seawater.  For  environmental  reasons,  the  choice 

except  for  the  Valdez-to-Point -Gravina  link  and  a  short  section  of  new  pipeline 

of  Point  Conception  as  a  liquefied  natural  gas  site  is  unacceptable.  Local 

construction  in  Southern  California.  The  El  Paso  proposal  thus  represents  a 

and  State  agencies  have  envisioned  Point  Conception  as  public  open  space — 

significant  saving  .in  steel  pipe,  and  in  wilderness  and  wildlife  affected. 

for  example,  Santa  Barbara’s  General  Plan  recommends  the  development  of  5 

Unfortunately,  the  proposal  has  two  serious  drawbacks.  The  first  is 

county  beach  parks  between  Point  Conception  and  Gaviota.  A  liquefied 

the  hazard  involved  in  transporting  liquefied  natural  gas,  particularly  on 

natural  gas  terminal  on  Point  Conception  would  negate  open  space  use  of  the 

the  scale  envisioned.  El  Paso  would  add  11  new  cryogenic  tankers  to  the 

area  and  would  also  entail  building  a  pipeline  across  a  portion  of  Los  Padres 

1974  world  total  of  14.  Each  tanker  would  have  a  capacity  of  165,000  cubic 

National  Forest.  Alternative  siting  of  the  terminal  in  Los  Angeles  Harbor  is 

meters,  much  larger  than  the  1974  average,  and  the  fleet  would  add  425 

untenable  because  of  the  danger  to  the  large  population  there.  Siting  at 

voyages  per  year  to  the  present  historical  total  of  800.  Such  an  increase 

Oxnard  should  only  be  considered  after  close  consultation  with  the  local 

in  tanker  size  and  number  along  a  single  sea  route  would  compound  the  possi¬ 

community,  including  public  hearings  in  the  area. 

bilities  for  leaks,  collisions,  and  groundings,  with  resultant  fire,  explo¬ 

The  El  Paso  proposal,  then,  has  the  advantage  of  causing  less  pipeline- 

sion,  asphyxiating  gas  clouds,  or  major  pollution.  Special  navigational 

related  environmental  degradation  than  the  Arctic  Gas  Company  route,  but  it 

hazards  in  the  suggested  port  approach  areas — oil  tanker  traffic  in  Prince 

has  safety  and  siting  problems  associated  with  liquefied  natural  gas  transport. 
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Another  pipeline  alternative,  that  would  avoid  both  encroachment  on  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  and  the  liquefied  natural  gas  hazard,  is  what 
the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  calls  the  Fairbanks  alternative. 
Because  this  route  would  follow  existing  highways  from  Prudhoe  Bay  well  into 
Canada,  no  construction  roads  would  have  to  be  built,  and  pipeline  impacts 
would  be  confined  to  existing  corridors.  No  undistarubed  wilderness  areas 
would  be  affected.  The  single  disadvantage  to  this  route  is  its  length— 

7,000  miles,  which  is  800  miles  longer  than  the  Arctic  Gas  Company  route. 

None  of  the  proposals  for  transporting  Alaskan  natural  gas  to  the  lower 
48  states  is  completely  satisfactory  to  us.  According  to  the  Impact  Statement, 
any  gas  pipeline  construction  in  the  Arctic  would  have  serious  unavoidable 
impacts,  given  the  problems  of  revegetation  and  the  necessity  to  use  ground 
vehicles  for  maintenance  and  emergency  repairs.  Permafrost  degradation  and 
frost  heave  would  be  likely,  with  consequent  water  ponding,  development  of 
rills  and  gullies,  accelerated  erosion,  and  slope  Instability.  Air  quality 
around  compressor  stations  would  suffer  from  plant  emissions  and  ice  fog. 

The  probability  of  such  adverse  impacts  makes  the  choice  of  pipeline  route 
particularly  important. 

This  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  concentrates  on  the  prime 
route  proposal  of  the  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  with  minor 
emphasis  on  El  Paso’s  liquefied  natural  gas  alternative.  It  is  critical 
that  all  the  alternatives  be  given  equal  consideration  before  a  route 
decision  is  made.  We  recommend  that  additional  consideration  be  given  to  the 
Fairbanks  alternative.  We  also  recommend  additional  evaluation  of  alterna¬ 
tives  in  terms  of  their  energy  and  materials  requirements  and  their  effi- 
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ciency  of  energy  transport. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify. 


13 

The  next  speaker  i3  Judith  Clark,  representing 

14 

the  Friends  of  the  Earth. 

15 

Will  you  state  your  full  name,  and  address. 

16 

please? 

17 

MS.  CLARK:  The  address  of  the  organization,  or  my 

18 

address? 

19 

JUDGE  STEINER:  The  organization. 

20 

MS.  CLARK:  I'm  Judy  Clark.  Friends  of  the  Earth  Is 

21 

located  at  529  Commercial  Street,  San  Francisco. 

22 

This  morning,  I'm  speaking  for  Friends  of 

23 

the  Earth,  an  International  organization  concerned  with 

24 

conservation  and  rational  use  of  the  earth's  resources. 

25 

Friends  of  the  Earth  has  an  active  Interest  in  Alaska,  which 
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offers  the  United  States  a  unique,  and  possibly  our  last, 
opportunity  to  plan  development  In  harmony  with  the 
character  and  wildness  of  the  land.  With  regard  to  oil  and 
gas  development  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  Friends  of  the  Earth  recog¬ 
nizes  the  need  to  transport  natural  gas  from  Alaska  to  the 
lower  Jj8  states.  The  question  Is  not  whether  gas  shall  be 
transported,  but  how.  In  evaluating  the  alternative  trans¬ 
port  systems ,  we  have  looked  particularly  at  their  materials 
requirements,  energy  efficiency,  and  safety,  and  at  their 
effects  on  Alaska,  on  California,  on  public  preserves,  and 
wilderness  areas,  on  planned  land  use,  and  on  future 
development . 

As  a  result  of  this  evaluation.  Friends  of  the 
Earth  is  firmly  opposed  to  the  prime  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas 
route,  which  would  cross  the  entire  130-mile  width  of  north 
slope  wilderness  in  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range.  The 
Wildlife  Range  preserves  an  unbroken  north-south  continuum 
of  wilderness  ecosystems,  from  arctic  coastal  plain  over  the 
Brooks  Range  to  interior  spruce-poplar  forest.  Within  the 
Wildlife  Range,  and  in  the  path  of  the  proposed  route,  are 
the  calving  grounds  for  Alaska's  second  largest  caribou 
herd,  a  major  denning  area  for  polar  bears,  a  staging  ground 
for  migrating  snow  geese,  and  habitat  areas  for  moose,  musk 
oxen,  foxes,  wolves,  grizzly  bears  and  wolverines,  ducks 
and  other  waterfowl,  raptors,  and  songbirds.  Construction 
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1 

and  operation  of  a  gas  pipeline  through  this  area,  along 

proposed  project  is  authorized,  it  would 

'2 

with  three  compressor  stations,  five  airstrips,  six  helipads, 

have  major  and  adverse  effects  on  land  use 

3 

two  wharves,  and  several  communications,  and  stockpile  sites, 

planning  for  the  Range.  The  likelihood  of 

4 

would  unavoidably  reduce  the  numbers  of  all  these  wildlife 

< 

additional  exploration  and  subsequent  develop- 

5 

species,  as  stated  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 

5 

ment  of  both  onshore  and  offshore  areas  with- 

6 

ment.  In  the  case  of  the  caribou,  the  grizzly  bears,  and 

6 

in  the  Range  will  also  conflict  directly  with 

7 

wolverines,  the  effect  of  a  pipeline  could  be  severe. 

7 

the  land  use  plan  for  the  Range.",  end  of 

8 

reducing  their  populations  by  more  than  half. 

8 

quote. 

9 

In  addition,  according  to  the  Impact  Statement, 

9 

In  summary,  the  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  route 

10 

the  proposed  route  through  the  Wildlife  Range,  "enhances 

10 

would  result  in  irreversible  loss  of  a  unique,  high-quality 

11 

early  development  of  anticipated  oil  and  gas  reserves  under 

11 

wilderness  area,  in  direct  opposition  to  land  use  plans 

12 

the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  and  Beaufort  Sea,"  end 

12 

for  the  area. 

13 

of  quote.  It  also  establishes  a  corridor  that  would  probably 

13 

One  alternative  that  would  avoid  crossing 

14 

be  used  to  transport  oil  from  anticipated  finds  within  Naval 

14 

the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  and  an  additional  200 

15 

Petroleum  Reserve  IV.  Development  and  future  routing  within 

15 

miles  of  Canadian  north  slope  wilderness  is  that  proposed 

16 

the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  would  lead  to  further 

16 

by  El  Paso  Alaska  Gas  Company,  and  considered  in  the  Impact 

17 

deterioration  of  its  wilderness  values. 

17 

Statement  as  the  Gravina  Point  alternative.  Because  this 

18 

Finally,  a  pipeline  corridor  through  the 

18 

proposal  involves  liquefying  the  gas  for  transport  between 

19 

Wildlife  Range  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  purpose  of  the 

19 

Alaska  and  California,  gas  shrinkage  would  be  greater  than 

20 

refuge  and  sets  a  precedent  for  encroachment  of  national 

20 

for  traditional  pipeline  transport,  but  the  price  of 

21 

preserves  elsewhere.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 

21 

delivered  gas  would  apparently  be  competitive  with  the 

22 

ment  states  clearly  that,  quote. 

22 

Arctic  Gas  proposal.  The  new  pipeline  system  in  Alaska,  and 

23 

"The  land  use  plan  for  the  Arctic  National 

23 

California  would  be  approximately  1,000  miles  long,  as 

24 

Wildlife  Range  is  to  protect  unique  wildlife, 

24 

compared  with  over  6,000  miles  for  the  Arctic  Gas  delivery 

25 

wilderness,  and  recreational  values.  If  the 

25 

system.  Pipeline  impacts  would  be  confined  to  the  existing 

-  23 

1 

■ 

oil  pipeline  corridor,  except  for  the  Valdez-to-Point- 

1 

1 

becoming  a  disaster  are  excellent. 

2 

Gravina  link,  and  a  short  section  of  new  pipeline  construction 

2 

The  second  major  drawback  of  the  El  Paso 

3 

in  Southern  California.  The  El  Paso  proposal  thus  repre- 

3 

proposal  is  the  suggested  siting  of  liquefied  natural  gas 

4 

sents  a  significant  saving  in  steel  pipe,  and  in  wilderness. 

4 

facilities  at  the  presently  unspoiled  areas  of  Point 

5 

and  wildlife  affected. 

5 

Conception,  and  Gravina  Point.  Both  areas  would  be  adversely 

6 

Unfortunately,  the  proposal  has  two  serious 

6 

affected  by  the  presence  and  operation  of  a  liquefied  natural 

7 

drawbacks.  The  first  is  the  hazard  involved  in  transporting 

7 

gas  plant,  and  by  the  development  that  is  likely  to  follow. 

8 

liquefied  natural  gas,  particularly  on  the  scale  envisioned. 

8 

Air  quality,  and  marine  life  would  suffer  particularly  from 

9 

El  Paso  would  add  11  new  cryogenic  tankers  to  the  197*1 

9 

plant  emissions,  and  from  the  discharge  of  heated  or  cooled. 

10 

world  total  of  14.  Each  tanker  would  have  a  capacity  of 

10 

biocide-treated  seawater.  For  environmental  reasons,  the 

11 

165,000  cubic  meters,  which  is  much  larger  than  the  1974 

11 

choice  of  Point  Conception  as  a  liquefied  natural  gas  site 

12 

average,  and  the  fleet  would  add  425  voyages  per  year  to 

12 

is  unacceptable.  Local  and  State  agencies  have  envisioned 

13 

the  present  historical  total  of  800.  Such  an  increase  in 

13 

Point  Conception  as  a  public  open  space;  for  example. 

14 

tanker  size  and  number  along  a  single  sea  route  would 

14 

Santa  Barbara's  General  Plan  recommends  the  development  of 

15 

compound  the  possibilities  for  leaks,  collisions,  and 

15 

five  county  beach  parks  between  Point  Conception,  and 

16 

groundings,  with  resultant  fire,  explosion,  asphyxiating 

16 

Gaviota.  A  liquefied  natural  gas  terminal  on  Point 

17 

gas  clouds,  or  major  pollution.  Special  navigational 

17 

Conception  would  negate  open  space  use  of  the  area,  and 

18 

hazards  exist  in  the  suggested  port  approach  areas,  and 

18 

would  also  entail  building  a  pipeline  across  a  portion  of 

19 

these  include  oil  tanker  traffic  in  Prince  William  Sound, 

19 

Los  Padres  National  Forest.  Alternative  siting  of  the 

20 

oil  and  gas  exploration  in  the  Gulf  of  Alaska,  and  drilling 

20 

terminal  in  Los  Angeles  Harbor  is  untenable  because  of  the 

21 

in  Santa  Barbara  Channel  increase  the  risk  of  collision. 

21 

ianger  to  the  large  population  there.  Siting  at  Oxnard 

22 

Poor  weather  and  sea  conditions  along  the  Alaska-California 

22 

should  only  be  considered  after  close  consultation  with 

23 

route  could  also  be  a  serious  problem.  The  Impact  Statement 

« 

he  local  community,  Including  public  hearings  in  the  area. 

24 

concludes,  that  under  the  severe  weather  encountered  in  the 

24 

The  El  Paso  proposal,  then,  has  the  advantage 

25 

Oulf  of  Alaska,  the  changes  of  a  normally  minor  accident 

25 

f  causing  les3  pipeline  related  environmental  degradat  ?n 
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than  the  Arctic  Gas  Company  route,  but  it  has  safety  and 

1 

ice  fog.  The  probability  of  such  adverse  impacts  makes 

2 

siting  problems  associated  with  liquefied  natural  gas 

2 

the  choice  of  pipeline  route  particularly  important. 

3 

transport. 

3 

This  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

4 

Another  pipeline  alternative,  that  would 

4 

concentrates  on  the  prime  route  proposal  of  the  Alaskan  Arctic 

5 

avoid  both  encroachment  on  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 

5 

Gas  Pipeline  Company.,  with  minor  emphasis  on  El  Paso's 

6 

Range,  and  the  liquefied  natural  gas  hazard,  is  what  the 

6 

liquefied  natural  gas  alternative.  It  is  critical  that  all 

7 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  .Statement  call3  the  Fairbanks 

7 

the  alternatives  be  given  equal  consideration  before  a 

8 

alternative.  Because  this  route  would  follow  existing 

8 

route  decision  is  made.  We  recommend  that  additional 

9 

highways  from  Prudhoe  Bay  well  into  Canada,  no  construction 

9 

consideration  be  given  to  the  Fairbanks  alternative.  We 

10 

roads  would  have  to  be  built,  and  pipeline  Impacts  would  be 

10 

also  recommend  additional  evaluation  of  alternatives  in 

11 

confined  to  existing  corridors.  No  undisturbed  wilderness 

11 

terms  of  their  energy  and  materials  requirements  and  their 

12 

areas  would  be  affected.  The  single  disadvantage  to  this 

12 

efficiency  of  energy  transport. 

13 

route  is  its  length,  7,000  miles,  which  is  800  miles  longer 

13 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  testify. 

14 

than  the  Arctic  Gas  Company  route. 

14 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Does  the  panel  have  any  questions? 

15 

None  of  the  proposals  for  transporting 

15 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  I  have  none. 

16 

Alaskan  natural  gas  to  the  lower  ^8  states  is  completely 

16 

MS.  CLARK:  No. 

17 

satisfactory  to  us.  According  to  the  Impact  Statement, 

17 

MR .  HAMERSKI :  No . 

18 

any  gas  pipeline  construction  in  the  Arctic  would  have 

18 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Do  you  have  a  written  statement  to 

19 

serious  unavoidable  impacts,  given  the  problems  of  revegeta- 

19 

submit? 

20 

tion,  and  the  necessity  to  use  ground  vehicles  for 

20 

MS.  JUDITH  CLARK:  No.  I  have  a  copy  of  this  oral 

21 

maintenance  and  emergency  repairs.  Permafrost  degradation. 

21 

statement,  which  I  have  placed  over  there  (indicating),  but 

22 

and  frost  heave  would  be  likely,  with  consequent  water 

22 

no  written  statement. 

23 

ponding,  development  of  rills  and  gullies,  accelerated 

23 

JUDGE  STEINER:  All  right,  thank  you. 

24 

erosion,  and  slope  instability.  Air  quality  around 

24 

Are  there  any  other  speakers  present  in  the 

25 

compressor  stations  would  suffer  from  plant  emissions,  and 

25 

room? 

Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Friends  of  the  Earth 
at  the  Sacramento  Public  Hearing 
September  29,  1975 


1.  Comments  were  noted,  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  in  the  Final  EIS. 

2.  The  Alternatives  Volume  has  been  expanded  to  provide  a  better 
comparison  of  the  various  alternative  routes  and  energy  sources. 


<250 


ca:.»:-:**5  r: :  o?  ?:-2  i^ain 

rr.-.pr  r. jv-tct  stat*:  cr: 
T{2  :  r.  ::-i.  cas  •;;j.r3r«CAT:c:: 

syskx 


Presented  *.;•  JJ:::  Ky,".l.:  by 
fo'': 


o:--  ?!>: 

'  •  "JI-LT.-.. 

r:  i.  ;;  .*l  .vm  :.ty 

i  see:-, 

iu  ..  ...  cv  ?:2  Tori 

v:-:  nxj  ....  --.ls 


l;.::.  :  ,..j  :r:  a::b:al  Valfams,  u=a 

17.T  Li”..:,  7;.c. 


li.s.  D.V":; of  \he  Interior 


October  r,  lyvt? 


Friends  or  The  Earth 

Davii*  linuu  KB,  freik/i  >.( 

Box  17%.  Kaiihm-.i.j.  Ai  vi:<  0'i707 

WvJ-Um  479-3684 


I  r.M  J-n  Kvwalaky.  I  a:n  the  Alaska  Field  Represent.*; tjvc 
for  1’iiei  ia  of  the  Earth.  1  live  and  work  in  Fairbanks:,  Al- 
•fed  ay 1 "  res  arko  are  in  summary  fashion.  A  core  dele. ; 
written  •  fur  the  hear  inn  record  will  be  proaunted  at 

ft  later  date. 

Wo  Lave  exnr.5r.ed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  St:.tc- 
rccj»t  and  have  core-  to  the  conclusion  that  wo  nrc  otrongly  n:.i 
unalterably  opposed  to  tj.e  Arctic  Gan  **  .  proposal 

to  construct,  a  natural  gas  pipeline  across  the  Arctic  2r.iUu:;..l 
V.'ildli  »  ■.  {/.■•  it ) .  We  *al«o  oppose  the  Interior  Altcrnr.- 

Livi*  ni  pfeij.no  he;:'. e  whirl*  would  skirl  the  refuge  boundary  to 
tlio  vert  and  sotuh,  thereby  effectively  cepe rating  tlio  exist¬ 
ing  refuse  from  propose.?  extensions  '  under  j^ow- 

aionn  of  the  A  la  she,  La  live  h.lait.n  .‘'-c ttUr.cn t  Act. 

Thin  impact  state.,  ent  reads  like  nn  obituary  for  the  Ah.'.:. 
1'hore  in  no  question  about  th%:  fact  that  thin  proposal,  with 
itu  short  torn  an  well  aa  lo;:;;  term  impacts  will  very  eerier:  \v 
•  -  ■  •  Ci  e ,  r  .  nd  dent 2 

life  ;  *:d  3.  U*.  van  -  sh  -.a la  wi1 11  if e.  depend a^ on  both  s.n 
1  '  -  i  :  ... 

U  is  far  .-.V  ca  .  '.j  .;  or  d«.wb.  th.it  the  prop-.  : 

Arctic  f  '  for  !*»:-  ti  n  ific 

it  will  I-  •  ■)  ‘.his  is.  •:  *\f  r;|  u  ■  * 1  j  l*c  reserve, 

tl’is  pr.-;  1  «:•  V  .  ;1«:  :.v  •  .  .  .  .lO-  wxth  the  purpor:.*  i 
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which  this  refuse  was  Vstabli  r.hcd. 

As  a  a  poke  tun  n  for  Arctic  Gas  has  ntatcd*‘in  Fairbanks : 

"V.'o  don't  build  pi.j  ulir.es  to  improve  the  environment . " 

i. 

Vo  note  bx tensive  references  to  the  projected  all-pev- 
.  vAsivo  d c:-; '.ruction  which  is  the  very  trademark  of  this  pro¬ 
posal,  sue::  no  "funeral,  lone- tore,  wide-ranging  deciv.d? tier, 
of  the  wildlife  resources, "  the  possible  catostrophlc  i  - 
pacta  upon  caribou,  the  continual  band  of.  compressor  noise 
across  the  entire  "cons/.-'1.’  plain  within  the  refuge,  the'.”;, 

round  J;ar::oa .-.ent  of- ai'.  ?>  aft  to  snow  geese  and  uoot  other 
%  r.r.d 

wildlife  rpeci.es  fovv-  fore,  f  the  dar.vigo  to  result  to  fre 
voter  species  from  r.ccf..<  nlal  cpillo  of  toxic  chemicals,  .  ..  .j 
......  ivVri?r.r.t:*. 


will  Jiavc  to  Swait  for  f.f:.  .1  design."  I  remind  you  here  ...at 
practically  :  11  construct ic  »*  (  p  sewage  troatnent  faciliti  . 

.  -j 

on  t)*c  cui;rcnt  tre.iiS-Al:..  1.  ‘-.oil. •  pipeline  project  are  nalfv.c- 
aru 

tioning  to  this  day  r.n'^v.ot  rscoting  the  requij*emcnts  of  si:  if.  ' 
•  Ji- '  . 

law.  Fur therusorc ,  tl:cn:  -t?'.dci  upon  tiiouaahds  of  gallons  of  fue.t 

•  *«  ?><■•< 
oil  arc  l.^is.g  npillod  onto  the  tundra,  corse  of  it  reach  is;  ur- 

■  1  ’  ■  ■  fo  l  ■  ■  }  .  11  y,  eeologi  .  - 

I:..,'.'  y  del  troyi  throu^n  .inadequate  solid  waste  tan  >;<•- 

»en  ■  >  w.il  .  o  fi  i  by  construction  per:.  :r.cl, 

ursd  r.cjilh-r  the  tuilde:::  c‘  fhs.f  piplcine,  the  State  of  A1 

nor  the  Federal  Cov«  <  • : .  t  k  coverup  o',  lira  vise  )jiown  as  the 

Alnnka  I’ijvl  ii:c  Office,  \:ho  ore  charged  with  enforcement  t 

construct  Jon  s'f  i  pr. i  :.  ,  arc  able  to  jio;c:Oy  deni  with 

neverc  prubl  < 

Even  */m:  imjact  r.'.itlei'.ent  df'sn't  adequately  c.ekn*  .••  •  (-. 
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ihese  problems  in  light  of  those  which  have  become  obvious 
with  tho  debacle  of  the  construction  of  the  trann  Alaska 
oil  pipeline. 

Vo  arc  also  aware  from*  the  impact  statement  that  this 
project  imposes  other  unacceptable  environmental  and  ooci.o- 
c eon s:\ic  costs.  The  impact  of  tlic  current  oil  pipeline  coa¬ 
st  met:  on  upon  Pnirbor.kG  has  been  ceonomi cnlly  and  socially 
:•  (:*  J  »#  ii.Haticn  and  ether  abuses  of  tho  tsA 

of  that  ce:..r.Mity  are  racing  out  of  control  and  have  pm  •? 
denolir-hvd  the  sense  of  co.*..mWi».i ty  there.  V/e  feel  Uiat  this' 
impact  statement  undejO;tntcs  the  adverse  immediate  wid  lei:.; 
tern  iapnctn  which  this  proposal  would  bring  to  especially 
tl»e  northern  Alaskan  and  Canadian  co.m:. unities  which  it  vc.ld 


all  oegnents  of  this  pro;  nsal  upon  rare  and  vr.ja.ngercd  pj ■  t 
0ttch  o  peregrine  i  ■  .  .  .  n,  bal  i 

eagle,  bighorn  cheep,  aid  othcru. 

In  addition  to  the  destruction  this  project  would  br 
to  the  defacto  v‘ Id  era  ecu  of  the  /.EVK ,  t)jc  all  pervasive  du- 
gradation  of  the  wildlife  rercurco  base  there  and  tJ:e  reduction, 
of  wildlife  mrmborn  and  acsociuU-i  habitats  for  cs.ribou, 
oxen,  •  1  ,  '  .  C.  . ;...,  r  re  rii  i  falcono  and  oti  ■  . 

hi:*:.-,  the  stall''  ••■nt  any  to  sign!  ”i rar.t  los.a  of  Vegetal iw:: 
cover  vi lb out  availability  of  proven  rev-gelation  cathode, 
creating  serious  evosi-a,  the  unknown  factor  of  frost  heaven, 
and  the  alters lio.n  of  va.ler  C  rni all  creating  cl.  .:;-.. 

\*!iich  Vou!i.  '  •  nl  to  le  irreversible  ar.d  net  quantifiable  j  re- 
r.ent  i>  . 
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Othor  inadequacies  in  the  statement  exist  with  vdgarcJ 

to  alternative  routes.  Data  to  allow  comparative  analysis  of 

other  routes  in  insufficient,  ard  the  .choices  are  not  treated 

uV  whole  rcuter. .  |  Cost  effective  analysis  tc  compare  each 

proper  :!  in  liking  an  io  the  treatment  of  wildlife  impacts 

for  each  a" ternutivo  route.  Vurthcr,  severe  constraints  of 

avai Ir.hi  ! :  ty  of  frenh'  water  exist  on  Alaska's  North  Slope, 

and  t! --  :  n-.lyr.i h  o'  the  pro': '  :.'J  -snociated  with  oonr. Irueta on 

of  l.uow  and  ice  roads  in  this  light  appears  very  cupvrf:.c  1 

The  d incus.: j on  of  the  cJi.i.;;i:>ie  as  an  alternative  wj;-. 

should  Vo  greatly  tx:  raided  o3i.ee  we  believe  lighter- U/ai-atr 

techno: o-v  hrOds  annv.-e vs  to  the  problem  of  trannnl.j jrcr.t  i 
from 

raw  m..  tor  1:1 
that  the  .in'. 


foods  ^  the  Arctic.  V.'c  believe,  for  c:  ;  ' 
Department  should  inventigate  the  rciuiUs  oi 


u5  ralil  :<  to  transport  r-.'.ural  g  .  •  from  Algeria  to  sen;  I  horn  • 
The  Fairl r.r.ks/A leas  hi  ;:s-n/  alternative  would  l.avc  the 
least  r  ■  Pi  i:  •.  ’.  .Id.  ..esv  and  wildlife  resources  of  ai.y 
non  .  .  ••  fc< »  v  needs  a  thourc 

in  erd.-r  Lo  allow  ;  r.y  objective  decision  to  be  made.  Doforc 
l);1,  i  j  -  ...  i  it  1  *el  ■ 

t*or>  of  :  1  vs  ■  -v 

aid  ti:--  p 


l\ 


] i lielu'i v  r  m  v y 

t.  on  hot):  the  Arei 3 c.  Cm. 


\; 

In  C(  :ic2  v-  . 
public  >  ■ 

to  1!  /•  !'  b'  •  ; 

pare  all  eria.i'Jvi 


•i 


.•lie  f: 


■n  too  ? title  time  for 
:  ,‘c  its  .'vyist  loll.  '■«.•! e: 
,i‘.  ic  :  ad'  ’ 

u:  •.-■oept-'.b1  ■  «  <•(. 


nocinl  anil  environmental  costa. 

The  proposal  would  make  a  ahambles  of  the  ANWR  and  io 
IncoT.patibl  e  with  its  intended  purpose.  It  would  impose 


(wtei  1 1  I 
'  V  w- 

I 


■  adverse  impacts  to  indigenous  culture 
which  J.r.ve  evolved  around  subsistence  gathering  activities. 

We  understand  the  need  to  develop  the  natural  gas  loe-ted 
at  JVudhoe  I'r.y. 


liowr.-ver ,  it  is  becoming  increasingly  appa7’ont,in  Ala: kn 
as  well  as  in  other  states  that  both  industry  and  govern:  .:*: 
must  strive  to  develop  energy  sources  without  simply  dt  .roy 
ing  any  other  values  which  happen:  to  get  in  the  way.  In 
this  case,  the  values  to  be  irreversibly  damaged  or  desire;,  v 
air  a  ,?art  of  the  urici-u-.s  wild  erne.  s.  wildlife  and  crM -  i 


the  rows  v:hj  there  is  a  wildlife  resein’o  in  that  regie::. 

Although  Arctic  Gas  has  done  commendable  research  on  the 
piv.c  route,  ve  feel  it  was  to  justify  a  decision  already  i.  de, 
not  to  test  it.  We  do  not.  believe  America  will  simply  sacrifice 
anylhing  and  evrrythir.g  special  to  the  whims  of  private  i.  '  .  try, 
not  when  th-.-jv-  are  other  ways  to  achieve  the  end  result. 

If  her  i  •  And  the  '  ■  •  - ,  and  Alnska'a  ena  •  iru 

Arctic,  are  :.;.ong  t.V  i  specv.l  pl-.ecB  left  in  the  naif 
\’p  uot  oir,ji3,j  ■  :  |e  allow  the  dir  s. fling  «  '  • 

Arctic  '  it  <  .1  V33  . '  .  '  •!!;•••  or  the  refuge  ©ysten  vi  th  !  \  . 

t  ud  t!  i  n.jon  to  a  devdej ::  ent  for  vhie).  Vl.erc  arc 
niters  tJvi  .  do  ms  h  w  isld  bn  to  on/  >gc  in  t!ic  noat  3 

rijion  bli  ■  -  ■  •  ,  rat  i  tion  an  d  velojcnent  of  ouj  • 

■I 

. . .  i:  .  .  '  t  •  '  '  ■  ..f  S.*i llTemC!  !)  I  I 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Washington,  D.  C. 

October  2,  1975 
by  Mr.  Jitn  Kowalsky 
representing 
Friends  of  the  Earth 


j  ''STATEMENT  OF  MR.  JIM  KOWALSRY 

ij 


1 

s  I! 


'iFRIEITDS  OF  THE  EARTH 

MR.  KOwAIrGKY:  I  am  Jim  Kowalsky.  I  am  the  Alaska 


A  i'Field  Rawrcseivhauivc  for  FriGr.d3  of  the  Earth.  I  live  and  work 

‘  ij 

5  j;in  Fairbanks,  Alaska.  Today's  remarks  are  in  summary  fashion 
5  ' and  they  ere  being  presented  on  behalf  of  Friends  of  the  Earth, 

ij 

7  I  Defenders  of  Wildlife,  the  American  Littoral  Society,  the 
0  jjehosapeake  Chapter  of  the  American  Littoral  Society,  the  Commit- 

ft 

o  tee  for  the  Preservation  of  the  Tule  Elk,  the  Fund  for  f.nimals, 

| 

j!ithe  International  Fund  for  Animal  Welfare,  USA,  and  Let  Live, 
i,Inc. 


A  more  detailed  written  statement  for  the  hearing 


jjrecord  will  be  presented  at  a  later  date. 

,4  j!  Now  we  have  examined  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

..r  ’'Statement  and  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  we  are  strongly 

"1 

and  unalterably  opposed  to  the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline 
‘proposal  to  construct  a  natural  gas  pioeline  across  the  Arctic 

Si 


;|National  Wildlife  Range. 


•0 


We  also  oppose  the  Interior  Alternative  Pipeline  Route 
•  which  would  skirt  the  refuge  boundary  to  the  west  and  .south. 


!therebv  effectively  separating  the  existing  refuge  from  proposed 

^  ;j 

extensions  made  under  provisions  of  the  Alaska  Native  Claims 
‘  *  :| 

^  Settlement  Act. 

„ ,  ji  This  Impact  Statenu*nt  reads  like  an  obituary  for  the  | 

r.„  ;Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range.  There  is  no  question  about  the  j 


Z5Z 


; fact  that  this  proposal,  v/ith  its  short  term  as  well  as  long 


terra  impacts,  will  very  seriously  directly  disturb,  erode, 

r 

-  reduce,  deteriorate,  and  destroy  wildlife  and  habitat  upon 


l> 


4  j! which  this  wildlife  depends,  on  both  an  imraediato  basis  and 

5  upon  a  continuing  long  term  basis, 
j: 

6  It  is  far  bsyor.d  any  question  or  doubt  that  the  pro- 
!j 

7  .  posad  Arctic  Pa3  pipeline  is  unacceptable  for  the  terrific 
Cl  ^damage  which  it  v/ill  bring  to  this  unique  federal  wildlife 

Si 

j  i:  reserve,  and  that  this  proposal  is  completely  incor.ipatible 

!i 

«;with  the  purposes  for  which  this  refuge  was  established. 


1 


t!  ji  As  a  spokesman  for  Arctic  Gas  has  stated  in  Fairbanks: . 

V?.  |  "We  don't  build  pipelines  to  improve  the  environment." 

Il  i 

^•3  f]  We  note  extensive  references  to  the  projected  all-  i 

i  .  .  j 

'4  pervasive  destruction  which  is  the  very  trademark  of  this  | 

*r,  Jj proposal,  such  as  "general,  long-term,  wide-ranging  degradation  \ 

*£  !jof  the  wildlife  resources,"  the  possible  catastrophic  impacts 
i" 

-v  j- of  caribou,  the  continual  band  of  compressor  noise  across  the 
*  ♦ 

er  ,!  entire  coastal  plain  within  the  refuge,  the  yearrovmd  harass- 
»• 

yt  ;;nent  of  aircraft  to  snow  geese  and  most  other  wildlife  species 
' j  found  there,  and  the  damage  to  result  to  fresh  water  species 

jj 

p;  i!  from  accidental  spills  of  toxic  chemicals,  fuels  and  lubricants. 

Wo  note  that  details  for  the  processing  of  sev:ngo 


?*!  ii 

•I  .  1 

a-,  'wastes  Will  have  to  "wait  for  final  design."  I  remind  you 

'•  i 

r.  here  that  practicclly  all  construction  camp  sewage  treatment 

jj  ; 

.  .  j  facilities  on  the  current  trans-Alacka  oil  pipeline  project  are 


1  'j  malfunctioning  to  this  day  and  are  not  meeting  the  requirements 
-  p  of  state  lav;. 

j! 

3  •’  Furthermore,  thousands  upon  thousands  of  gallons  of 

4  i! fuel  oil  are  being  soilled  onto  the  tundra,  some  of  it  reaching 

il 

£•  ;  surface  waters.  Wildlife  are  being  physically,  ecologically 

5  ,!  and  aesthetically  destroyed  through  inadquato  solid  waste  man- 
7  ri  agoment  v;hich  engenders  attracting  wild  animals  for  feeding, 

0  Ii  and  continued  wildlife  feeding  by  construction  personnel,  and 

ll 

*)  ji  neither  the  builders  of  that  pipeline,  the  State  of  Alaska  nor 
'.0  Jthe  Federal  Government’s  coverup  otherwise  known  as  the  Alaska 

ii 

5?  jj  Pipeline  Office,  who  are  charged  with  enforcement  of  cor.struc- 
•!  tion  stipulations,  are  able  to  properly  deal  with  these  severe 


\?j  jj  problems . 


Even  this  Ipipact  Statement  doesn't  adequately  acknow- 


i ledge  these  problems  in  light  of  those  which  have  become  obvi- 

I 

S3  Jous  with  the  debacle  of  the  construction  of  the  trans-Alaska 
y/  ;|oil  pipeline. 

ij 

Iq  |!  We  are  also  auarc  from  the  Impact  Statement  that  this 

ii 

<3  ,■ project  imposes  other  unacceptable  environmental  and  socio- 
2.3  j*  economic  costs.  The  impact  of  the  current  oil  pipeline  con- 


11 


truction  upon  Fairbanks  has  been  economically  and  socially 


,  devastating. 


Crime,  inflation  and  other  abuses  of  the  fabric  of 


(| 

C--'  * 

r-.j  ’!that  community  are  racing  out  of  control  and  have  practically 

ii 

^ demolished  the  sense  of  community  there.  We  feel  that  this 


i  jj  impact  Statement  understates  the  adverse  immediate  and  long 
.  to  1-1  impacts  which  this  proposal  would  bring  to  especially  the 

i 

S;  northern  Masha  and  Canadian  coxOT.unitie3  which  it  would  affect. 

4  jj  note  too  that  tha  Statement  emphasizes  the  threat 

ji  I 

£'  ji  of  all  segments  of  this  proposal  upon  rare  and  endangered 

H  ij snecies,  such  as  the  peregrins  falcon,  praire  falcon,  bald 
jl 

v  i;  eagle,  golden  eagle,  bighorn  sheep,  and  others. 


Ii 


In  addition  to  the  destruction  this  project  would 


Q  jj  bring  to  tha  defacto  wilderness  of  the  Arctic  National  wildlife 


Range,  the  all  pervasive  degradation  of  tllo  wildlife  resource 
!  base  there  and  the  reductions  of  wildlife  numbers  and  associ- 


I 

”  I 

1?.  |j  ated  habitats  for  caribou,  mush  oi:en,  wolves,  snow-  geese,  ducks,  ^ 
S£  jj peregrine  falcons  and  other  birds,  the  Statement  suggests  sig-  ^ 
14  jj  nif i.eant  loss  of  vegetation  cover  without  availability  of  proven 

i 

revegetation  methods,  creating  serious  erosion,  the  unknown  \ 

'1  factor  of  frost  heaves,  and  the  alteration  of  water  drainages, 

lv  !i  .  .  i 

'.-7  •  all  creating  changes  which  would  tend  to  be  irreversible  and 

IJ 

*<3  'i  not  quantifiable  presently. 

,g  |  Other  inadequacies  in  the  Statement  exist  with  regard  ; 

])  to  alternative  routes.  Data  to  allow  comparative  analysis  of 

i  _  i 

j'  other  routes  is  insufficient,  and  the  chorees  are  not  treated  j 

*;as  entire  whole  routes.  They  are  rather  sectionalized. 

j|  ! 

/j  Cost  effective  analysis  to  compare  each  propocal  rs  | 

**  l| 

'j  lacking  as  is  the  treatment  of  wildlife  impacts  for  each  alter-  ; 
*•  ’  >j  ^  J 

-  )' native  route.  Further,  severe  constraints  of  availability  of 


•  fresh  water  exist  on  Alaska' a  North  Slope,  ar.d  the  analysis  j 

;;  t 

of  the  problems  ar.rociated  with  construction  of  snow  and  ice  \ 

ij  i 

-  roads  in  this  light  appears  vary  superficial. 

4  The  discussion  of  the  dirigible  as  an  alternative 

3  ’j  mode  should  bo  greatly  expanded  since  we  believe  lighter-then-  ; 

■t  ' 

■I  • 

C  .  ad.r  technology  holds  answers  to  the  problems  ot  transshipment 

7  -of  raw  materials  and  goods  from  the  Arctic.  We  believe,  for  ; 

ii  1 

0  H example,  that  the  Interior  Department  should  investigate  the 

'• 

9  I: results  of  Shell,  Ltd.'s  London  research  and  development  proto-  ■ 

!j  ! 

TO  «  type  of  an  airship  to  transport  natural  cae  from  Algeria  to 

»  | 

•  2  j)  southern  Europe.  : 


IZ  ?! 


The  Fairbanks/Alcan  highway  alternative  would  have 


l 


23  ji tha  least  impact  upon  wilderness  and  wildlife  resources  of  any 

14  ji  non  licruiiied  natural  gas  marine  tanker  proposal.  This  axter- 
ji 

* 5  native  needs  a  thorough  analysis  in  order  to  allow  any  objective 

il 

!G  ?  decision  to  be  made. 

<7  ;i  3efore  this  proposal  is  considered,  there  must  be 

10  jlrauch  more  information  of  alternative  routes  and  proposals, 

<3  jj  including  analysis  of  the  fcrthcoming  Federal  Power  Commission 

il 

£0  |j  impact  statement  on  both  the  Arctic  Gas  and  the  competing  El 
2i  jjPaso  Alaska  Company  proposals. 

*>?  I]  in  conclusion,  there  has  been  too  little  time  for  pub- 

j 

lie  review  of  this  document  since  its  August  15th  release  to 
p*  jtha  ptiblic.  It's  not  exactly  light  bedtime  reading.  This 

;i impact  Statement  does  not  adequately  compare  alternative  routes. 


£53 


fi  ! 

i  ji  but  it  docs  thoroughly  demonstrate  that  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal 

i  1 

~  mandates  unacceo table  economic,  social  and  environmental  coots. 

j!  '  i 

3  ij  The  proposal  would  make  a  shambles  of  the  Arctic  , 

4  lJ National  Wildlife  Range  and  is  incompatible  with  5 ta  intended 

!|  '  ; 

£.•  •  purpose.  It  would  impose  short  term  impacts  and  on-going  long 

G  ’*  term  devastation  to  habitat  and  associated  sildlife  with 
7  :!  adverse  impacts  to  indigenous  cultures  which  have  evolved 

i 

£  i.  around  subs5.stenco  gathering  activities. 

jj 

We  understand  the  need  to  develop  the  natural  gas 


3 

10  !l  located  at  Prudaoc  Bay.  However ,  it  is  becoming  increasingly 

n 


; apparent  in  Alaska  as  well  as  in  other  statac  that  both  industry 


i! 

2  ij and  government  must  strive  tc  devolop  onergy  sources  without 

3  j! simply  destroying  any  other  values  which  happen  to  get  in  the 

!l 

A  !!  waY* 

il 


In  this  case,  the  valuea  to  be  irreversibly  damaged 


13  jjor  destroyed  are  a  part  of  the  priceless  wilderness,  wildlife 
27  j|and  cultural  heritage  which  has  helped  to  make  our  nation 


jl  great.  These  are  the  reasons  why  thore  is  a  wildlife  reserve 

1 

t;  in  this  region  of  Alaska. 

J 

Although  Arctic  Gas  has  done  commendable  research  on 

il 

:j  tho  prime  route,  we  feci  it  was  to  justify  a  decision  already 
..made;  not  to  test  it.  We  do  not  believe  America  will  simply 
sacrifice  anything  and  everything  special  to  the  v/hims  of  private 
industry;  not  when  there  are  other  ways  to  achieve  the  end  j 

,  result.  , 


7 

8 
8 

;o 
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There  are  other  ways.  And  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range,  and  Alaska's  eastern  Arctic,  are  among  the 
most  special  places  loft  in  the  nation. 

We  are  not  simply  going  to  allow  the  dismantling  of 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Rar.ga  or  the  refuge  system  within 
Alaska  and  the  nation  to  a  development  for  which  there  are 
alternatives. 

To  do  such  would  be  to  engage  in  the  most  irrespon¬ 
sible  management,  protection  and  development  of  our  nation's 
resources,  including  those  tiny  remnants  of  wilderness  which 
are  the  very  last  —  the  very  end  of  any  wilderness  we  once  had 
and  ever  will  have. 

We  must  look  at  the  alternatives  and  we  must  assess 
the  other  gas  pipeline  proposal.  This  Impact  Statement  does 
not  do  that,  although  it  is  a  start;  a  beginning.  Now  we  must 
go  forward  with  the  process  which  has  been  started,  and  we 
must  carry  it  through  to  its  logical  conclusion  with  a  very 
complete  analysis  of  the  options  and  the  alternatives,  the 
total  costs  and  the  benefits. 

Thio  was  not  done  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
in  its  aborted  attempt  to  assess  the  most  desirable  Alaska  oil 
pipeline  routing  from  Prudhoe  Bay,  nor  was  it  achioved  by  the 
Congrecs  to  whom  the  Department  of  State  oven  went  so  far  as 
to  misrepresent  the  pertinent  information  on  alternative 
routings,  a  wretchedly  dismal  performance  by  the  federal 


I- 


i 


i, 


*  ’!  government  which  must  not  ba  repeated. 

„  -i 

-  •  Thank  you  for  hearing  those  views. 

S  JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Kownl.sky.  Are  there  any 

4  !'  questions  from  the  Panel? 

!j 

f.  •;  MR.  SOwL:  Mr.  Eowalsky,  you  have  indicated  a  rather 

'  low  opinion  of  the  Alaska  Pipeline  Office.  You  have  heard  two 
!  of  the  previous  people  testify  that  inspection  teams  were 

ii 

■  unnecessary.  What  is  your  ooinion  of  the  need  or  lack  of  need 

!; 

jj  for  inspection  teams? 

MR.  KCWALSXY:  I  just  got  in  here  maybe  at  the  tail 

ji 

end  of  the  gentlemen's  rcanark3  on  that,  so  I  wasn't  certain 


ii 


:)  what-  he  was  saying. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  there  are  a  lot  of  teams  on 
thi3  project  that  we  are  now  seeing  built,  and  they  are  not, 


!•  somehow,  being  effective.  We  have  reported  this  to  various 
j 

{•sources  —  most  recently  to  John  Melcher's  Oversight  Hearings  — 
ji  200  pages  worth.  I'm  not  certain  that  the  answer  is  in  a  lot  ( 

ij  i 

JI  of  teams,  but  I  do  know  that  a  lot  of  problems  of  the  nature  j 
of  improper  solid  waste  disposal,  sewage  treatment  facilities,  ♦ 
i! planning  review,  feeding  of  wildlife,  destroyina  of  wildlife  — 

i 

| this  is  a  daily  occurrence. 

i 


Fuel  handling  procedures  have  been  poorly  designed, 

,30  that  a  lot  of  fuel  haa  been  spilled.  Records  have  been  poorly 
ij  ; 

•jkcpfc  of  how  much  fuel  is  delivered,  and  therefore  when  a  leak  ie ' 

discovered,  no  one  seems  to  be  able  to  track  down  how  much  fuel 


•  ;;  is  there.  Something  different  has  to  be  done. 

This  is  not  the  image  that  the  public  was  sold  of  the 

ij 

•  .oil  pipeline  project,  so  I’m  not  certain  what  the  answer  is; 

4  '.but  I  don't  think  the-  answer  to  that  is  to  take  away  all  of 

.1  • 

5  -j  the  civilians  maybe  to  do  a  better  job  with  this. 

d  j!  MB-  SOWL :  You  have  indicated,  as  have  other  environ- 

7  mental  gxoupa  at  other  meetings,  that  by  and  large  the  environ- 
S  v  mental  groups  are  leaning  towards  going  to  Fairbanks  and  down 
9  ,, the  Alcan  Highway.  At  the  same  time  you  have  given  a  detail 

10  jj  of  th©  iupact  on  Fairbanks .  Do  you  think  these  impacts  vrould 

ji 

1?  j be  aggravated  by  another  pipeline? 

! 

MR.  KOWALSRY:  I  think  they  would,  yes.  I  ask  the 
IS  jj  question,  do  we  want  to  continue  the  situation  by  going  across 
U)  ji  brand  new  country  ana  starting  it  all  over  again  in  another 
13  ji  place?  I  am  reluctant  to  say  that  we  would  favor  doing  that 
«i>  j| either.  It  is  possible  that  vith  the  construction  of  the  haul 

j 

:7  |jroad  and  of  the  camps  already  there,  there  would  ba  somewhat 
1G  jj  activity  necessary  if  a  gas  lino  were  constructed  in  the  oil 
19-  -i pipeline  corridor. 


| 
23  !• 
il 


SI  ;jci,;y  governments  are  learning  enough  about  how  to  handle  the 
S'  ,j  inpacts;  that  if  an  alternative  was  eho3en,  they  would  be  cble 
13  ;|to  coP®  ''‘ith  tho  problems  for  any  area  that  went  through 
f.j  ('northern  villages? 


|. 

.'  Ii  i. 


r«.  KOWALSKYj  That’s  a  good  question.  1  indicated 


MTU  SCMLi  Do  you  have  any  indication  that  state  and 
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ft 

.  If 

‘  jj  I  thought  it  wasn't  dealt  with  very  well.  There  is  an  mdica- 

2  '  tion,  yes.  However,  one  of  the  ways  the  Fairbanks  Bureau 

:i 

2  handled  the  impact  through  itn  Impact  Office  was  for  its 

,  M  .  .  . 

**  J'  governing  body,  the  Bureau  Assembly ,  to  drive  out  of  offxca 

?  ’'the  man  running  the  Impact  Office.  They  didn't  like  some  of 


>\ 


the  conclusions  he  was  reaching 


so  I'm  not  certain  that 


7  !;  they  are  learning  their  lesson. 

I| 

G  I*  I  don't  know  if  I  can  give  an  adequate  answer.  It's 

ll 

2  ».  a  terrific  problem  for  them  to  deal  with.  However,  I  would 


'.0  !:  suggest  that  perhaps  Fairbanks  being  a  larger  community  than 
:t  the  small  communities  to  the  north  —  they  may  be  better  able 

i  . 

IZ  jl  to  absorb  another  project. 

MR.  S0>7L:  Okay;  thank  you. 

JUDGE  COOK:  Are  there  any  other  questions?  Thank 


S4 


i|  you  very  much,  Mr.  Kowalsky . 

IS  Our  nGXt  speaker  is  Mr.  Jack  Ilession  from  the  Sierra 

jy  |  Club.  Is  Mr.  Mention  here? 

||  VOICE:  I  think  he  will  be  along  later.  I  know  he's 

~9  coming. 

1 

£3  ;  JUDGE  COOK:  Then  we'll  call  him  later.  We  have  a 

! 

vs  jj  Mr.  Steve  Young  from  the  National  Audubon  Society  who  would 
r.o  j;  like  to  speak  at  this  tim.a.  Mr.  Young? 


(Statement  follows) 


Responses  to  Comments  received 
from  the  wr lends  of  the  Earth 
at  the  Washington  D.C.  Public  Hearing 
October  2,  1975 


1.  Comments  were  noted,  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

2.  The  Alternatives  Volume  has  been  greatly  expanded  to  provide 
a  better  comparison  of  alternative  routes  and  energy  sources. 


3.  See  #1  above. 

4.  See  92  above. 

5.  See  92  above. 


Friends  of  The  Earth 

David  Brower,  President 
Box  1796,  Fairbanks.  Alaska  99707 

(907)  479-3684 

Jim  Kowaukt,  Alaska  Representative 

October  24,  1975 

TO:  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

FROM:  J.  Kowalsky,  Alaska  Representative,  Friends  of  tFieL, 

Earth  J 

SUBJECT:  Additional  Comments  on  Department  of  Interior  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System 

These  comments  on  "The  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System"suppliment  those  which  were  offered  before  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  hearing  on  October  2,  1975.  The  comments 
vere  offered  on  behalf  of  the  American  Littoral  Society; 

Chesapeake  Chapter,  American  Littoral  Society;  Committee 
for  the  Preservation  of  the  Tule  Elk;  Defenders  of  Wildlife; 
Friends  of  the  Earth;  International  Fund  for  Animal  Wel- 
_  fare,  USA;  Let  Live,  Inc.;  and  The  Fund  For  Animals. 

Questions  were  asked  from  the  hearing  panel  at  the  Department 
of  Interior's  October  2  hearing  which  related  to  the  adequacy 
of  the  current  enforcement  effort  on  the  construction  of  the 
trans  Alaska  oil  pipeline  project  now  under  way  in  Alaska 
as  that  effort  relates  to  the  evaluation  of  construction 
plans  for  a  natural  gas  pipeline  from  Alaska.  Statements 
were  also  made  at  this  hearing  which  suggest  that  surveillance 
efforts  for  construction  of  a  natural  gas  pipeline  may  be 
reduced  from  those  of  the  current  level. 

These  remarks  address  adequacy  of  pipeline  stipulations, 
adequacy  of  enforcement  of  such  stipulations  as  witnessed  in 
the  current  oil  pipeline  construction  in  Alaska,  and  the 
adequacy  of  responsiveness  of  federal  pipeline  surveillance 
personnel  to  public  inquiry  and  input  into  the  ongoing 
process  of  pipeline  construction. 

It  is  hoped  that  you  will  address  these  considerations  as  they 
relate  to  the  construction  of  a  natural  gas  pipeline  system 
in  Alaska,  and  that  you  will  address  specific  points  which  relate 
to  these  concerns  in  your  final  environmental  impact  statement 
for  this  project. 


Page  2 

Adequacy  of  Enforcement  of  Stipulations  for  Pipeline  Construc¬ 

tion 

We  believe  that  enforcement  of  stipulations  for  the  construction 
of  the  trans  Alaska  oil  pipeline  has  not  been  sufficient  to 
prevent  damage  to  the  environment  and  to  the  fish  and  wildlife 
which  are  located  within  the  areas  affected  by  the  pipeline 
including  streams  and  rivers.  In  support  of  this  contention, 
we  hereby  submit  to  be  included  in  the  hearing  record  for 
this  impact  statement:  An  Analysis  of  Environmental  Stipu¬ 
lation  Compliance  on  the  Trans  Alaska  Oil  Pipeline  by 
Alan  Carson,  Supervisor,  Pipeline  Surveillance,  Alaska 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

Specific  areas  addressed  by  this  report  which  are  considered 
to  be  examples  of  inadequate  enforcement  include  the  following: 

1.  Alyeska  Pipeline  Service  Company  (APSC)  had  not  included 
fish  passage  criteria  for  drainage  designs  required 

to  meet  Stipulation  2. 5. 1.1.  Culvert 

water  velocities  studied  at  sites  of  culverts  installed 
at  small  str^m  crossings  for  the  haul  road  and  gravel 
work  pad  reveal  that  most  are  too  high  to  allow  for 
fish  passage.  , In  addition,  low  water  crossings  were 
determined  to  oe^suitable  design  for  such  crossings 
which  would  be  utilized  by  traffic  heavier  than 
such  crossings  could  sustain  resulting  in  environmental 
damage  such  as  downstream  siltation.  Suitability 
of  stredps  for  low  water  crossings  was  made  without  on  site 
inspection  of  such  streams;  few  if  any  crossings  were 
built  according  to  stipulations.  This  resulted  in  severe 
downstream  siltation.  Associated  damages  include 
uncontrolled  erosion,  lack  of  stream  restoration  and 
clean-up  after  culverts  were  installed,  and  pollution 
of  streams  resulting  from  culvert  heaters  to  prevent 
icing  fired  by  oil  in  Section  4  of  the  pipeline. 

We  wish  to  know  how  these  problems  associated  with  improper 
culverts  and  low  water  crossings  would  be  prevented  in  gas  pipeline 
construction. 

2.  Buried  pipeline  sections  produced  problems  with  lack  of 
erosion  control  and  restoration  to  damaged  areas,  lack 

of  control  in  these  matters  by  the  pipeline  builders  over 
its  execution  contractors,  lack  of  soil  stabilization 
of  soils  resulting  in  flow  of  same  into  stream  waters. 

We  note  concern  for  similar  problems  to  result  from  gas  line 
construction,  but  we  fail  to  note  how  Interior  would  change 
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Page  3 


Page  4 


its  requirements  and  procedures  to  correct  this  intolerable 
situation.  Carson  considers  the  lack  of  erosion  control  and 
rehabilitation  efforts  by  the  oil  pipeline  builder  as  the 
"most  obvious  shortcoming"  of  that  project.  Since  the  gas 
line  would  be  buried,  Mr.  Carson's  observations  about  buried 
pipelines  across  streams  is  relevant  and  urgent. 

3.  Mr.  Carson  notes  that  communications  between  the  builder 
and  various  execution  contractors  is  so  poor  that 

such  contractors  seem  not  to  know  what  committments 
the  builder  has  made. 

4.  Mr.  Carson  laments  that  improper  pipeline  activities  have 
taken  place  within  floodplains,  and  that  a  common  vio¬ 
lation  of  Stipulation  3. 6. 1.1. 1.6  has  resulted  which 
requires  the  use  of  channel  plugs  on  stream  crossings. 

5.  Mr.  Carson  notes  that  almost  nothing  is  known  about 
the  effects  of  pipeline  construction  activities 

on  Arctic  streams,  and  that  due  to  this  ignorance 
and  the  subsequent  poor  construction  practices 
resulting  therefrom,  some  stream  alterations 
have  reduced  stream  productivity  "by  more  than 
90  percent"  (emphasis  added).  We  submit  that 
this  sort  of  ignorance  is  unacceptable,  and  we  see 
very  little  in  your  draft  environmental  statement 
on  this  natural  gas  pipeline  to  suggest  how  the  kinds 
of  errors  and  non-compliance  Mr.  Carson  outlines 
can  be  prevented. - 

Mr.  Carson  notes  that  "...the  technology  for  erosion  control 
and  rehabilitation  are  available"  and  then  notes  that  defeire 
on  the  part  of  the  builders  seems  lacking  in  order  to  bring 
these  abilities  to  bear.  He  notes  that  inadequate  quality 
assurance  and  quality  control  are  sadly  lacking,  and  that 
the  numerous  reports  of  the  Joint  Fish  and  Wildlife  Advisory 
Team's  surveillance  reports  demonstrate  that  such  efforts 
are  "non  existent  or  at  best  inadequate."  One  can  only  wonder 
with  what  degree  of  trust  can  we  really  rely  upon  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior  to  enforce  stipulations  for  the  construction 
of  pipelines  when  reports  such  as  this  demonstrate  Interior's 
substantially  significant  inabilities  to  do  so,  and  how  will 
Interior  respond  to  these  inexcuseable  inadequacies? 

Mr.  Carson  also  notes  that  even  the  very  best  stipulations 
are  useless  in  the  face  of  incompetent  enforcement  or  of  the 
lack  of  the  federal  government  to  do  that  enforcement.  He 
notes  that  "Most  significant  is  the  lack  of  a  concise  stipulation 
calling  for  mitigation  of  terrestrial  and  aquatic  habitat 
lost  by  pipeline  construction  and  operation."  (page  9).  We 
especially  note  here  that  this  is  of  major  concern  to  the  pro- 

r  »t>w  - 

The  illustrative  example,  included  herewith  is  corres- 
pondence  between  one  G.M.  Zemansky  of  Fairbanks,  various 
officials  of  the  APO  and  of  the  Department  of  Interior. 

Mr.  Zemansky  had  made  requests  for  specific  information 
relating  to  the  lack  of  compliance  for  stipulations 
regarding  wastewater  treatment,  for  example,  and  had 
asked  to  be  informed  how  APO  would  carry  out  its 
mandates  to  enforce  such  stipulations. 

Of  particular  relevance  is  this  May  28,  1975  response  from 
Morris  J.  Turner  who  is  an  authorized  APO  representative: 

"...it  would  be  highly  inappropriate  and  improper  to  discuss 
with  you  or  reveal  to  you,  or  any  other  member  of  the 
general  public,  specific  enforcement  plans  this  office 
may  be  considering,..." 

Subsequent  correspondence  also  enclosed  demonstrates  that 
the  APO  has  no  intention  at  all  to  respond  to  the  questions 
submitted,  and  the  whole  exchange  develops  into  a  series 
of  stalling  tactics  using  questions  of  proper  use  of 
the  Freedom  of  Information  Act. 

We  submit  that,  in  view  of  Mr.  Carson’s  findings,  plus 
other  evidence,  and  in  view  of  the  APO's  refusal  to 
explain  its  own  programs,  that  the  APO  is  not  doing, 
its  job  of  surveillance  and  enforcement  of  stipulations 
for  the  construction  of  the  trans  Alaska  oil  pipeline. 

Furthermore,  we  feel  that  the  APO  has  demonstrated  a 
deliberate  arrogance  and  contempt  for  the  general  public 
in  the  matter  of  enforcement  and  of  making  its  information 
about  that  enforcement  freely  available  to  the  public. 

This  matter  is  serious  enough  as  it  relates  to  the  safe 
construction  and  operation  of  the  oil  pipeline,  and  we  view 
it  as  being  very  important  to  the  matter  of  stipulations 
for  the  gas  pipeline  and  enforcement  of  those  stipulations. 

We  submit  that  the  APO  appears  to  be  functioning  inadequately 
as  enforcer,  that  it  has  served  incompetently  and,  as  such, 
is  a  disgrace  to  the  federal  government  and  to  the  public 
for  which  it  serves,  and,  we  cite  this  example  to  illustrate 
the  great  necessity  to  greatly  overhaul  the  monitoring  and 
enforcement  mechanism  which  would  be  used  for  construction 
of  the  natural  gas  pipeline  in  Alaska. 

We  submit  that  the  need  to  provide  an  effective  surveillance 
mechansim  in  order  to  construct  a  gas  pipeline  is  of  major 
importance  and  that  it  should  receive  careful  thought  and 
major  treatment  in  your  final  environmental  impact  statement 
for  this  project. 


proposal  to  cross  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  to 
use  surface  waters  in  short  supply  to  manufacture  artifical 
snow  to  build  ice  and  snow  roads  (because  adequate  snowfall 
is  not  a  feature  of  the  Arctic  coastal  plain). 

We  also  note  that  often  Mr.  Carson's  report  tells  us  that  too 
little  is  known  about  these  regions  in  order  to  build  a 
pipeline  without  damage,  and  that  too  often,  therefore, 
it  is  being  built  on  a  trial-and-error  basis  with  environmental 
damage  occuring  before  it  can  be  stopped  or  redesigned. 

In  his  recommendations  (page  10)  he  warns  about  the  promises 
that  certain  construction  practices  are  made  which  later 
prove  to  be  impossible  to  follow,  and  that  such  a  situation  is 
the  result  of  too  little  knowledge  about  the  Arctic. 

We  submit  that  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
clearly  does  not  insure  the  reader  that  this  is  not  again 
going  to  be  the  case  in  the  construction  of  the  gas  pipeline. 

His  suggestion  that  qualified  fish  and  wildlife  biologists 
must  give  resource  input  into  the  earliest  planning  stages 
for  the  project  should  be  heeded  and  specifically  reflected 
in  the  final  evaluations  of  this  project. 

Of  particular  note  is  Mr.  Carson's  suggestion  that  fish 
and  wildlife  surveillance  biologists  should  have  more 
authority  to  halt  construction  when  violations  of  stipulations 
are  noted  to  be  leading  to  inevitable  environmental  damage. 

We  request  that  the  Joint  Fish  and  Wildlife  Advisory  Team's 
role  be  changed;  in  effect,  we  submit  that  surveillance 
responsibilities  for  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline  should 
include  this  advisory  team  with  a  role  not  advisory  but 
rather  one  with  enforcement  authority.  The  final  impact 
statement  should  address  this  suggested  enforcement  structure. 

Adequacy  of  Federal  Monitoring  Agency  To  Public  Input 
We  submit  that  the  Alaska  Pipeline  Office  (APO)  which  has  the 
responsibility  to  monitor  and  enforce  stipulations  for  the 
construction  of  the  trans  Alaska  oil  pipeline  has  purposely 
set  for  itself  a  policy  of  urging  construction  forward  with 
the  greatest  possible  speed  at  all  or  most  costs,  and  that 
the  APO  has  established  a  deliberate  policy  of  alienation 
of  public  input  and  of  deliberate  thwarting  of  requests 
by  the  public  to  be  informed  of  the  progress  of  the  construction 
of  the  oil  pipeline  and  of  the  level  of  enforcement  with  which 
it  had  been  charged.  To  illustrate  this  policy,  we  have  enclosed 
for  the  record  copies  of  a  series  of  correspondence  between 
the  APO  and  an  Alaska  citizen  who  requested  information  of 
that  office  as  regards  violations  of  pipeline  stipulations. 


Page  6 

One  suggestion  for  evaluation  would  be  to  structure 
a  surveillance  team  which  includes  wildlife  and  fisheries 
biologists  jointly  from  the  state  and  federal  sectors. 

Such  a  team  should  also  include  at  least  two  representatives 

from  the  private  sector.  It  must  be  empahsized  here 

that  no  surveillance  which  is  completely  independent 

of  industry  influence  (Alyeska  paid  for  the  surveillance),  or 

of  state  and  federal  governments,  has  been  in  effect 

for  the  current  project.  One  independent  effort  has 

been  widely  recognized  to  be  of  little  or  no  consequence 

due  to  the  fact  that  it  has  made  only  two  short  trips  to 

view  the  project  since  construction  has  begun.  There 

have  been  no  other  independent  efforts  or  attempts,  and 

we  submit  that  such  inclusion  of  members  independently 

from  the  private  sector,  in  some  manner,  would  greatly 

improve  the  credibility  of  the  surveillance  work  and 

would  also  improve  the  communications  with  the  public  so  as  to 

allow  continuation  of  public  input  and  participation 

in  this  proje  t  beyond  the  environmental  impact 

statement  hearings  and  comments  now  in  progress. 

Thank  you  for  receiving  these  views.  We  sincerely  hope 
that  this  information  and  these  suggestions  will  be  evaluated 
within  the  context  of  the  final  environmental  impact 
statement  for  this  project,  and  that  the  specific 
suggestions  will  be  so  handled  in  a  specific  context 
and  manner  in  the  final  statement. 

'jT  Kowalsky 

Alaska  Field  Representative 
FRIENDS  OF  THE  EARTH 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Friends  of  the  Earth 
October  24,  1975 


Conments  were  noted,  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  prior  to  issuance  of 
rights-of-way  permits.  Experience  gained  from  the  trans-Alaska 
oil  pipeline  will  add  to  development  of  stipulations  for 
this  project. 


FRIENDS  OF  THE  EARTH 

1 14  N.  CARROLL  STREET 
MADISON,  WISCONSIN  53703 

October  25,  1975 

Roman  Koenings 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
bureau  of  Land  Management 
US  Dept,  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sir, 

with  regard  to  the  proposal  for  a  2, 000-mile  gas  pipeline  from 
Prudhoe  hay,  Alaska  through  the  upper  Rawest,  we  of  the  had is on 
Chapter  of  Friends  of  the  Earth  strenuously  object  to  the  routing 
of  the  pipeline  through  the  wapsipinicon  bottoms  in  the  Upper 
Mississippi  Fish  and  wildlife  Refuge  near  Shaffton,  Iowa,  as  cur¬ 
rently  proposed,  the  pipeline  will  cross  a  3,000-acre  proposed 
wilderness  area  (the  wapsipinicon  bottoms  Wilderness  Unit).  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  hearings  have  been  held  on  the  subject  of 
wilderness  designation  for  this  and  other  areas  along  the  Upper 
Mississippi,  and  public  support  for  such  designation  was  overwhelm¬ 
ing:  of  fa30  letters  received  by  the  service  on  this  issue,  811 
supported  wilderness  designation;  only  six  letters  opposed  such 
designation. 

We  of  the  Madison  Chapter  believe  that  it  would  be  a  relatively 
simple  matter  to  move  the  pipeline  route  a  few  miles  south  to 
Frinceton, Iowa,  to  avoid  the  ecologically  valuable  wapsipinicon 
Bottoms  area.  There  is  much  public  support  for  our  position,  al¬ 
though  you  in  the  BLh  may  not  be  aware  of  it  yet  due  to  the  lack 
of  publicity  surrounding  tne  pipeline  proposal. 

No  part  of  this  letter  should  oe  construed  as  implying  support 
for  the  rest  of  the  2,000  mile  route. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Friends  of  the  Earth 
dated  October  25,  1975 


1.  A  route  deviation  avoiding  both  crossings  of  the  Wapsipinicon 
is  discussed  in  Section  4. 1.3. 4.  A  map  of  this  deviation  is 
also  included  in  Figure  4.1. 3.4-6.  Figure  4.1. 3.4-7  illustrates 
the  South  Mississippi  deviation  from  the  proposed  route. 


Sincerely, 


Ronald  Auler 
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GEOTHERMAL  ENERGY  INSTITUTE 

lOOO  NORTH  POINT  -  RM.  1704 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CA  04  106 


GEOTHERMAL  ENERGY  INSTITUTE 


DONALD  F.  X.  FINN 

MAUGlNO  DIRECTOR 


August  12,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Cas  Transportation  System  ("ANGTS") 

Bureau  of  Land  .'lanagcznent  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 

Washington,D.C.  20240 

RE:  Draft  EIS  <1ated  June  1975  in  respect  of  proposed  ANGTS 
Gen'  lenen: 


Pursuant  to  your  request  we  furnish  our  cements  on  your 
D^aft  E2S  as  follows: 

1.  Page  VI-202 


Geothermal  systems  also  include  magma  chambers  and  salt 
domes  as  separate  types  of  geothermal  reservoirs, 

Colp,  J.  L. ,  1974,  Magma-Tap;  The  ultimate  Geothermal 
Energy  Program:  Sanaia  Laboratories,  Albuquerque,  n.M. 

University  of  Hawaii,  1974,  Proceedings  of  A  Conference 
On  The  Utilization  of  Volcano  Energy, 


Jacoby,  C.  H.  and  Paul,  D.  K. ,  1974,  Salt  domes  as  n 
source  of  geothermal  energy:  Jou-nal  of  Mining  Engineering 

2.  Page  VI-202 

.  The  °Pini°n  that 'wet  steam  systems  are  20  tires  more  cccmon 

than  cry  steam  systems  is  speculative.  10  times  might  be  more  likely. 

3.  Page  VI-204 


.  .  .  „  Geopressured  zones  have  been  identified  on-shore  the  Texas 
,,  *rn  “  belicvf>^  to  cxrst  oxf-shorc  Mississipoi.  Dr.  Paul 

'  al#, 

1  1  ulysis  of  ^  Potential  use-  of  c/ecthcrmal  energy  for  power 

generation  alone  the  Texas  Gulf  Coact:  Dow  Chemical  U.S.A.,  Texas  Division 
rreeporr,  Texas,  Kilson,  J.  s.,  1B7S,  An  analysis  of  the  potential  use  ' 

Ol  ccothcrr-nl  rncrey  for  polar  generation  along  the  northern  Gulf  ol 
Mexico:  United  Nations. 
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4. 


VI-204 


to  be,  and 
of  heat  is 


The  Marysville,  Montana  system  was  predicted  by  geophysicists 
drilling  nas  confirmed  it  as,  a  warm  water  svsten.  The  source 
unknown. 


5.  Page  VI-202 

The  opinion  that  dry  steam  systems  are  "the  most  commercially 
attractive"  is  contenious. 

Many  companies  believe  that  wet  steam  systems  utilizing 
binary-cycle  or  total  flow  conversion  systems  are  the  post  commercially 
attractive. 

The  'attraction'  you  speak  of  seems  limited  to  the  steam 
suppliers  point  of  view.  Geothermal  resources  like  gold  is  where  you 
find  it.  From  a  public  utility’s  or  energy  end-users  point  of  view  the 
most  commercially  attractive  resource  is  the  one  most  available  to  it. 

6.  Page  VI-203 

Your  map  of  hydrothermal  reservoirs  does  not  include  known 
hot  spring  areas  in  Texas,  e.g.  Martin  Hot  Springs,  Martin,  Texas. 

7.  Page  VI-204 

Query  -  your  statement  that  "up  to  25  percent  of  the  water 
(in  a  hot  water  system)  becomes  steam".  This  can  be  higher  under  various 
circumstances . 

8.  Page  VI-205 

No  American  geothermal  power  plants  discharge  effluent  into 
streams  and  it  is  unlikely  they  will  ever  be. 

Hot  water  systems  are  also  employed  at  Kawuera,  New  Zealand; 

Otake,  Japan;  construction  is  underway  in  El  Salvador  and  the  Phillipinec ; 
developments  arc  planned  in  the  USSR,  Nicaragua,  Iceland,  Valles  Caldera- 
New  Mexico,  Roosevelt  Hot  Springs-'Jtah,  Kelley  Hot  Sprir.gs-Culifornia, 
Niland  and  lleber-Californin,  Raft  River-Idaho. 

Your  desc: iption  of  vapor-dominated  systems  is  questionable. 

We  suggest  you  review  it  with  the  operators  at  The  Geysers;  Union  Oil 
Company;  Pacific  Energy  Corporation;  Eumah  Oil  &  Gas  Company;  Shell 
Oil  Company;  Geothermal  Kinetics  Corporation. 

Your  suggestion  that  production  from  geothermal  reservoirs  will 
possibly  deplete  ground  water  accuifers  is  speculative  and  controversial. 
A  more  scientific  hydrological  analysis  should  be  presented. 

9.  Page  VI-206 

Vie  do  not  share  your  view  that  may  "economic  problems  must 
be  solved"  before  geopressured  systems  can  be  used  commercially.  If  you 
believe  they  •  xist  we  suggest  you  spell  them  out  for  reviewers.  Some 
companies  are  moving  ahead  to  lease  geopressured  areas  and  drill  them. 

10.  Page  VI-206 

We  query  your  view  that  "The  concept  of  energy  extraction 
from  hot  dry  rock  has  not  yet  been  tested" .  The  system  has  been  patented 
and  dcvolopt-'- :  c  of  the  critical  components  is  veil  underway.  You  present 
a  very  negative  view  of  the  on-going  work  in  the  field. 


GEOTHERMAL  ENERGY  INSTITUTE 


GEOTHERMAL  ENERGY  INSTITUTE 


11.  Page  VI-206 

Your  comparison  of  geothermal  plants  with  other  tvpas  is 
not  particularly  useful. 

Fossil  and  nuclear  plants  have  to  create  steam,  geothermal 
plants  use  what  is  naturally  available  ard  need  no  fuel  extraction,  n 

storage,  fabrication,  transportation,  or  waste  management  systems. 

A  LNR  only  utilize::  2j  of  the  energy  available  in  uranium; 
and  generates  about  3  kwh/therical  for  every  useful  kwh/ulectrical;  and 
require  vest  amounts  of  water  for  cooling;  and  are  much  noru  expensive 
than  geothermal  power  plants.  1, 

At  The  Geysers  well-head  pressures  are  about  450  psi. 

12.  Page  VI-207 

There  are  about  140  wells  at  The  Geysers;  there  are  400  at  I 

Klamath  Falls,  Oregon.  Query  -  which  is  "the  most  extensively  developed  ■  ‘ 
area".  Differeniate  between  power  production  and  use  of  oeothermal  iff 

energy  for  non-electrical  purposes.  J 

13.  Page  VI-207 

You  are  very  dicnal  about  industry's  abilities  to  cope  with  I 
geologic  and  technological  problems.  ■ 

If  man  can  drill  veils  on  the  North  Slope  and  build  a  gigantic  I 
pipe  line  through  Alaska,  and  build  cryogenic  LPG  tankers  and  finally  I 

deliver  hydrocarbons  to  the  lower  48,  I  think  it  fair  to  say  we  tjgfethe  I 

indigenous  resources  of  California,  Oregon,  Idaho  etc.  and  commercially  I 

utilize  them.  M’ 


18.  Page  VI-210 

Gcoi-luids  are/) reinjected  before  power  generation  where  total-flow 
or  binary-cycle  plants  are  utilized  to  accomodate  the  total  fluid  flow. 

19.  Pago  VI-210-211 

White,  Muffler,  Rex  all  differ  principally  because  they  measure 
different  resources. 

Vie  suggest  you  read  and  cite  the  independent  calculations  of 
Dr.  B.F.  Grosslir.g  of  the  U.S. G.S.  -  An  appraisal  of  the  prospects  of 
geothermal  energy  in  the  United  States  (1973) ;  Conceivable  actions  to 
increase  geothermal  energy  reserves  (1972);  summary  in  USGS  Prof.  Paper 
800-A,  p.  A10-A11. 

I  dont  think  the  Univeriky  of  Oklahoma  has  hhe  expertise  or 
experience  to  make  reliable  estimates  about  how  much  geothermal  energy 
we  will  be  using  by  1985.  I  doubt  if  you  can  even  state  how  much  is 
being  used  for  nor-electrical  purposes  (space  heating,  defrosting, 
greenhouses,  agriculture,  mariculture)  -  I  estimate  it's  about  400- 
600  MW  worth  from  Lebanon  Hot  Springs,  New  York  to  Klamath  Falls,  Orego: 

\ou  seam  to  have  abias  about  good  projections  for  geothermal. 

20.  Page  VI-210 

There  are  four  major  steam  suppliers  at  The  Geysers  (Union,  PEC, 
Buvrr.ah,  Shell)  with  several  not  too  far  behind  (Republic  Geothermal, 
California  Geothermal,  McCulloch  Oil)  each  of  whom  can  supply  110  MW 
annually. 


14.  Page  VI-207 

Query  your  "75  psi"  for  hot  water  fields. 


Page  V.T-209 

Efficiencies  of  conversion  systems  do  not  seem  to  be 
bits  of  information  in  this  CIS.  ‘is  the  overall  systr.r. 
in  terms  of  energy  used  to  create,  useful  energy  -  that 
question  to  address. 

Page  VI-209 

Start-up  procedures  at  The  Geysers  are  not  overly  long, 
nor  are  they  particularly  complicated. 

Tt  is  better  to  utilize  a  constant  flow  of  steam  out  of 
a  well  and  not  shut  it  down  -  which  could  create  problems  with  the  steam 
source  unless  care  is  taken. 

17.  Page  Vi-209 

Turbines  at  The  Geysers  are  now  140  MW.  Wells  produce  up 
to  395,000  lbs/hr .  The  two  million  pounds/hr  for  a  110  MW  plant 
includes  reserves  required  by  the  purchasing  utility  as  a  safety  factor. 

»2S  is  control) od  by  processes  which  reduce  it  to  elemental 
sulphur  or  entrain  it  intho  reinjection  line. 


15. 


very  useful 
efficient  - 
is  the  real 

16. 


17 


The  1000-2000  137  "utlimate  capacity"  estimate  is  just  for  Union's 
acerage  and  does  not  include  other  areas  at  The  Geysers.  I'll  take 
Dr,  Giancarlo  Facca's  estimate  of  5000-8000  MW. 

21.  Page  VI  215 

*  Fossil  fuel  plants  are  over  $400 A'/;  nulcear  pow-.\  plants  arc 
over  $7 00 Aw  and  are  ranging  up  to  $1000 Aw  (and  the  Government  picks 
up  the  tab  for  was cc  mangement) . 

Wells  at  The  Geysers  have  gone  to  10,000  feet. 

Fixed  costs  at  The  Geysers  include  environmental  compliance,  an 
expensive  and  time-consuming  procedure,  and  one  that  is  primarily 
responsible  for  the  delays  in  construction. 

There  is  more  experience  with  water-dominated  reservoirs  than  with 
dry-steam  reservoirs. 

We  strongly  disagree  with  your  view  that  "Technological  advances 
will  be  required  for  geothermal  energy  to  have  more  than  a  local  impact." 
Kwh's  can  be  transported  around  grid  systems  easily  enough;  and  while 
technological  advances  are  coming  rather  quickly,  we  have  technology  to 
commercially  harness  vast  amounts  of  geothermal  energy  in  the  15  western 
states  and  along  the  Gulf  Coast. 
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Response  to  Connects  received 
froa  the  Geothermal  Energy  Institute 
dated  August  12,  1975 


General  statement  on  alternative  energy  sources: 

In  the  interest  of  brevity  and  shortening  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIS, 
all  the  sections  on  alternative  energy  sources  were  reduced  consid¬ 
erably  unless  the  source  represented  a  possible  realistic  viable 
substitute  for  the  Alaska  gas  supply  within  the  tine  frame  of  the 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  project.  However,  as  in 
the  discussions  of  the  viable  substitute  energy  sources,  biblio¬ 
graphic  references  to  pertinent  literature  dealing  with  the  latest 
processes  and  development  in  the  particular  energy  field  are  included 
in  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

1.  The  information  was  noted  but  was  not  included  in  the  Final 
EIS  in  the  interest  of  brevity.  Th  publications  cited  were 
included  in  the  geothermal  energy  references  of  the  Final  EIS 
on  page  90  and  in  Section  3-F-12,  References,  in  the  Alterna¬ 
tives  Voluae. 

2.  The  information  was  noted  but  was  not  included  in  the  Final 
EIS  in  the  interest  of  brevity. 

3.  Sane  as  #2  above. 

4.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

5.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

6.  The  sketch  map  referred  to  was  retained  in  the  Final  EIS  as 
figure  S-13,  page  91  of  the  Alternatives  Voluae.  The  refer¬ 
ences  cited  on  page  90  and  in  Section  8-F-12,  References,  con¬ 
tain  inforaation  on  locations  of  different  types  of  geothermal 
energy  sources  in  addition  to  those  shown  on  the  up. 

7.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

8-  Saae  as  #2  above. 

9.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

10.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

11.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

12.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

13.  Saae  as  #2  above. 


14.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

15.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

16.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

17.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

18.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

19.  Sane  as  #2  above.  The  major  Grossling  publication  has  been 

added  to  the  geothermal  energy  references  on  page  90  and  in 
Section  8-F-12,  References,  of  the  Alternatives  Voluae. 

20.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

21.  Saae  as  #2  above. 

A  short  description  of  geothermal  energy  sources  was  added  to  page 
90  and  s-iaiaaries  of  impacts  associated  with  the  various  types  of 
geothermal  energy  sources  were  included  in  Section  8— E-8  under 
"Geothermal  Energy”  on  pages  105-106  and  108-115  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume. 


GEOTHERMAL  ENERGY  INSTTTLTrE 


Response  to  Comments  received 
From  the  Geothermal  Energy  Institute 
dated  September  15.  1975 


Ell  7u.sk  Fcrco 

Alaska  Aztural  Grs  Trar.spoi-tation  Systes 
Eure an  of  L?nc  A nr iyc^or.t  (332) 

U.  3.  of  the  Interior 

,  .  : .  :  : 


.  - 

The  Overviov  rtetes (Vol.  i,  peges  543-249)  that  the  <>? 


potential  fer  gcorh : mai  energy  -  the  United  £tctcs  e::ists  in  t:.c 
.'oeky  "x*3Titzir.  ann  Tacific  regions  cr.tl  th"  "The  nt irate  capacity  of 
the  Gcyer  (sic)  Field  is  estimated  to  be  in  the  1,000  tr  7,000  range". 


The  0.  S.  Geological  -."rvey's  Circular  726  (August  197')  states 
thet  "The  gz-r.-rre-"  -el  fluids  of  the  Gulf  Co;::  have  a  hv-ge  geothermal 
;  .  -  -  •  5,  •  c+  -  .  r  30  year 

and  that  v.ascetroc  eeopressv.-ec  fca  -ins  cy  have  a  rctcntial  of  at  least 
100,000  rar-et:  ccrtvries  (or  330,300  ..  for  30  years). 

The  U3GS  cstirates  that  recoverable  * geotherr  al '  electricity 
i_s  equivalent  to  140  Hoover  Dr-r*s  or  1-3  average  red  cm  nuclear  po-er 
plants  is  apparently  hzccC  on  its  or-rr.  studies,  as  it  rotes  that  “in 
general  only  scanty  data  are  available  no-.-  fret:  infustry".  (p.  53). 

Lure an  of  Land  Fanagsc ent  regulations  inhibit  the  release  of 
industry  data,. since  they  require  that  applications  for  Fedor  el  geotherrai 
leases  be  actc.~ ~tica.lly  reject-  .  in  areas  .h.nre  fiisccvrries  are  rvee,  ? nd 
;  A.  -  ' :  ;  E  -  for  ooryetit 

fro  have  pas'-ec  sir  .?  r : i  :  ---.-.s  first  *il  c  ic  .  Tc-Oc ral  ycothr a  1 

L«?ses  yit  .  .  i.  1  -  1-.  :c  a-  -  if --  ad.  Ivy  are, 

t  here  ■'  -* ,  lor  at  .  -  -  t 

its  c  1  to  3  .  .  -  - 

Til  a  vi-“f  also  •r:-tia2t>r  that  "The  Geyser:-"  gecthcmal  field 
in  northern  California  (-.•rich  it  da  fiscs  as  a  bolt  2  to  S  )a  vice,  15  kn 
long,  ar.c  ev 1  73  :  in  total  err  a)  has  a  potential  of  1,070  negawatt 

centuries  (or  3,572  for  30  years). 

This  estimate  assur*cs  the  stca.>  reservoir  is  only  3  bn.  We 
ieve  it  -ay  extend  to  Sica,  -ho  «sti:  ate  also  ass  40  aero  spari;  g. 

Th™  practic:  is  20  r.osc  :r  ir.r.  The  ci.  '‘nsr-ns  of  ti  c  Field  ore  s*ch 
:  .  I  tended  the 

field  t"  ti:-“  -v  st  and  rcutr.e - o t .  D.-cific  Ar.^r-jy  has  rjtcn&o  trie  field 

t  •  further 

e:.-ton3i:i  •  tl.-  fi-’’.  '.  I'rA.!  :  Oil  C  -  ;  ouy  ml  :  lie  C-c.tJ.c:.  1  Coryorat irn 

:  .  .  -  -  the  bo  f 

north  a  north  - .  estiaaft  at  th  i  -  . ::  rparfc  5,000  - 

10, C*  O  M;  for  3t  l«.2£t  50  yearn,  and.  prooably  iwch  longer. 

Sincerely  yours,  \ 


/ 


2 


3 


1.  In  line  with  the  CEQ  recommendation  that  only  energy  sources 
viable  within  the  time  frame  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  project  be  considered  for  detailed 
discussion  in  the  Final  EIS,  the  section  on  geothermal  energy 
was  deleted  from  the  Overview  Voluae  of  the  Final  EIS.  The 
information  from  USGS  Circular  726  has  been  noted  and  this 
reference  was  cited  in  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS 
on  page  90. 

2.  The  discussion  of  the  USGS*  estimates  on  recoverable  geothermal 
"electricity"  and  the  fact  that  BLM  regulations  inhibit  the 
release  of  industry  datataaking  such  estimates  difficult, 

have  also  been  noted  but  not  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 

3.  The  discussions  of  the  USGS  estimates  of  "The  Geysers" 
geothermal  field's  potential  and  the  higher  estimates  reported 
by  private  industry  have  also  been  noted  as  above  but  not 
included  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Commission 


819  North  Main  Street 
Rockford.  Illinois  6110c 
October  22,  1975 


1'rojei.l  Lender,  FIS  Task  Force 
Alask«  Natural  G:s  Traaspol lotion  System 
Room  1538.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  Interior  (303) 

Washington,  D.C.  202-10 

Dear  Sir: 


Tin:  f  n.d  ■v.vi«v:iir.cm.;l  iitiptv:  statcmci.t  for  the  pro|>aSi-d 

A’nskan  NVuto)  Gas  Pineliiu  show.'-  two  crossing?-  of  the  Hli;-ois  River, 
it*  LaSalle  Cov'.ty,  Illinois.  The  route  preferred  in  the  EIS  intrudes  on 
Starved  Rock  Nature  Presene  and  Pecumsaugen  Creek.  Our  objections 
to  this  route  have  been  expressed  in  letters  dated  January  14  and 
January  29,  1975,  which  are  parr  of  the  public  record. 


Dedication  of  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  provides  statutory 
protection  of  the  area  from  i:uru>ions .  A  nature  preserve  cannot  be 
token  for  another  public  u‘-e  without  a  public  hearing  and  a  finding  of 
im,  >‘;\!'.ivo  public  iuvo  n  the  Depa  tment  of  Conservation,  the 
Nature  Preserves  Commission  and  tlie  Governor. 


Tlie  Commit,  ion  has  »  x pressed  its  opposition  to  the  passage 
of  the  pj.  post'd  pi:v  Fue  tlr  ougli  ot  i*«  t!k  proximity  of  Starved  Reel 
Nature  «\  e serve  ar.o  iVcumsaog.'r  Creek  (Kcselulior.  3t>9).  We  urg 
that  the  alternative  crossing  of  the  Illinois  River  be  used. 


Sincerely, 


// 


/( £h 

Gorge  U  Ml 
Executive  Secretary 


:r , 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Illinois  Nature  Preserves  Commission 
dated  October  22,  1975 


Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
Eis .  The  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  is  discussed  on  pages 
451-452,  468,  586,  654  and  659  of  the  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 


cc:  Anthony  T.  Dean 


liw  (tfVfefeCf*  Stydhkti 

Address.  Bow  1004,  Corrales,  N.M.  8704B — 

^  P.  0.  BOX  38 
fiLENWOOD,  N.M.  88039 
L  >J505J  539-2645 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Live  Wilderness  Expeditions 
dated  October  24,  1975 


October  24,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Alaska  Natural  Gas  Trans?artati<*i  System 
Bureau  of  land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Tfeshingt cn ,  DC  20240 


Dear  sirs 

I  have  mM  the  Executive 

Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  aid  wouln  lake  to  o-.er 
following  conraents  for  the  record. 

_  the  transportation  of  the  Alaskan  natural  gas  to 

the  Lower  states  hut  I  ax  arianantly  <*>P°sed  to  any  crosses  cr 
the  Arctic  National  Tildlife  Range  or  proceed 

additions  to  it. 

The  Arctic  National  TTUdlife  Range  is  probably  the  finest  wilderness 
wildlife  area  remaining  in  the  Nnitai  States  -  possibly  tne 
^M^mtTL^rotectla.  I  an  against  any  pipeline  which 

would  cross  it. 

B,  general  I  supeort  the  tentative  route  of  31  Paso 
SrSw^bnt  with  refinements.  The  gas  pipeline  shou-d  follow 
in  general  the  Alaska  oil  pipeline. 


Backpack  -  Real  Trips  to  the  wilderness  and  wild  rivers  of  Mexico  end  the  Great  American  Southwest 

I 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Spokane,  Washington 
September  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Morey  Haggin 
representing 

Spokane  Chapter  of  the  National  Audubon  Society 


with  this  henring  was  not  to  our  Advantage. 

JUDGL  RATZMAN :  You  nrd  your  neighbors  do  have 


MU.  H/CC7N:  I  shall.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ra 

Morey  Haggin,  and  I'm  Conservation  chairman  for  the  :»oo':at  • 


-  I 


li) 

11 

12  ! 

13  ; 
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!( 
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Chapter  of  the  National  Audubon  Society. 

JUDGE  RATZMAN :  You  have  15  minutes  to  make  an 

oral  statement. 

MR.  HAGGIN:  It  won't  take  me  nearly  that 

long. 

MOREY  HAGGIN 

Our  chapter  is  grateful  for  this  opportunity 
to  be  heard  on  the  question  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Pipeline. 
I'm  one  of  the  few  citizens  in  this  area  who  received  the 
complete  Draft  Environmental  Statement  and  I  believe  this 
to  be  the  most  complete,  comprehensive  document  of  its 
kind  I've  ever  reviewed.  However,  the  time  frame  from, 
the  date  of  receipt  until  the  public  hearing  was  rather 
short . 

I  was  not  surprised  that  the  two  major  findings 
in  the  information  gathering  meetings  were  "the  pipeline 
should  not  be  allowed  to  cross  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range  and  that  the  task  force  should  consider  an  alternative 
route  which  follows  the  trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline  corridor 
south  through  the  Brooks  Range  and  eastward  to  Canada  by 
way  of  Fairbanks  along  the  railroad  or  highway."  This 
would,  of  course,  disrupt  a  minimum  number  of  new  areas 
and  concentrate  development  in  corridors  already  impeded 
by  man  made  facilities.  Making  fuller  use  of  the  work 
camps  anti  transportation  systems  already  existing  in  thif 
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corridor  certainly  makes  sense.  Very  serious  considera¬ 
tion  should  be  given  to  any  alternative  to  the  cro  rji.j 
of  the  Alaska  tie. rural  Wildlife  Range,  -such  as  the  off  m  on 
route,  the  interior  route,  and  the  Fort  Yukon  corridor,  on. 
especially  the  Fairbanks  corridor.  The  interior  reuse  1: 
the  least  acceptable  of  the  alternatives  o  -'cause  of  its 
greater  damage  to  undisturbed  wilderness  areas,  while,  of 
course,  Chi-  Fort  Yukon  area  would  consume  about  a  thou?  ma 
miles  more  pipe,  and  we  are  concerned  about  these  reroute 
The  Fairbanks  corridor,  the  trans-Alaska  route,  would  re¬ 
quire  only  about  a  thousand  miles  of  new  pipe,  while  - 
Arctic  gas  proposal  would  use  r.ore  than  6,000.  Thif 
cannot  help  but  have  a  tremendous  effect  on  the  cost  bene¬ 
fit-ratio  in  supplying  gas  to  the  lower  46  states. 

In  reading  the  Draft  Statement,  it  seems  to  me 
that  not  enough  concern  is  shown  for  the  wildlife  that 
would  be  affected  by  selecting  any  route  that  would  tra¬ 
verse  an  appreciable  amount  of  undisturbed  habitat.  Too 
little  is  known  of  the  results  of  change  in  fragile 
environments  such  as  exist  in  the  areas  under  considera¬ 
tion.  There  is  little-  doubt,  however,  that  any  oi*:urb- 
ance  here  would  have  n  significant  effect  on  the  b reccing . 
nesting  and  migratory  habits  of  birds  and  mammals,  nv  ny 
of  which  are  rare  and  endangered  and  highly  vulnerable. 
Future  generations  will  not  thank  us  for  our  failure  to 
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protect  these  irretrievable  sources.  Since  we  ccn  only 
specul  'tc  ns  to  the  natural  gas  reserves  and  ultimate 
dele ruination  of  the  use  of  these  proposed  pipelines,  it 
would  seem  lo  he  desirable  to  obtain  a  coarai Insert  from 
the  corporation.;  involved  for  salvage  and  restoration  in 
the  corridors  affected.  Only  the  northern  border  Pipeline 
Company  anpoars  to  have  such  a  program.  In  our  area  ’  e 
have  already  reviewed  the  impact  statement  of  the  racific 
Gas  Transmission  arc!  find  little  fault  with  it,  primarily 
because  they  propose  to  use  the  same  corridor  that  contain 
the  present  pipeline.  Our  main  concern  is,  of  course, 
the  route  that  is  selected  from  Prudhoe  Day  through 
Alaska  and  Canada.  We  respectfully  urge  the  adoption  o'* 
the  trans -Alaska  route  as  being  the  best  and  the  least 
disruptive  of  any  of  the  proposals  offered. 

Thank  you. 

JUDGE  RATZHAN :  Does  any  member  of  the  panel 

wish  to  ask  questions  of  Hr.  Haggin? 


I 


MR.  PALLO:  Mo. 

JUDGE  llATZMAN:  Thank  you  very  much  for 


appearing. 


(Witness  excused) 

JUDGE  RATZHAN:  Is  there  any  other  person  in 

the  audience  vho  wish  or  to  make  a  comment  or  oral  st.'co- 
neiiL  r.  y.nrdir:”  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  Environment.- 1 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  National  Audubon  Society 
at  the  Spokane,  Washington  Public  Hearing 
September  29,  1975 


1.  Comments  were  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS .  See  the  Alternatives  Volume  for  details. 

2.  Impacts  and  mitigations  for  wildlife  concerns  have  been  su6stan- 
tially  revised  and  are  discussed  in  more  detail  in  the  geograph¬ 
ical  volumes  of  the  Final  EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Washington,  D.  C. 

October  2,  1975 
by  Mr.  Stephen  Young 
representing 

National  Audubon  Society 
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STATEMENT  OF  MR.  STEPHEN  T.  YOUNG 
NATIONAL  AUDUBON  SOCIETY 

MR.  YOUNG:  Your  Honor,  members  of  the  Panel,  my 
name  is  Stephen  Young.  I  am  here  representing  the  National 
Audubon  Society  located  at  15.11  K  Street,  Suite  831,  Washington, 
D.C. 

The  National  Audubon  Society  has  been  studying  the 
possible  effects  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  since  the  plan  first  surfaced  several  years  ago.  We 
have  analyzed  research  data  from  a  number  of  sources  including 
the  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  Federal,  3tate  end 
private  agencies  and  independent  scientists  working  in  the 
field. 

The  following  is  our  preliminary  assessment  of  the 
USDI  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  this  gas  trans¬ 
portation  system.  A  more  intensive  written  review  will  be 
submitted  later. 

In  both  instances  we  will  confine  our  comments  to  but 
one  segment  of  this  immense  project,  its  133-mile  traverse 
across  the  Arctic  coastal  plain  of  North  America's  largest, 
most  internationally  important  and  unique  wildlife  refuge,  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range. 

At  the  outset,  wo  wish  to  make  one  point  absolutely 
clear.  The  National  Audubon  Society  has  no  quarrel  t*ith  the 
project  goal  of  moving  26  trillion  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas 
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J 

'  f.  from  tho  Prudhoo  Bay  fields  to  the  lover  48  states  and  especi- 

.j 

\\  ally  the  East  and  t-idwest.  Oar  concern  is  6trictiy  with  the 

w  •!  ill-chosen  pipeline  route. 

j 

The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  was  established 

j;  by  Executive  Order  "for  the  purpose  of  preserving  unique 

.  i 

*  .wildlife,  wilderness  and  recreational  values  .  .  .  ."  The 

7  ir  pacts  of  the  proposed  pipeline  route  stand  out  clearly  in 

-  l! 

3  h  the  DEIS.  They  are  massive,  almost  universally  adverse,  and 
0  , incapable  of  being  mitigated. 


K  .i 


Dislocation  of  the  Wildlife  Range's  magnificent 


V*  v/ildlifs  populations  will  ba  severe.  One  of  the  prime  reasons 
j;  for  creating  the  range  vra3  to  protect  the  Porcvnine  caribou 

P 

13  hard  estimated  at  between  93, COO  and  115,000  animals.  Thi3  is 

H 

!•  an  international  resource.  The  caribou  migrate  saasonally 

•; 

(.between  Canada  and  the  United  States,  wintering  in  the  Yukon 

it 

13  i  and  Northwest  Territories,  calving  ana  summering  on  the  Arctic 

j; 

17  {'coastal  plain  in  the  Arctic  national  Wildlife  Range. 

Id  The  proposed  pipeline  "Will  effectively  bisect  these 

53  i! animals'  vital  range  in  this  country.  Severe  dislocation 

!! 

ro  'could  result  in  a  90  percent  reduction  of  the  herd  in  ten  years 

8 

-*  ? 


Winter  range  and  shelter  for  a  small  moose  herd  v/ill 
jibe  destroyed.  Habitat  for  a  recently  re-established  mainland 

ii 

£3  Musk  Ox  population  v/ill  be  invaded,  and  restoration  of  this 

p\  species  in  the  United  States  will  suffer  a  serious  setback. 

•1 

j' Increased  human  activity  on  the  coastal  plain  will  reduce 

9 

I 


!  -!  numbers  of  barren  ground  grizzly  bears. 

jj 

2  *•  Polar  bear  denning  sites  will  be  destroyed;  offshore 

I  j.  oil  and  fuel  spil?.s  can  be  directly  harmful  to  polar  bears, 

A  fi  and  also  disrupt  the  food  chain  upon  which  they  depend.  Marine 
*;• 

5  ?!  mammals,  including  the  endangered  bowhead  whale,  will  be 

5  !  affected,  not  only  by  any  spills  but  also  by  inland  streams 

:j 

y  and  river  siltation  which  will  degrade  vital  food-producing 

3  ;i  estuaries,  lagoons  and  offshore  waters. 

n  ;;  Nesting  and  feeding  areas  for  waterfowl  (including 


::  the  rare  trumpeter  swan,  as  many  as  400,000  snow  geese,  and 
.*  nasiy  species  of  marine  and  fresh  water  ducks)  face  similar 
so  j-  threats.  Spring  and  summer  pipeline  activity  will  disturb 
rr-  .'nesting  Arctic  peregrine  falcons,  ar.  endangered  species.  Since 


[i 


| the  pipeline  will  cross  more  chan  120  major  streams  and  rivers. 


l!  fish 


are  bound  to  suffer  with  repercussions  all  along  the  food 


\\ 

!! 

il 

53  it 
‘i 


fl  chain,  both  inland  and  at  sea. 

i 

The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  was  created  to 
preserve  Arctic  wilderness  in  I960,  four  years  before  the 


j1  passage  of  the  Wilderness  Act.  In  April  1973,  formal  wildor- 


,,-j  ness  studies  were  completed:  these  are  still  awaiting  Dcpart- 
mental  and  Presidential  action. 

!i 

Tho  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  will  effectively 
destroy  the  northern  one-third  of  the  Wildlife  Range  as  v/ildor- 

•■'/  j: 

m/^  'ne3s.  That  is  almost  the  entire  Arctic  coastal  plain,  from 
; j  the  Beaufort  Sea  to  the  northern  foothills  of  the  Brooks  Range, 

.i 


Indeed,  we  have  in  our  hands  a  document  prepared  by 
T  private  industry  suggesting  that  this  vital  area  be  deleted 
:  froa  the  Wildlife  Range  new.  Construction  of  the  pipeline  will 

«»  be  fully  as  disruptive  as  that  of  the  Aiveska  pipeline.  Once 
•*  ?-*  in  place,  it  will  be  far  frem  unobtrusive,  even  though  the 
C  •  pipeline  itself  will  be  buried. 

y  J.  Powerful  turbine  driven  compressors  and  refrigeration 

3  jj  stations  at  50-mile  intervals  will  emi  t  constant  ear-piercing 
g  ywhina3  audible  for  miles  in  all  directions.  At  each  station 

~  ij 

'g  i  24 00- root  aravei  airstrios  will  be  built,  along  with  housing 

L  ... 

I  •  j!  ror  mamcenanca  crews,  storage  structures  ana  communications 

\ towers  uo  to  280  feet  tall.  These  developments  are  totally 

‘  1; 

incompatible  with  one  purpose  for  which  the  range  was  estab- 

10  i! 

•I 

-4  :,lished  —  the  preservation  of  Arctic  wilderness. 

The  present  primitive  recreational  resources  of  the 

!' Arc tic  coastal  plain  will  cease  to  exist.  Noise  from  construc- 

jj 

...  I'tion  will  ba  followed  by  that  of  the  compressors .  Pineline 
l/  :t 
n 

i facilities  will  be  visible  for  great  distances  both  day  and 
~  H 

j-night.  Wildlife  sightings  will  decrease.  The  human  influx  wi.. 
^  --stimulate  development  of  fixed  recreational  facilities. 

|  Tha  150  Native  residents  of  the  village  of  Kaktovik 

^  1  subsist  extensively  on  caribou,  Dali  sheep,  seals,  whales, 

waterfowl  and  fish,  including  Arctic  char,  whitefish,  and  lake 
• trout.  Most  of  thi3  hunting  and  fishing  takes  place  within  40 
:,ailes  of  Kaktovic,  the  same  area  which  will  be  intruded  by  a 

..j  ' 


{ 

1 


:  J. 

!■  developed  seaport,  a  compressor  station,  a  communications  site, 

1  an  airport  and  fcho  pipeline.  The  proposed  route  will  effec- 

-  ;i  tively  terminate  the  subsistence  lifestyle  for  the  people  of 

|i  Kaktovik.  This  appears  to  us  to  be  an  unnecessarily  brutal  and 

r  ;  rapid  extinction  of  an  ancient  culture. 

e  Though  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  in 

7  !’  many  places  is  forthright,  we  lave  noted  that  field  research 

j; 

S  ij data  in  the  text  are  frequently  insufficient  or  erroneous. 

9  .j  The  following  examples  cast  doubt  on  the  adequacy  of  substan- 
50  ij  tial  portions  of  the  statement. 


> 


si  i; 
1 


The  research  on  the  denning  habits  of  land-oriented 


52  ■.  polar  bears  is  inadequate.  For  instance,  the  impact  on  these 

in  |j  animals  of  collecting  snow  (first  by  snow  fence,  then  by  bull- 
?! 

54  dozer)  for  winter  snow/ice  road  construction  is  not  stated, 
i* 

^  jj  range  and  size  of  the  Sadlerochit  Mountain  Dell 

56  j:  sheep  herd  has  not  been  delineated.  Thus,  the  impact  of  a 
37  |(  repeater  communications  site  there  is  needlessly  blurred. 


5C 


The  rnngo  of  the  barren  ground  grizzly  is  inaccurately 


je  |  described.  They  do  not  merely  "spend  most  of  their  active 
SO  season  in  river  valleys.-  These  bears  range  wherever  food 

2.  ijean  be  found,  even  if  that  food  is,  for  example,  sandwiches 

ii 

u’  jj left  overnight  in  tool  boros  and  chests  of  drillers  and  geo- 
^3  ■;  logisto.  impact  r.oedB  to  be  reassessed  in  light  of  adequate 

r*C  i| available  knowledge  of  grizzly  habits. 

,! 

Jj  The  habits  and/or  habitats  of  species  such  as  the 
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1 1  I 

|!  tru-'"Pa,-er  and  whistling  swan,  snowy  owl,  snow  owl,  snow  goosa,  j 

*'  j:  and  Ir"1Ek  OX  arti  not  described.  Discussions  of  impacts! 

j-  are  consequently  vague  or  iraconpleto. 

•5 1!  1 

Ravegotation  experiments  at  Prudfcoe  Bay  have 

S  •’  rusultcd  in  persistent  winter  kill,  "his  work  applies 

U  ;;  dlrectly  to  the  Wildlife  Range.  The  DEIS  talks  cheerfully 

7  [i°f  rsVQS-tation  on  tie  hrvi.n  of  the  success  in  Canada,  which 

E  ;!  applies  to  taiga  or  boreal  forest  conditions  and  has  no  rele- 

3  ;i  vanca  to  the  Arctic  coastal  plain. 

The  DEIS  lists  10  alternative  gas  pipeline  routes, 
j;  bUt  gives  littlc  seri°us  consideration  to  most  of  them,  obvi- 
W.  ij  ouEly  some  of  these  alternatives  are  more  realistic  than  others. 
ta  j;  We  believe  that  all  alternative  routes  utilizing  the  utility 
M  ji  corridor  that  waE  withdrawn  for  the  Alyeska  oil  pipeline  to 
!o  lj  conrine  environmental  damage  must  be  exhaustively  considered. 

Thi3  includes  the  trans-Alaska  proposals  and  the 
trans-Canada  route  utilizing  the  utility  corridor  to  Fairbanks 

:3  |  and  then  paralleling  the  Alcan  Highway.  We  must  conclude  that 

j 


CO  l\ 
it 


-  i 
»\ 


ijthe  present  treatment  of  alternative  routes  in  inadequate. 

Finally,  any  discussion  of  impacts  of  a  pipeline 


*■  |,acro5a  the  teetl°  National  Wildlife  Range,  whether  it  be  across  j 
:-2  ijthe  coastal  plain  as  proposed  or  olternative  routes,  is  incom-  ! 
3  'Fleta  ie  llmitsd  to  Alaska.  Invasion  of  this  refuge  has  j 

!  international  significance,  not  only  because  the  Wildlife  Range  j 
"3  '  iS  m‘iqne  in  Smerioa  •  also  because  its  migratory  wildlife  J 
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caribou,  waterfowl  and  other  birds  —  id  quite  literally 

i 

i international.  Impacts  of  tho  proposed  pipeline  extend  to 
| Eurasia,  Canada,  and  Baja  California. 

Because  of  the  intense  and  vast  impact  of  any  pipe¬ 
line  through  the  Wildlife  Range,  wa  believe  it  is  premature 
to  make  any  decision  on  the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company's 
proposal  until  data  are  available  for  consideration  of  all 
reasonable  alternatives. 

The  current  FTC  hearings  on  the  Arctic  Gas  and  El 
Paso  applications  are  designed  to  generate  just  this  kind  of 
information.  Only  when  these  hearings  are  complete  and  when 
the  FPC's  EIS  on  the  El  Paso  route  has  been  released  will  it  be 
possible  to  make  a  meaningful  evaluation  and  thus  a  sound  deci¬ 
sion. 

Thank  you. 

JUDGE  COOKj  Thank  you,  Mr.  Young.  Are  there  any 

questions? 

MR.  SOWL:  Yes.  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question,  and 
some  of  the  reservations  I  had  about  the  presentation  Mr.  Noldan 
has ,  too . 

Are  you  familiar  with  Alaska? 

MR.  YOUNG.  I  have  never  been  there. 

MR.  SOWL:  For  example,  just  one  question.  Where 
did  you  got  your  information  on  trumpeter  swans?  Was  that  in 
our  DEIS? 


i! 


MR.  YOUNG:  I  was  not  directly  involved  in  the  writing 
||  of  this  testimony,  and  I  assume  that  the  facts  came  from 


n 

3  ij  either  the  DEIS  or  people  in  the  field  who  are  working  for  the 

j{ 

4  |j  National  Audubon  Society. 

ii 

5  j  MR.  SOWL:  There  were  several  things,  I'm  sure  the 

!i 

C  ij  gas  companies  caught  too,  that  do  not  bear  on  what  we  have 
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in  the  DEIS;  the  compressor  stations,  for  example. 

If  you  would  just  check  your  presentation  again, 
sir,  against  the  DEIS,  we  would  appreciate  it.  If  we've  goofed 
up,  we  want  to  know  about  it. 

MR.  YOUNG:  Okay. 

MR.  JJOLDAN:  I  think  what  we're  after  is,  you  stated  j 

! 

you  would  submit  further  comments  in  a  detailed  form,  and  many  j 

*  i 

statistics  that  you  used  today  some  of  us  feel  may  or  may 

not  be  correct.  If  you  can  qualify  where  you  got  those  J 

statictics  —  like  90  percent  of  the  caribou  would  be  affected  — J 

! 

this  sort  of  thing,  we  could  utilize  the  information  without  it  j 
being  hearsay. 

MR.  YOUNG:  Okay. 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Young.  ] 

Our  next  speaker  is  Mr.  David  Mann  from  the  Penn  Fuel  j 
Gas.  Is  Mr.  Mann  here? 


(Statement  follows) 


national  AuduLon  Society  1511  K  Street  Guile  8'jl  '..'ar.hinr.ton,  D.C.  .7000/, 
Tea  Li  ninny  on  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  DIOS 
Presented  at  public  hearings,  October  7,  1975  c/  <>TCPHCM  ~T- 


The  National  Audubon  Society  has  been  studying  the  possible  effects  of  the 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  system  since  the  plan  first  surfaced  sever.:! 
years  ngo.  We  have  analyzed  research  data  from  a  number  of  sources  includin'  the 
AliiSi-tr.  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  federal,  state  and  private  orencics  and  in¬ 
dependent  scientists  yorkin,"  in  the  field.  The  fol^owim*  is  our  preliminary  :.s- 

(( .  /  l-  d. » K  nrut  rt  *  Lry~>  > 

scos.-enl  of  tl.a  USD  I  K-.lt -on  this  r/*s  transportation  system.  A  more  itensive  written 
\ 

review  will  he  nubmitt.—l  later. 


In -both  instances  we  will  confine  our  eon:.. onto  to  but  one  segment  of  this  i~- 
-'c.'.-.v:  j-.ujuu..,  J.U&  XJJ-UIL^:  U ruversu  across  wr.e  arctic  coastal  plain  oi  sort.".  Ameri- 
ea's  largest,  most  internationally  important  and  unique  wildlife  refuse,  the  Arctic 
National  '..’ildlife  P-anse  (AN’dil). 

At  the  outset,  wc  wish  to  make  one  point  absolutely  clear.  The  National  Audx;- 
b°n  Society  has  no  quarrel  with  the  project  -oal  of  caving  .76  trillion  cubic  feet 
of  natural  yas  from  the  rrudhoc  Day  fields  to  the  lov:cr  AS  states  and  especial  ly  the 
east  nnd  midwest.  Our  concern  is  strictly  with  the  ill-chosen  pipeline  route. 


The  A!J»il  was  established  by  ■:  ecutivc  Order  "for  the  purpose  of  prer.-rvin.- 
uniruc  wildlife,  wilderness  nnd  rccr;  cbional  values... "  The  impacts  of  the  }  r.yo-.o ! 
pipeline  route  stand  out  clearly  in  tho  D.*:iS.  They  are  massive,  almost  uniw.v.ly 
adverse,  arid  incapable  of  bcin,-,  r.itlralud. 


01  nloe.a lion  of  the  (jail's  r-ipnifieent  wildlife  p«ipulati.ns  v 
will  be  severe.  One  of  tho  prir.u  i  vasenr..  Tor  crcati:-..;  tho  ronre  was  to  prot-rt  tho 
l’orrupinc  raribou  herd  csti:..ato.l  at  ’  tween  17', COO  and  11'., 000  nnixalr..  This  is 
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/in  international  resource.  The  caribou  migrate  r.caaonal  ly  between  Canada  and  the 
US,  wintering  in  the  Yukon  a:vJ  Northwest  Territories,  calving  and  summering  on  the 
Arctic  cc;.  Lit  a  1  plain  in  the  A The  projosed  pipeline  effectively  bisect 
these  ani  evils'  vital  range  in  this  country.  Severe  dislocation  could  result  in  a 
reduction  of  the  hen!  in  10  years. 

Winter  range-  and  shelter  for  a  small  cooso  herd  vn.ll  l>c  destroyed.  Habi¬ 
tat  for  a  roe '.-nlly  re-established  mainland  ftisk  Ox  population  will  be  invadci,  and 
reiteration  cf  t::is  species  ir.  the  United  Statos  will  suffer  a  serious  setbaci:.  In¬ 
creased  hr.-.n  activity  on  the  coastal  plain  will  reduce  numbers  of  barren  ground 
Grizzly  fcc-jrs.  Polar  bear  denning  sites  will  be  destroyed;  offshore  oil  and  fuel 
spills  can  1  e  directly  harmful  to  jelar  bears,  and  also  disrupt  the  food  chain  upon 
which  they  depend,  'isrine  mam-als  including  the  endangered  bow head  whale  will  he 
afreet '/d,  nst  only  by  any  spills  but  si, so  by  inln.vl  streams  and  river  siltation  v:( dch 
will  dc-giv  !e  vital  fccd-prc-.!i;cin.7,  estuaries,  lagoons  and  offshore  waters.  Kostinr. 
end  feedi:.-  a i<_as  for  waterfowl  (includin'*  the  rare  hninnoter  *ann,  «*i  rv»ny  *- 

>0,000  r:.rr  '•cesc,  and  r.any  specie:,  of  marine  and  fresh  water  ducks)  face  si nilar 
threats.  Spring  and  svi:r.-.or  pipeline  activity  will  disturb  nesting  arctic  peregrine 
falcons,  an  endangered  species.  Since  the  pipeline  v/ill  cross  more  than  IPO  sn,)or 
streams  w.d  rivers,  fish  arc  bound  to  suffer  with  repercussions  all  along  ti  e  food 
chain,  loth  inland  and  at  sea. 

Wileiir;ips,s — The  Ah'W'H  war.  created  to  preserve  Arctic  wilderness  in  1  VO, 
four  yenra  before  the  passage  of  the  ‘Wilderness  Act.  In  April,  ] 971,  formal  wi Idcr- 
nmn  studies  were  co:r,.l cici;  these  are  still  .awai'ing  Departmental  and  Presidential 
action.  7:..’  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  pi;c‘i:»-  will  effectively  destroy  the  northern  ant— 
lhi:>1  cf  l;  •  lir.ii:  as  wild.  :a?ers.  That  in,  almost  tlx  entire  arctic  coastal  ptasn, 
froa  the  r-.a ifort  sea  to  the  northern  foothills  of  the  Srooks  Range.  Indeed,  have 


in  our  hands  a  document  prepared  by  private  industry  suggesting  that  this 
vital  area  he  deleted  from  the  fjr.lil  now.  Construction  of  the  pipeline  will  be  fully 
as  disruptive  as  that  of  the  Alyosha  pipeline.  Once  in  place,  it  will  be  far  from 
unobtrusive,  even  though  the  pipeline  itself  will  be  buried.  Powerful  turbine  dri¬ 
ven  compressor.}  and  refrigeration  stations  at  iO-eile  .intervals  will  emit  constant 
cni-pif  rcirg  whines  audible-  for  Biles  i.-i  all  directions.  At  each  station  PI, CO-fost 
psuvel  airs.tr  ,  r.  -..ill  to  l-silt,  along  with  housing  for  maintenance  crews,  stora.-e 
structures  and  csr.-zaiicsticna  towers  up  to  PC 0  feet  tall.  These  developments  arc 
totally  ince  -.;  alible  with  one  purpose  for  which  the  range  was  established — the  j-rc- 
nervation  of  .-.retie  wilderness. 

V3.__l. -crcptlx,;:— fhe  present  primitive  recreational  resources  of  the  arctic 
coastal  plain  ..-'hi  cease  to  exist.  Noise  from  construction  will  be  followed  by  that 
of  the  comprp:.;ors.  Pipeline  facilities  will  be  visible  for  great  distances  both 
day  and  i:5r.hl.  ’..‘ildlifc  sightings  will  decrease.  The  human  influx  will  oticul.  *  • 
rh.vclo;  -.enl  of  fixed  recreational  facilities, 
h’.atis  f.  Subsistence — 

Tlic  lJiO  Native  residents  of  the  village  of -Kaktovik  subsist  extensively 
on  caribou,  Drill  sheep,  seals,  whales,’  waterfowl  and  fish,  including  arctic  char, 
v.-hitefish,  and  lake  trout.  Most  of  this  hunting  and  fishing  takes  place  within  AO 
miles  of  Xaki ovi sa’-e  area  which  -./ill  be  intruded  by  a  developed  seaport,  a 
compressor  station,  a  cor.nnications  site,  an  airport  and  the  pipeline.  The  pro;  ::.c.l 
route  will  effectively  terminate  the  subsistence  lifestyle  for  the  people  of  ha  .o- 
vi!:.  T!iis  appears  to  us  to  l-e  an  unnecessarily  brutal  and  rapid  extinction  of  .-.u 
ancient  culture.  r  .  Cj 

Hi.  Adequacy  t .  it1 

Tl.ou.--h  the  UHLJ  in  many  plans  ir.  forthright,  we  have  noted  that  fi*  Id  re¬ 
nt-arch  data  in  the  text  arc  frequently  insufficient  of  erroneous.  Tlie  folio-.. In •  x- 
arplcu  cast  dojr.t  on  the  adequacy  of  r.-.d  lanti.il  portions  of  the  stall-rent. 


A 


(tf.  The  research  on  the  denning  habits  of  land-oriented  polar  bears  is  in¬ 
adequate.  stance,  the  impact  on  these  animals  oT  collecting  snow  (first  by 

anew  fence,  then  by  bulldozer)  for  winter  snow/ice  road  construction  is  not  stated. 

The  range  and  size  of  the  Sadie roehit  Mountain  Dali  sheep  herd  Ins 
not  been  deli.-:  <tci.  Thus,  the  impact  of  a  repeater  communications  site  there  in 
new.  Jlessly  blurred. 

hi  The  range  of  the  barren  ground  grizzly  is  inaccurately  described. 

v 

T:.  y  do  not  merely  "spend  most  of  their  active  season  in  river  valleys"  litrl.  li. 

•  Thor.:-  bears  range  wherever  food  con  be  found,  even  if  that  food  is,  for 

i.:  ;.le,  sandwiches  left  overnight  in  tool  boxes  and  chests  of  drillers  and  gcolb- 
firls.  ItTj.'.El  r.eclB  to  to  roir.r.c:i5C(J  i:i  li  -ht  of  i.dcSBS’.ri.nd  available  bw»l*J.W 
of  grizzly  hi  hits. 

Q  The  habits  ;.r..i/or  habitats  of  species  such  as  the  trumpeter  asid 
...iL  .ni<i  bA.iil,  S.-IO..V  owj.,  MOW  OL.’I,  snow  goose,  ana  musk  ox  are  not  adequately  de¬ 
ar  vibed.  Discussion  of  ia-j-aci.r.  arc  const'u:  r.tly  vague  or  incomplete. 

c.  ^vegetation  experiments  at^rutlhcc  bay  have  resulted  in  persistent 
winter  kill.  This  work  apfUcs  directly- to  the -Arfdg.  The  DhlS  talks  cheerfully  of 
revegetation  on  the  basis  of  the  success  in  Canada,  which  applies  to  taiga  or  bor.v.l 
forest  caiditionr.  and  has  no  relevance  to  the  arctic  coastal  plain. 

1 1  crr.:iti^an 

The  DUl.'i  lists  10  alternative  gar.  pipeline  remtes,  but  gives  little  rr.— 
icus  ccnsidr?-alio:i  to  rest  of  them.  Obviously  some  of  these  alternatives  am  ma:-' 
realistic  than  others.  Jo  believe  that  pH  a.Ucmativc  routes  utilizing  the  utility 
corridor  that  was  withdj-awn  for  th.s  Alyrzka  oil  pipeline  t.o  confine  environm-.-nlal  da- 
r.-igc  rust  1-e  exhaustively  conr.Morc.!*  This  includes  the  Trans-Alaska  proposals  anl 
the  trana-Car.ada  route  utilizing  the  utility  corridor  to  Fairbanks  and  then  ;  .ra!’  -  .- 
ing  the  Alcan  Highway,  '..’c  cast  conclude,  that,  the  present  treatment  of  alternative 


routes  is  inadequate. 

V^one'i  iislcii*^ 

Finally,  any  discussion  of  impacts  of  a  pipeline  .across  the  Aim,  whether 
it  be  across  the  coarv.l  plain  .as  proposed  or  .alternative  router.,  is  incomplete  if 
limited  to  /.  ’  a:. hi,  .Tu-rrion  of  ti.!s  refuge  bar.  intcniationnl  significance,  not  only 
brrau:  v  the  ..!•{  is  v-.  <-we  in  >.•.•:.=  or  A:: erica  but  also  because  its  migratory  wildlife 
—caribou,  .  -.terfcwl  other  bird.-.— is  cuitn  literally  international  Impacts  of 
the  propose:  plpeMnc  t..tond  to  .i_r;si.a,  C.aindo,  and  baja  Galifoi-nia.  Secaur.e  of 
the  inter.;-  -  i  vast  i-r.net  c 

l.M  li. 

izitu re  to  >2  any  decision  on  th.s  /JIN! 

sidcr-.tion  re' all  icar.ar.ablc  altcmi.ativss.  The  current  FrC  hearings  on  the  Arctic 
Cas  and  ]lso  applications  arc  designed  to  generate  Just  this  kind  of  information. 
Only  2fr.cn  these  hearings  arc  complete  ar.i  when  the  Fl'Cs  Kid  on  the  KL  Taco  route 
I...:,  icwi  ixic.iscu,  Wijj  3.t  oc  p.ossioic  to  mxe  a  ntsnninsaui  cvain-**- 


pireUuc  th.-oirh  the  ^5; hi,  we  believe  it  ir,  prt- 
proposal  until  data  arc  available  for  eon— 


sound  cicsisj  c:i. 
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Response  Co  Comments 
from  National  Audubon  Society 
dated  October  2,  1975 


1.  Comments  were  considered  in  the  revision  of  the  impact  sections 
in  the  Overview  and  Alaska  Volume  with  information  added  where 
applicable. 

2.  Native  subsistence  has  been  expanded  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

See  pages  91  and  164.  A  trend  away  from  subsistence  pursuits 
toward  a  wage  economy  has  already  been  established  in  Kaktovik. 
Though  construction  of  the  ANGTS  will  not  be  the  original  cause 
of  this  change,  it  will  accelerate  the  process. 

3.  The  wildlife  impact  section  have  been  revised  somewhat.  See 
page  272  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

4.  The  range  of  the  barren  ground  grizzly  has  been  corrected. 

See  pages  279  and  280  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

5.  Page  380  of  the  Alaska  Volume  discusses  some  successful  re¬ 
vegetation  experiments  done  in  the  tundra.  Experiments  in  Canada 
apply  to  both  tundra  and  taiga. 

6.  The  section  on  alternative  routes  in  Alaska  has  been  revised. 
The  EIS  does  not  show  preference  of  one  route  over  the  other. 

7.  The  decision  is  not  to  be  made  immediately.  FPC's  EIS  will  be 
released  before  the  decision  is  made. 
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STATEMENT  FOR  THE  RECORD 

SUBMITTED  BY  THE  NATIONAL  PARKS  AND  CONSERVATION  ASSOCIATION 
TO  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  TASK  FORCE 
ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

OCTOBER  24,  1975 

Dear  Sirs, 

The  National  Parks  and  Conservation  Association  appreciates 
this  opportunity  xo  share  our  views  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

NPCA  acknowledges  the  need  of  the  United  States  for  new 
Natural  Gas  supplies  to  offset  shortages  we  are  now  experiencing 
and  which  will  continue  to  grow  worse.  We  know  that  the  need 
to  develop  domestic  gas  sources  immediately  is  important  to  the 
economic  stability  of  the  country.  While  our  primary  interest 
is  in  the  protection  of  the  Alaskan  natural  resources  and  the 
integrity  of  public  lands,  we  recognize  the  need  for  decision 
making  in  this  case  based  on  both  environmental  and  economic 
considerations 

It  is  regretable,  therefore,  that  the  DEIS  has  omitted  some 
very  important  assessments  of  environmental  impacts  and  has  paid 
little  attention  to  the  comparitive  economic  costs  and  benefits 
of  the  alternative  proposals. 

With  regard  to  the  proposed  crossing  of  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range,  NPCA  is  unalterably  opposed  to  such  a  plan.  The 
effect  on  the  very  fragile  ecosystem  of  construction  and  maintenance 
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is  obvious.  The  animal  wildlife  will  be  detrimentally  and  in 
some  cases  permanently  affected.  Pipe  damage  could  be  caused 
by  slope  failure  resulting  from  destruction  of  vegetation  and  by 
alteration  of  water  drainage  patterns  and  subsequent  permfrost 
distrubance.  Repair  work  done  during  surface  thaws  would  even 
more  heavily  damage  the  already  degraded  area. 

Most  important,  construction  of  the  pipeline  would  be  anti¬ 
thetical.  to  the  existence  of  the  wildlife  range.  A  decision  tp. 
build  the  pipeline  across  the  range  might  set  a  precedent  for 
management  of  other  wildlife  ranges  which  would  destroy  the 
entire  system.  Permitting  such  a  large-scale  incompatible  activity 
in  one  wildlife  range  would  make  it  all  the  easier  to  permit  lesser 
but  environmentally  disruptive  activities  in  other  wildlife  ranges. 

The  possible  impact  on  Endangered  Species  of  animals  and 
plants  is  a  matter  of  highest  concern.  The  body  of  knowledge  on 
many  of  the  endangered  and  threatened  animals  is  limited,  making 
it  impossible  to  adequately  assess  effects  of  large  scale  dis¬ 
ruption  of  their  habitat  or  to  propose  viable  alternatives  and 
solutions.  Plants  are  in  an  even  worse  position.  There  is  not 
yet  an  official  list  of  endangered  plants  by  which  to  determine 
whether  or  not  there  will  be  adverse  impacts.  It  is  possible  that 
one  or  more  species  could  be  eradicated  without  our  ever  knowing 
that  it  existed.  Furthermore,  the  DEIS  reports  that  the  popu¬ 
lations  of  other  animals  will  be  reduced.  This  will  have  an 
adverse  affect  upon  other  species  dependent  upon  those  reduced. 
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Finally,  there  is  no  supportive  evidence  that  Arctic  Gas 
will  be  able  to  complete  its  construction  within  the  winter 
months  as  it  proposes.  There  is  a  need  for  further  assessment 
of  the  feasibility  of  winter  construction. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  National  Parks  and  Conservation  Association 
dated  October  24,  1975 


Economic  considerations  are  the  raison  d'etre  for  the  gas 
line  proposals,  yet  the  DEIS  fails  to  include  enough  economic 
information  to  allow  one  to  make  a  reasoned  assessment  of  the 
alternative®.  Although  El  Paso  Alaska  Company  has  made  compre¬ 
hensive  proposals,  its  data  and  that  of  other  proposals  were  not 
presented  in  sufficient  detail.  We  are  very  concerned  that  no 
attempt  has  been  made  to  develop  a  cost-benefit  analysis.  It 
would  be  very  helpful  in  the  decision  making  process  which  will 
soon  take  place,  if  there  were  individual  analyses  of  each  pro¬ 
posal  and  a  comparative  analysis  of  all  the  proposals. 

Furthermore,  we  feel  that  a  study  as  to  the  long-range  costs 
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and  benefits  of  such  a  project  is  of  primary  importance.  The 
possibility  that  there  may  be  adverse  long-range  or  even  short- 
range  economic  effects  should  not  be  ignored  at  this  time. 

NPCA  feels  it  is  imperative  that  in  our  rush  for  energy 
self-sufficiency,  we  not  lose  sight  of  the  importance  of  protec¬ 
ting  other  irreplaceable  natural  resources.  Therefore,  we  regret 
the  limited  scope  of  the  DEIS  in  studying  only  a  proposal,  imple¬ 
mentation  of  which  would  obviously  be  detrimental  to  the  environ¬ 
ment  of  the  areas  it  involves. 


1.  Comments  were  taken  into  account  during  the  revision  of  the 
Impact  section  beginning  on  page  135  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

2.  Discussion  of  winter  construction  was  revised,  see  pages  27,  28 
and  189  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

3.  The  discussion  on  the  El  Paso  Alaska  Company  has  been  revised  and 
expanded  beginning  on  page  175  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

4.  tte  alternative  routes  section  has  been  revised  beginning  on  page 
217  of  the  Overview  Volume  with  parts  of  it  expanded,  however, 
the  cost  of  each  has  not  been  included. 


National  Wildlife  Federation 


National  Wildlife  Federation 


Robert  Koenings,  Project  Manager 


12  16TH  ST.,  N.W. ,  WASHINGTON,  D  C  20036 


Mr.  Roman  Koenings,  Project  Manager 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transmission  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

Room  1538 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Phone:  202-483-1550 


October  13,  1975 


Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 


The  following  comments  constitute  the  partial  response  of  the  National 
Wildlife  Federation  ("NWF")  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  (the  "Statement")  released 
on  July  28,  1975. 

NWF  is  the  largest  private  conservation  education  organization  in  the 
United  States.  Incorporated  in  1939  under  the  laws  of  the  District  of 
Columbia  where  it  presently  maintains  its  principal  offices,  NWF  is 
dedicated  to  the  restoration,  wise  use,  scientific  management  and 
conservation  of  the  wildlife  and  other  natural  resources  of  North  America. 
Individual  members  of  clubs  affiliated  with  NWF's  state  affiliate  organiza¬ 
tions  in  all  fifty  states,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  Guam  and  the 
Virgin  Islands  together  with  NWF's  Individual  associate  members  and  supporters 
number  some  3  1/2  million  persons. 

Because  of  the  size  and  scODe  of  the  Statement,  NWF  has  been  and  will  be 
unable  to  complete  its  review  of  the  entire  Statement  within  the  ninty-day 
period  announced  at  the  time  the  Statement  was  released.  Thus,  the  comments 
which  follow  relate  only  to  the  portion  of  the  Statement  dealing  with  the 
impact  of  the  proposea  system  on  Alaska.  In  order  that  we  may  have  an 
opportunity  to  complete  our  review  of  the  entire  Statement  and  submit  appro¬ 
priate  comments,  we  request  that  the  comment  period  be  extended  at  least 
an  additional  ninety  days. 


October  13,  1975 


At  its  annual  convention  earlier  this  year,  NWF  adopted  a  resolution 
regarding  the  natural  gas  transmission  in  Alaska.  The  resolution  which 
calls  for  a  comprehensive  study  of  all  alternatives  states: 

"[U]ntil  such  information  is  available,  the  National 
Wildlife  Federation  will  consider,  without  endorsement, 
only  that  route  which  presents:  1.  adequate  pre-project 
environmental  assessments  which  provide  a  basis  for 
Judgment  from  the  standpoint  of  environmental  impact; 

2.  provides  the  most  efficient  and  hazard-free  method 
of  transportation;  3.  assures  maximum  conservation  of 
energy;  and  4.  meets  the  broadest  national  interest 
consistent  with  environmental  safeguards." 

After  devoting  much  effort  to  reviewing  the  draft  environmental  impact 
statement,  we  conclude  that  It  does  not  provide  an  adequate  pre-project 
environmental  assessment  of  the  alternatives  upon  which  a  firm  judgment 
run  be  made.  The  most  serious  defect  in  the  statement  is  its  failure  to 
Include  any  discussion  of  the  El  Paso  Alaska  Company  (EPAC) ,  proposed  to 
transmit  the  gas  to  the  southern  coast  of  Alaska,  liquify  it  and 
transport  it  to  the  lower  48  states  in  cryogenic  tankers.  Obviously 
adoption  of  this  alternative  would  completely  alter  the  project  and  its 
impacts  both  in  Alaska  and  the  lower  forty-eight  states.  In  concluding 
that  the  Statement  is  fatally  defective  because  of  the  omission  of  a 
discussion  of  the  EPAC  alternative,  we  are  aware  of  the  uncooperative 
position  taken  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  As  unfair  and 
unfortunate  as  the  FPC's  position  may  be,  we  do  not  see  how  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  can  proceed  without  a  full  consideration  of 
the  EPAC  Alternative. 

With  respect  to  the  alternatives  actually  considered,  we  base  our  review 
upon  the  need  to  minimize  the  intrusion  into  sensitive  areas ;  avoid  high 
risk  estuarine  and  marine  environments  and  areas  of  known  wildlife 
values;  and  the  national  need  for  energy.  It  long  ha6  been  our  fervent 
hope  that  the  United  States  will  embark  upon  a  major  effort  to  identify 
and  develop  safe  energy  sources  which  can  reserve  finite  hydro-carbon 
resources  for  essential  future  needs,  such  as  food  production  and 
medicines,  rather  than  exploiting  them  in  this  age  for  fuel. 

NWF  is,  of  course,  aware  that  the  proposed  gas  tranmi ssion  system  well 
may  be  the  largest  engineering  project  ever  undertaken  by  man,  eclipsing 
the  Alaska  Oil  Pipeline  in  distance,  scope,  and  cost.  Such  an  enormously | 
complex  and  extensive  project  offers  a  great  challenge  to  the  entire 
environmental  impact  assessment  process  established  by  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) .  Unless  reliable  data,  unaffected  by 
personal  opinions  and  biases,  are . developed  through,  environmental  impact 
assessments,  the  whole  NEPA  process  is  in  jeopardy.  It  is  for  projects 
such  as  these  that  the  NEPA  process  is  designed.  We  believe  that  the 
process  helped  improve  the  oil  pipeline  proposal  and  will  improve  the 
present  project  as  well. 
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Robert  Koenings,  Project  Manager  -3-  October  13f  1975 


In  view  of  the  foregoing,  NWF  believes  that  the  draft  statement  should  be 
reviewed  by  a  panel  of  competent  scientists  who  are  unaffiliated  with 
either  the  natural  gas  industry  or  government  agency  involved  with  the 
project. 
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Questions  raised  by  our  review  of  the  draft  statement  include  the 
following: 

Did  the  EIS  writer  err  on  the  Arctic  gas  energy  penalty  (p.  518,  Vol  I)  I  . 
in  comparison  with  LNG  data?  Would  the  pipeline  use  less  or  more  energy  I  ' 

than  the  pipeline-conversion-ship-conversion-pipeline  process  in 
transporting  a  given  volume  of  gas  to  southern  markets?  8 


The  EIS  states  that  "implementation  of  the  Applicant's  proposal  will 
eliminate  most  of  the  Arctic  Slope  portion  of  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range  from  the  National  Wilderness  System.  It  is  possible  that 
some  of  this  area  may  be  so  affected  as  to  no  longer  qualify  for 
inclusion  in  the  National  Refuge  System  due  to  loss  of  its  wildlife 
habitat"  (p.  II,  1293).  Persons  associated  with  the  Alaska  Wildlife 
Federation  and  Sportsmen's  Council,  Inc.,  who  are  well  acquainted  with 
the  region,  say  only  temporary  damage  would  occur  to  vegetation  and 
wildlife  within  the  Range.  Further,  they  do  not  consider  the  coastal 
route  a  threat  to  fish,  waterfowl,  caribou,  musk  oxen,  grizzly  bear, 
polar  bear,  or  falcons.  Consequently,  upon  what  data  did  the  EIS  writer 
base  his  assertions?  What  habitat  would  be  lost  aside  from  the  small 
tracts  required  for  compressor  stations? 

Can  DO I  substantiate  the  claim  that  the  pipeline  would  bisect  the 
traditional  calving  area  of  the  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd  (p.  II,  771)?  It 
is  our  understanding  that  all  construction  in  that  area  would  occur  in 
the  winter  when  the  animals  will  have  moved  to  other  areas. 
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Did  DOI,  in  the  allegation  that  the  snow  geese  fall  staging  area  would  be 
disturbed  by  aircraft,  take  into  account  the  Applicant's  proposal  to 
forbid  all  air  operations  at  the  critical  periods? 
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To  conclude,  we  hope  and  trust  that  errors  will  be  removed  and  more  data 
supplied  before  a  final  EIS  is  produced  and  made  available  for  public 
hearings.  These,  of  course,  should  be  conducted  before  any  decision  is 
made  to  grant  permits  for  rights-of-ways. 


Sincerely, 


THQ2JAS.  L.-.KXN 
Executive  Vice 


cc:  Ken  Brynaert,  Canada 
Tom  Riley,  California 
Urban  Nelson,  Alaska 
Bud  Boddy,  Alaska 

P.  W.  Schneider  G.  Ray  Arnett 

Edwin  Merrick  William  Reavley 

Charles  Griffith  C.  Clifton  Young 


National  Wildlife  Federation 


1-412  16™  ST.,  N.W.,  WASHINGTON,  D  C  2 


«K>oe  202-483-1550 


November  10,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  Koenings,  Project  Manager 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transmission  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

Room  1538 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Re:  Alaska  Natural  Gas 

Transportation  System  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

of  the  Statement?  *“  a  prellminary  revle“  of  additional  parts 
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sfoel  T.  Thomas 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  National  Wildlife  Federation 
dated  October  13,  &  November  10,  1975 


The  Nature  Conservancy 

1800  North  Kent  Street,  Arlington,  Virginia  22209 
(703)  524-3151 

January  19,  1976 


1.  A  line  similar  to  the  EL  Paso  proposal  is  described  and 
evaluated  based  on  the  best  known  information  in  the 
Alternatives  Volume  pages  175-567. 

2.  Comment  noted  but  did  not  require  change  in  EIS. 

3.  Comment  noted  -  no  change. 

4.  Estimate  was  deleted  from  Final  EIS. 

5.  Reference  to  habital^  destruction  has  been  deleted. 

6.  Caribou  do  not  have  to  be  present  to  indicate  location  of 
the  calving  ground.  Disruption  of  the  calving  ground  by 
the  ditch  could  displace  some  animals.  No  change  in  Final 
EIS. 

7.  Yes  -  This  was  taken  into  consideration.  No  change  was  made 
in  Finil  EIS. 

8.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change.  Nesting 
periods  and  Wildlife  migration  routes  will  be  considered  when 
stipulations  are  developed.  See  pages  314,  320,  321  and  331 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

9.  Comment  noted  -  EIS  does  not  included  stipulations  -  no  change. 

10.  The  mitigation  discussion  has  been  revised  considerably. 

See  pages  313-336  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume  and  pages  313-367 
of  The  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

11.  Stipulations  are  not  included  in  EIS.  See  pages  513,  552-554, 
605,  646  and  648  of  the  North  Border  Volume  for  discussion  of 
mitigation  measures. 

12.  The  impact  section  concerning  waterfowl  breeding  areas  war 
substantially  revised  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  pages  552-554, 

605,  646  and  648  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

13.  The  draft  EIS  has  been  substantially  revised.  New  information 
on  "secondary  effects"  has  been  included  and  some  non-essential 
material  omitted  in  the  Final  EIS.  For  example,  see  pages  284- 
294  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 


Mr.  Roman  Koenings,  Assistant  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Interior  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Re:  Proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Line 
Impact  on  the  Conservancy's 
Ordway  Prairie 

Dear  Roman: 

Pursuant  to  our  phone  conversation  on  Friday,  January  16th,  I  have  enclosed 
a  package  of  pertinent  information  on  TNC's  Samuel  H.  Ordway  Memorial 
Prairie  in  McPherson  County,  South  Dakota. 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  proposed  North  Border  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System,  which  traverses  the  U.S.  from  Montana  to  Pennsylvania, 
as  now  planned  will  cut  diagonally  through  our  7,600  acre  native  grass 
prairie.  (See  attached  map.) 

Since  1970,  it  has  been  a  dream  of  The  Nature  Conservancy  to  preserve  a 
large  prairie  tract  of  some  7,000  to  10,000  acres  to  be  the  center  of  prairie 
research  in  the  development  of  new  prairie  management  techniques.  Finally, 
in  May  of  1975,  the  acquisition  of  our  long  sought  after  prairie  natural 
area  was  realized  with  the  purchase  of  7,480  acres  of  land  in  South  Dakota. 

An  additional  120  acres  was  purchased  in  late  1975  to  firm  up  our  boundaries. 

I  think  you  will  see  from  the  supporting  information  that  the  Samuel  H. 

Ordway  Memorial  Prairie  is  truly  a  unique  and  rare  natural  resource.  If  lost, 
I  doubt  very  seriously  whether  the  property  can  ever  be  replaced.  The 
amount  of  work  that  has  gone  into  the  acquisition  and  preservation  of  this 
parcel  of  land  cannot  be  summarized  in  this  letter,  but  it  should  be  pointed 
out  that  all  through  the  acquisition  process,  TNC  has  had  the  complete 
support  and  cooperation  of  local  citizens  as  well  as  local,  state  and  federal 
governments.  The  Nature  Conservancy  has  kept  the  land  on  the  tax  roles  and 
through  our  modified  grazing  plan,  substantial  amounts  of  native  prairie 
are  made  available  to  the  local  cattlemen  for  grazing  purposes. 


1U0".  Rr cycled  Paper 


Mr.  Roman  Koenings 
January  19,  1976 
Page  Two 


If  you  have  any  questions  or  foresee  any  problems  In  insuring  that  the 
proposed  natural  gas  transportation  system  does  not  cross  this  prairie, 
please  contact  me,  I  will  be  glad  to  meet  with  you  to  discuss  this  matter 
further.  In  any  case,  I  would  like  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  BLM 
planners  to  discuss  proposed  route  locations  and  their  possible  effect 
on  other  Conservancy  preserves. 

Once  again,  I  thank  you  for  your  interest  and  cooperation,  and  I  appreciate 
your  concern  in  this  matter. 


Ra)\&.  Colter,  Director 
Land  St^/ardship 

RMC/meh 

cc:  Patrick  F.  Noonan,  President 
The  Nature  Conservancy 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO. 


United  States  Department  of  tlie  Interior 

BUKP.AU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.G  20240 


M2 


Mr.  Kay  M.  CulCer 
director.  Land  Stewardship 
Tha  Nature  Cooservancv 
1800  Rorth  Kent  Street 
Arlington,  Virginia  22209 


MAR  1 6  1976 


Dear  Rav: 

We  appreciated  vorv  auen  'tout  letter  of  Jar.ua ft  19  In  which  you  called 
our  attention  to  the  Conaarvancv ' a  Samuel  51.  Ord\my  Manorial  Prairie  in 
Mc?horaou  County.  South  Dakota  and  it*  relationship  to  a  nropoeed  burled 
pipeline  to  bring  natural  $ae  f run  the  Prudhoe  bay  area  of  Alaska  to 
oarVets  in  the  lower  4B  States. 

As  you  know,  our  draft  environmental  inpact  statement  (DEIS)  entitled, 
Alaska  Natural  Gae  Trauaportat ion  System  was  released  late  last  July. 
iXir  writing  teas  working  on  that  portion  of  the  oipeline  proposal  Involving 
South  Dakota  waa  unaware  of  the  Conservancy' a  acquisition  during  Her  and 
did  not  reflect  that  fact  in  the  DEIS.  During  the  ’AVday  public  review 
period,  the  Pierre.  South  Dakota  office  of  the  Pish  and  Wildlife  Service 
alerted  our  North  Border  teas  to  the  existence  of  the  Ordwsy  Prairie. 

Our  iorth  Border  tone  contacted  The  Nature  Oooaerva-ocv ' a  office  in 
Minneapolis  and  there  followed  an  exchange  of  correspondence  with  Grace 
M.  XcDeraott  and  John  Flicker.  Time  exchange  resulted  iu  toe  Ordwsy 
Prairie  being  included  and  discussed  in  our  final  environmental  Impact 
statement  (FilS)  .  References  to  the  Or Jvav  ‘ieiaorial  Prairie  will  he 
found  In  Sections  2. 1.3. 6  (Description  of  Vegetation)  and  3.1.3.''  and 
3. 1.3. 1  (Impacts  on  Vegetation  and  JilJlife) .  You  will  he  Interested  to 
know  that  a  eltlgatlnp  neasure  in  the  'ora  of  a  alnor  route  deviation  to 
avoid  the  Prairie  is  included  in  Section  A. 1.3. 4  (Additional  Mitigating 
Measures) .  se  anticipate  releasing  our  PEIS  next  aonth. 

Your  letter  and  this  response  will  be  cade  a  part  of  our  public  file 
which  will  he  available  for  inspection  at  a  number  of  locations  across 
the  .1st ion. 


Thank  you  for  a varinr  vour  concerns  with  us.  If  we  can  bo  of  further 
assistance  please  let  vie  know. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Nature  Conservancy 
dated  January  19,  1976 


This  Information  has  bean  Included  during  the  revision  See  , pagea 
354  and  539  of  the  North  Border  Volume  and  pages  121,  170  and  171  or 
the  Overview  Volume. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Ronau  ..  tlocr.inye  v 

'‘reject  'iens^er 

Alaska  \ALuC*l  Gas  Tram*. 


System 


cc:  PoeninRS.  Soulen:  No  Id  air  L'fliur.! 

302  Reading  Pile  -  Room  3015  South  Penthouse 
Hold  Copy  LLM:RASoulen:bas  3/12/76 


Study  Sodtly 

013  N.  :.iuln  St. 
Oct.  o,19VS 


Ala  s' -u  natural  Gan  Trauspor  '.atlon  Systcn 

It.I.S.  ras'd  Force 

Bureau  0:’  Land  ..(anagensrf. 

Do  :  :  t".  r.t  of  Interior 
'.'.ash?  igton,  D.C,  2621*0 

I®.*  enclosing  “  petition  signed  by  members  cf  tha 
Kockford  nature  Study  Society  recording  the  proposed 
route  or  the  Arctic  Ges  Transmission  System  pipeline. 

Ye  sincerely  rogucst  that  you  give  this  matter  more 

consideration  rnd  that  you  select  the  least  destructive 

route. 

BrV-VV 


E.I.S  Task  Force 

Alaska  Katiral  Jas  TranspoDtation  System 
Room  lb>38  Bureau  of  Land  Managment 
Department  of  Interior 
•  ashington  D.C.  20 


The  undersigned  arc  concerned  about  the  proposed  route  for 
the  Arctic  Sas  Transmission  System  .  We  are  opposed  to  any 
pipeline  crossing  the  National  Wildlife  Kefuge  in  Alaska. 

We  are  also  opposed  to  any  route  which  would  intrude  upon 
Starved  Rock  Nature  Freserve  or  other  public  Aands  in 
Illinois.  V.o  sug  er.t  that  a  route  using  the-  exist irg 
Alaskan  Pipeline  cs  lirco*--  corridore  to  Big  Delta  is  the  least 
environmentally  destructive. 


The  undersigned  are  members  of  Rockford  Nature  Study  Society 


The 
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Response  Co  Consents  received 
from  The  Nature  Study  Society  of  Rockford,  Illinois 
dated  October  6,  1975 


Consent  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  discussed  on  pages  195,  303- 
304,  308,  400  and  425  of  The  Alaska  Volume,  Pinal  EIS. 

The  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  is  discussed  on  pages  451-452,  468, 
586,  654,  and  659  of  the  North  Border  Volume  Pinal  EIS. 


Statement  cf  Bob  Wright  -  1st  Vice  President,  Nevada 
Cattlemen's  Ass'n.  October  2,  1975.  Reno,  Nevada. 

The  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  is  regarded  by  the  Nevada  Cattlemen’s  Ass'n  as 
being  of  major  importance.  Projections  of  eneroy  needs 
into  the  next  10  to  25  years  are  all  consistent  in  that 
energy  needs  are  not  likely  to  be  met. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  who  supply  the  food 
and  fiber  are  really  concerned  as  to  the  means  of  meetina 
these  needs  in  the  future.  It  takes  energy  to  produce 
this  food  and  fiber*  Fossil  fuels  are  mainly  used  in 
tractors,  combines,  etc,  although  some  natural  gas  is 
used.  The  proposed  Alaskan  Natural  Gas  System  will 
alleviate  the  demand  on  fossil  fuels  in  the  future  so 
that  these  fossil  fuels  would  be  more  readily  available 
for  the  production  of  food. 

The  draft  environmental  Impact  statement  addresses 
itself  to  sixteen  environmental  factors.  Cnly  one  of 
these  factors,  in  reality,  appears  to  cause  permanent 
change.  This  would  be  through  forests  where  trees  would 
have  to  make  way  for  the  pipeline.  For  obvious  reasons, 
trees  cannot  be  replanted  or  allowed  to  grow  on  the 
pipeline  inself.  The  impact  statement  states  that  crop 
growth  and  gracing  capacity  would  be  reduced  on  the  routes. 
Many  millions  of  acres  have  been  impeeved  by  seeding  of 
the  soil  andthis  could  also  be  done  alone  the  pipeline 
route.  The  impact  statement  addresses  itslef  to  wind 


2 

erosion  in  the  spring  wheat  region  and  the  difficulty  of 
establishing  seedlings  along  the  pipeline.  Many  millions 
of  acres  are  plowed  by  *  heat  growers  each  year  and 
successful  crops  are  harvested.  If  the  growers  can  establish 
a  seeding  on  their  land,  it  appears  reasonable  to  assume  a 
successful  seeding  can  be  accomplished  alona  the  pipeline 
trail.  Caribou  calving  grounds  in  Alaska  and  Indiana  bat 
caves  would  be  affected  by  the  pipeline  accordinc  to  the 
E..I.S.  Actually  a  caribou  can  calve  Just  as  well  on  one  side 
of  the  mountain  or  valley  as  veil  as  it  can  on  the  other. 
Surely,  the  Indiana  bat  caves  can  be  circumvented  to  not  be 
affected.  Besides,  not  to  many  people  are  concerned  about 
the  rabie  infected  bats. 

The  prairie  pothole  region  conatins  a  ecesystem  v'hich 
provides  cover  and  nutrition  for  water  fowl.  It  is  difficult 
to  ascertain  how  a  pipeline  might  affect  the  pothole  system 
as  no  water  is  being  induced  into  the  pipeline  except, 
perhaps,  in  testing  of  the  line  and  this  would  be  of  short 
duration . 

In  those  parts  of  the  country  where  Irrigation  is  used 
in  conjunction  with  agriculture,  problems  of  interference 
with  irrigation  and  drainage  ditches  would  be  corrected  in  a 
reasonable  time.  This  impact  does  not  seem  to  be  a  permanent 
factor. 

Gf  the  14.053  acres  which  has  been  estimated  to  be  needed 
for  right-of-way  and  facilities  only  about  10%  of  those  acres 
can  be  considered  to  be  permanently  changed.  Permanent 
facilities  would  make  up  the  most  of  that  10%.  The  other  90% 
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can  be  restored  to  usefulness  through  common  sense  cooperation 
by  the  gas  companies  and  contractors  involved. 


The  draft  environmental  statement  addresses  itself  to 
conditions  that  may  develop  if  the  pipeline  is  allowed  to  !; 

be  built.  Many  of  these  conditions  are  a  stretch  of  the  imaa-  ■ 
ination.  In  many  cases  emotion  seems  to  be  replacing  actualities. 
The  fact  remains  that  energy  is  needed  in  ever  increasino 
quantities.  Key  domestic  energy  resources  are  not  as  abundant 
or  available  as  they  have  been  in  the  past.  It  is  certainly 
true  that  conservation  of  energy  could  eliminate  wasteful 
practices.  But  this  would  only  be  beneficial  for  a  short 
time.  More  energy  would  eventually  be  needed. 

Alternate  sources  of  energy,  such  as  coal,  nuclear, 
oil  shale,  breeder  reactors,  solar,  wind  and  fuel  ceils 
all  have  potential.  These  resources  either  haven't  been 
developed  to  the  point  of  being  usuable  or,  if  they  have,  are 
experiencing  difficulties  being  accepted. 

Natural  gas  is  a  relatively  clean  fuel.  Its  use  wooitd 
have  lesser  adverse  impact  upon  air  environment  than  would 
othhcrpossible  fuel  sources.  Short  term  productivity 
would  be  enhanced  under  relatively  favorable  conditions.  In 
the  long  term,  when  energy  sources  have  to  be  replaced, 
technology  could  have  had  time  to  develop  substitute  fuels 
to  meet  the  needs  of  a  growing  population. 

The  Nevada  Cattlemen's  Ass'n,  after  viewing  the  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statement,  endorses  the  building  of  the  Alaska 
natural  gas  pipeline. 


£ 


l 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Reno,  Nevada 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Mr.  Robert  R.  Wright 
representing 

Nevada  Cattle  Association 
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ROBERT  R.  WRIGHT 
Nevada  Cattle  Association 

MR.  WRIGHT:  Thank  you.  The  Nevada  Cattlemen's 
Association  regards  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  as  being  of  major  importance.  Projec¬ 
tions  of  energy  needs  into  the  next  ten  or  fifteen  years  are 


RICHARD  TUTTI.F.  &  ASSOCIATES 

OFFICIAL  COURT  REPORTERS 
I  6  5  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  69502 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


27 

all  consistent  in  that  energy  needs  are  not  likely  to  be  met. 

The  people  of  the  United  States  who  supply  the  food 
and  fiber  are  really  concerned  as  to  the  means  of  meeting  these 
needs  in  the  future.  It  takes  energy  to  produce  this  food 
and  fiber.  Fossil  fuels  are  mainly  used  in  tractors,  combines, 
et  cetera,  although  some  natural  gas  is  used. 

The  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  System  will  alleviate 
the  demand  on  fossil  fuels  in  the  future  so  that  these  fossil 
fuels  would  be  more  readily  available  for  the  production  of 
food. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  addresses 
itself  to  sixteen  environmental  factors.  Only  one  of  these 
factors  in  reality  appears  to  cause  permanent  change.  This 
would  be  through  forests,  for  trees  would  have  to  make  way 
for  the  pipeline.  For  obvious  reasons  trees  cannot  be  re¬ 
planted  or  allowed  to  regrow  on  the  pipeline  itself. 

The  Impact  Statement  states  that  crop  growth  and 
grazing  capacity  would  be  reduced  on  the  routes.  Many  millions 
of  acres  have  been  improved  by  seeding  of  the  soil,  and  this 
could  also  be  done  along  the  pipeline  route. 

This  Impact  Statement  addresses  itself  to  wind 
erosion  in  the  spring  wheat  region  and  the  difficulty  of 
establishing  seedlings  along  the  pipeline.  Many  millions  of 
acres  are  plowed  by  wheat  growers  each  year  and  successful 
crops  are  harvested.  If  the  growers  can  establish  a  seeding  on 
their  land  it  appears  reasonable  to  assume  a  successful  seeding 
can  be  accomplished  along  the  pipeline  trail. 

Caribou  calving  grounds  in  Alaska  and  Indiana  bat 

RICHARD  TUTTLE  &  ASSOCIATES 
OFFICIAL  COURT  REPORTERS 
1  0 S  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  69502 
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caves  would  be  affected  by  the  pipeline  according  to  the  EIS. 
Actually  a  caribou  can  calve  just  as  well  on  one  side  of  the 
mountain  or  valley  as  it  can  on  the  other.  Surely  the 
Indiana  bat  caves  can  be  circumvented  to  not  be  affected. 

The  prairie  pothole  region  contains  an  ecosystem 
which  provides  cover  and  nutrition  for  waterfowl.  It  is  dif¬ 
ficult  to  ascertain  how  a  pipeline  might  affect  the  pothole 
system  as  no  water  is  being  induced  into  the  pipeline  except 
perhaps  in  the  testing  of  the  line,  and  this  would  be  of 
short  duration. 

In  most  parts  of  the  country  where  irrigation  is 
used  in  conjunction  with  agriculture  problems  of  their  inter¬ 
ference  with  irrigation  and  drainage  ditches  would  be  cor¬ 
rected  in  a  reasonable  time.  This  impact  docs  not  seem  to  be 
of  permanent  nature. 

Of  the  14,053  acres  which  has  been  estimated  to  be 
needed  for  the  right-of-way  and  facilities,  only  about  10  per¬ 
cent  of  those  acres  can  be  considered  to  be  permanently 
changed.  Permanent  facilities  would  make  up  the  most  of  that 
10  percent.  The  other  90  percent  can  be  restored  to  useful¬ 
ness  through  common-sense  cooperation  by  the  gas  companies 
and  contractors  involved. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Statement  addresses  itself 
to  conditions  that  may  develop  if  the  pipeline  is  allowed  to 
be  built.  Many  of  these  conditions  are  a  stretch  of  the 
imagination.  In  many  cases  emotion  seems  to  be  replacing 
actualities.  The  fact  remains  that  energy  is  needed  in  ever- 
increasing  quantities.  Key  domestic  energy  resources  are  not 

RICHARD  TUTTLE  &  ASSOCIATES 

OFFICIAL  COURT  REPORTERS 
IBS  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  B9S02 
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1 

as  abundant  or  available  as  they  have  been  in  the  past.  It 

2 

is  certainly  true  that  conservation  of  energy  could  eliminate 

3 

wasteful  practices,  but  this  would  only  be  beneficial  for  a 

4 

short  time.  More  energy  would  eventually  be  needed.  Alternate 

5 

sources  of  energy,  such  as  coal,  nuclear,  oil  shale,  breeder 

6 

reactors,  solar,  wind  and  fuel  cells,  all  have  potential. 

7 

These  resources  either  haven't  been  developed  to  the  point  of 

8 

being  usable,  or,  if  they  have,  are  experiencing  difficulties 

9 

being  accepted.  Natural  gas  is  a  relatively  clean  fuel.  Its 

10 

use  would  have  lesser  adverse  impact  on  air  environment  than 

n 

would  other  possible  fuel  sources. 

12 

Short-term  productivity  would  be  enhanced  under 

13 

relatively  favorable  conditions.  In  the  long  term  when  energy 

14 

sources  have  to  be  replaced,  technology  could  have  had  time 

15 

to  develope  substitute  fuels  to  meet  the  needs  of  a  growing 

16 

population . 

17 

The  Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association,  after  viewing 

18 

the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  endorses  the  building  of 

19 

the  Alaska  natural  pipeline. 

20 

Thank  you. 

21 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Mr.  Thomas,  do  you  have  any  questions 

22 

of  Mr.  Wright? 

23 

MR.  THOMAS:  No,  I  don't  believe  so. 

24 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Mr.  Chambers? 

25 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  No  questions. 

26 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Mr.  Hamerski? 

27 

MR.  HAMERSKI:  No,  I  don't. 

28 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Wright. 

RICHARD  TUTTLF.  &  ASSOCIATES 

OFFICIAL  COURT  REPORTERS 
IBS  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  69502 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  The  Nevada  Cattlemen's  Association 
dated  October  2,  1975 


1.  Comments  were  noted  but  resulted  in  no  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

2.  The  Alternatives  Volume  was  expanded  to  more  thoroughly  cover  the 
many  different  energy  sources  (See  section  8. E. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6&7) . 
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NEVADA  PROSPECTORS  ASSOCIATION,  INC. 

P.0.  BOX,  94, 

FALLON,  NEVADA,  89406, 

August,  14,  1975 

OFFICE  OF  THE  PRESIDENT,  Phone.  702  423  6231. 

Mr.  Ed  Rolands: 

Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

300  BoothSt. 

Reno,  Nevada,  B9503. 

Dear  Roland: 

I  note  in  news  relese  that  you  are  considering  holding 
another  meeting  on  that  Alaska  gas  Pipe  line  in  ^eno. 

I  should  wish  to  suggest  you  have  this  Meeting  in  Winnumecca. 

This  gives  interested  Persons  in  Loveloch,  Uinnumecca,  Battlemountain 
Elko  and  even  Ely  an  opertunity  to  get  some  sort  of  information  on  this 
instulation  atfd/  and  where  it  is  going  and  the  consenquenses  that  may 
and  most  certainly  will  develope. 

This  will  certainly  develope  situations  of  great  significanse  to  Nevada, 
and  Northern  Calif,  Oregonand  Washington. 

Having  as  you  may  know  received  the  complete  enviroraental  history  of 
all  hearings.  All  seventeen  volumes  of  more  than  20,000  pages,  certainly 
I  has  yet  not  persued  all  of  it  and  probably  never  will  but  the 
situations  ahead  in  this  activity  are  enourmas  and  most  certainlg  will 
not  all  be  pleasent, 

It  will  certaigly  have  a  unfavorable  effect  on  the  water  situation 
in  Nevada, 

If  zsomething  is  not  done  and  quickly  about  the  water  in  Lake  Tahoe 
all  of  Nevada  will  be  just  what  the  Environmentalists,  screwballs  radical 
no  Constutionals  liberals  wish  a  primeval  Wilderness. 

To  get  the  idea  that  the  waters  of  the  Columbia  river  are  a  possible 
solution  just  ask  Nevada  State  Water-master  Mr  Westguard  about  a  conservatio' 
he  had  with  a  Citizen  from  Seatle,  You  will  find  that  the  decision  about 
Columbis  River  Water  is  well  decided  now.  and  it  no  such  thing,we  keep  our 
water.  ancKiubo  -eerr 

and  who  can  blame  them? 

H.R.  Conrad. 


Nevada  State  Office 
Room  3008  Federal  Building 
300  Booth  Street 
Reno,  Nevada  89502 

j ,.*•  *  .i  V  ,jJj 

H.  R.  Conrad 

Office  of  the  President 

Nevada  Prospectors'  Association,  Inc. 

P.  0.  Box  94 
Fallon,  Nevada  89406 

Dear  Mr.  Conrad: 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  August  14,  1975  concerning  the 
hearings  schoduled  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Cas  Transportation  System. 

Hearings  will  bo  held  in  eleven  cities  on  the  following  dates,  beginning 
each  day  at  9:00  a.m.  local  timo: 

Septenfcer  25-26:  Northern  Hotel,  Broadway  and  1st  Avenue  North, 
Billings,  ftontana;  Performing  Arts  Conter,  Building  K,  University  of 
Alaska,  Anchorage,  Alaska;  Ceremonial  Courtroom,  Room  2525,  219  S. 

Dearborn  Street,  Chicago,  Illinois;  Bonneville  Power  Auditorium, 

1002  NE  Holladay  Street,  Portland,  Oregon. 

September  29-30:  Traveller's  Inn,  813  Noble  Street,  Fairbanks, 

Alaska;  Yuba  Roon,  Sacramento  Community  Center,  14th  5  K  Streets, 
Sacramento,  California;  Highway  Department  Auditorium,  Capitol  Hill, 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota;  Washington  Water  Power  Company  Auditorium,  1411  E. 
Mission  Street,  Spokane,  Washington. 

October  2-3:  Pioneer  Inn,  221  S.  Virginia  Street,  Reno,  Nevada; 
Baranof  Hotel,  127  North  Franklin  Street,  Juneau,  Alaska;  Department  of 
the  Interior  Auditorium,  18th  §  C  Streets,  NW,  Washington,  D.C. 

The  hearings  are  being  held  so  that  public  participation  in  the 
preparation  of  a  final  environmental  impact  statement  may  be  expanded 
beyond  the  normal  review  and  comments  solicited  by  the  Federal.  Register 
notice  of  July  28,  1975. 

The  hearings  will  be  conducted  by  an  Administrative  Law  Judge  and  will 
be  heard  by  a  panel  of  Interior  officials.  Time  limitations  Dake  it 
necossary  to  Unit  the  length  of  oral  testimony  to  10  minutes  per  speaker. 
Those  wishing  to  supplement  their  oral  testimony  with  written  testimony 
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may  do  so  and  such  submissions  shall  be  made  a  part  of  the  hearing 
record.  The  Department  is  requesting  those  who  submit  written  testimony 
to  prepare  twenty  (20)  copies  for  the  convenience  of  panel  members  and 
the  audienco. 

Interested  persons,  representatives  of  organizations,  and  public  officials 
who  wish  to  testify  at  one  of  the  hearings  arc  requested  to  notify  the 
designated  local  Interior  office  and  preferably  by  no  later  than  eight 
days  prior  to  the  hearing  date. 

The  testimony  and  comments  will  be  analyzed  preparatory  to  the  writing 
of  a  final  environmental  impact  statement. 

We  certainly  appreciate  your  concern  of  providing  local  people  an 
opportunity  to  receive  information  on  the  pipeline  proposal  and  to 
testify  if  they  so  desire.  Ideally,  we  would  like  to  conduct  a  hearing 
in  Winnemucca.  However,  because  of  the  extreme  complexity  of  the 
project,  number  of  states  ir.pactcd  and  the  time  in  which  we  have  to 
conduct  the  hearings,  we  are  only  able  to  conduct  hearings  in  the  eleven 
cities  at  tho  times  and  places  listed  above. 

The  hearings  are  scheduled  for  two  consecutive  days  (October  2-3)  in 
Reno  to  give  all  Nevada  citizens  an  opportunity  to  participate  if  they 
desire. 

Wo  recognize  that  this  may  create  a  travel  hardship  on  some  citizens,  but 
will  provide  an  opportunity  to  participate. 

V/e  understand  and  appreciate  your  concerns  and  regret  that  we  cannot 
accommodate  your  suggestion. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  The  Nevada  Prospectors  Association,  Inc. 
Dated  August  14,  1975 


Impacts  on  water  resources  were  expanded  in  the  EIS,  section 
3.1.5R.5  pages  272-276  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume.  Mitigating 
measures  are  described  on  pages  L. A.  -  344-345. 


Sincerely  yours, 

B.  I.  I.orrlcnd 

E.  I.  Rowland 

State  Director,  Nevada 


cc : 

WQ-302  w/cy  of  incoming 
SWGearhart : aw  8-20-75 
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New  York  Archaeological  Council 

-aref-ieeo'ogtcal  resource  management  service 


October  8,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
O.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Gentlemen : 

I  have  recently  had  the  opportunity  to  briefly  review  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  (Issued  June  1975)  .  I  am  certainly  im¬ 
pressed  with  the  organization  and,  in  general,  the  comprehen¬ 
siveness  of  the  document.  I  am  concerned,  however,  with  two 
aspects  of  the  EIS  —  its  treatment  of  cultural  resources,  and 
its  treatment  of  certain  social  impacts.  One  could  pick  a  large 
number  of  nits  with  the  EIS,  which  is  no  doubt  expectable  given 
the  size  and  complexity  of  the  work;  rather  than  do  so,  I  will 
address  my  comments  primarily  to  statements  in  the  Overview  vol¬ 
ume,  drawing  on  other  volumes  as  necessary  but  emphasizing  general 
issues  rather  than  particular  errors. 

Cultural  Resources:  Executive  Order  11593  directs  that  "the 
Federal  Government  shall  provide  leadership  in  preserving,  re¬ 
storing,  and  maintaining  the  historic  and  cultural  environment.." 
and  that  federal  agencies  shall  "institute  procedures  to  assure 
that  Federal  plans  and  programs  contribute  to  the  preservation 
and  enhancement  of  non- federally  owned  sites,  structures  and  ob¬ 
jects  of  historical,  architectural,  and  archaeological  significance  . 
With  reference  to  the  present  case,  I  take  this  to  mean  that  the 
EIS  should  culminate  in  recommendations  for  direction  that  can  be 
provided  to  the  applicants,  to  insure  that  they  effectively  and 
efficiently  protect  and  manage  the  cultural  resources  that  the  pro¬ 
ject  may  threaten.  In  this  respect,  the  EIS  is  not  successful;  it 
provides  "guidance"  that  is  at  best  unimaginative,  on  the  whole 
confusing,  and  at  worst  an  out-and-out  threat  to  the  integrity  of 
the  cultural  resources  lying  in  the  path  of  the  project. 

Ideally,  archaeological  surveys  and  other  systematic  means  of 
identifying  cultural  resources  should  be  undertaken  during  prep¬ 
aration  of  a  draft  EIS  (cf.  36  CFR  VIII  800.2).  Clearly,  this 
ideal  is  not  attainable  in  this  case  due  to  the  complexity  and 
private  nature  of  the  project.  It  is  surely  then  incumbant  upon 
you  to  find  an  alternative  to  DEIS-level  survey  and  preservation 
planning  that  will  maximize  the  protection  given  to  cultural  re 
sources.  I  suggest  that  it  is  not  an  acceptable  alternative  to 
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simply  instruct  the  applicants  to  conduct  cultural  resource 
surveys  and  comply  with  the  Procedures  of  the  Advisory  Council 
on  Historic  Preservation  at  a  later  date,  but  this,  by  and 
large,  is  what  the  EIS  does. 

Much  of  the  data  contained  in  the  EIS  is  simply  not  useful 
for  cultural  resource  planning.  Although  there  are  a  number  of 
statements  indicating  the  need  for  archaeological  surveys  because 
of  the  possibility  of  unknown  or  unrecorded  sites,  the  great 
bulk  of  attention  in  the  archaeological  (and  still  more  in  the 
"historical"  sections  is  given  to  known  resources  (cf.  Table 
2.0V. 12-1,  pages  I-327--330,  and  equivalent  statements  and 
presentations  throughout) .  Typical  of  the  potentially  confusing 
statements  scattered  throughout  all  the  volumes  are  the  following 
from  page  1-396: 

"The  pipeline  route  to  San  Francisco  would  cross  8  historic  trails, 
while  7  historic  and  21  archaeological  sites  would  suffer  direct 
damage  from  the  construction..." 

This  sort  of  unequivocal  quantification  creates  the  impression 
that  the  DOI  knows  the  absolute  number  of  historic  and  prehistoric 
sites  that  are  subject  to  impact,  but  on  the  other  hand: 

"Potential  impacts  on  historic  and  archaeological  sites  are  judged 

to  be  high  on  364  miles  and  medium  on  754  miles  of  the  route  to 

Los  Angeles. . ." 

This  suggests  that  on  the  Los  Angeles  route  the  DOI  does  not 
know  the  absolute  number  of  sites  possibly  threatened,  but  is  in 
a  position  to  make  a  predictive  statement.  In  fact,  however,  the 
situations  with  reference  to  the  San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles 
routes  are  essentially  the  same:  for  various  reasons  not  related 
to  the  present  project,  some  surveys  have  been  done  along  some 
portions  of  the  route,  and  in  other  areas  archaeological  sites  (both 
historic  and  prehistoric)  have  been  unsystematically  recorded.  No 
one  knows  how  many  sites  may  actually  be  subject  to  adverse  effect, 
and  no  one  is  in  a  position  to  make  a  reliable  predictive  statement. 

On  the  basis  of  the  data  now  available,  there  is  no  reasonable 
alternative  to  requiring  that  the  applicants  conduct  full  archaeo¬ 
logical  surveys  for  both  historic  and  prehistoric  properties,  and 
develop  means  of  avoiding  or  mitigating  effects,  prior  to  construc¬ 
tion.  In  a  general  way,  this  is  what  the  EIS  proposes.  Little  or 
no  guidance  is  given,  however,  about  how  the  surveys  and  preservation 
planning  activities  should  be  done  to  avoid  or  minimize  project 
delays.^  At  several  points,  it  is  indicated  that  the  applicants 
should  undertake  compliance  with  the  Procedures  of  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation,  but  there  is  no  real  mechanism 
proposed  for  their  doing  so  without  either  delaying  the  project  or 
being  forced  into  emergency  salvage  archaeological  procedures. 

Many  of  the  statements  are  explicitly  salvage-oriented,  apparently 
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springing  from  an  assumption  that  salvage  is  the  only  or  best  way 
to  mitigate  project  impacts  (cf.  III-1259;  V-1330-31) . 

Some  portions  of  the  EIS  are  very  well  and  sensitively  done; 

I  would  particularly  like  to  commend  the  author  of  the  section 
between  V-838  and  V-875  for  giving  proper  references  for  the  data 
presented  —  an  indication  of  scientific  responsibility  notably 
lacking  in  most  of  the  Statement's  archaeological  sections  — 
though  this  section  like  the  others  lays  heavy  emphasis  on  known 
sites  at  the  expense  of  developing  ideas  about  how  to  identify 
and  protect  those  that  are  not  known.  Much  of  the  presentation 
of  archaeological  data  on  the  Northern  Border  portion  of  the  project 
is  often  well  done,  though  I  object  to  the  guess-predictions  about 
where  areas  of  archaeological  sensitivity  are  likely  to  be;  the 
available  data  are  really  inadequate  to  make  such  predictions  in 
a  responsible  manner. 

The  overall  effect  of  the  presentation  of  cultural  resources 
in  the  EIS,  then,  is: 

(a)  to  confuse  the  reader  about  how  much  is  known  or  can  be 
predicted  about  the  archaeological  (historic  and  prehistoric) 
sensitivity  of  the  project  route,  and 

(b)  to  offer  as  guidance  to  the  applicants  only  the  indication 
that  they  should,  or  should  be  required  to,  engage  archaeologists 
and  historians  to  survey  the  route,  salvage  archaeological  sites, 

and  monitor  construction  activities,  while  going  through  the  Advisory 
Council  Procedures  and  expecting  project  delays. 

I  suggest  that  the  results  of  this  approach  will  be  roughly 
as  follows: 

(a)  Archaeological  surveys  will  be  done  relatively  late  in 
the  planning  stages  —  often  just  before  construction  along  a 
given  stretch  of  r/w. 

(b)  As  a  result,  little  flexibility  in  project  planning  will 
be  possible,  and  salvage  activities  will  be  the  only  possible  way 
of  mitigating  impacts. 

(c)  The  fact  that  no  central  coordination  of  cultural  resource 
planning  is  suggested  (with  some  minor  exceptions;  see  below),  will 
result  in  little  or  no  quality  control  in  either  survey  or  salvage 
work.  The  State  Historic  Preservation  Officers  cannot  be  counted 
on  to  provide  such  quality  control  in  most  cases,  and  state-to- 
state  consistency  is  extremely  unlikely.  Some  states  can  be  ex¬ 
pected  to  allow  the  applicants  to  provide  for  only  very  general, 

-cursory- surveys  .and*  very,  minor  salvage-  programs  ,  .while  others  will 
be  much  stricter.  This  will  result  in  confusion,  conflicts  among 
applicants,  SHPOs,  and  archaeologists/historians,  and  delays  and 
uncertainties  in  the  archaeological  planning  process. 
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(d)  The  results  of  delays  in  archaeological  planning  will 
be  the  loss  of  cultural  resources  either  to  low-grade  salvage 
excavations  or  to  construction  without  salvage,  and  delays  to 
construction  of  the  project.  Delays  to  the  project  will  threaten 
the  credibility  of  the  entire  cultural  resource  protection  program 
m  the  Nation,  because  it  will  enable  the  applicants  or  some 
members  of  congress  to  assert  that  "the  archaeologists  and  historic 
preservationists  are  keeping  the  Nation  short  on  gas".  Such  an 
assertion  would  not  be  true,  because  the  delays  would  result  from 
bad  planning  by  the  applicants  rather  than  from  the  actions  of 
preservationists,  but  it  would  be  compelling  to  some  —  especially 
when  the  Department  of  the  Interior  has  had  a  clear  opportunity  to 
develop  a  sensible  cultural  resource  planning  program  that  would 
protect  cultural  resources  without  endangering  project  schedules. 

I  suggest  that  rather  than  worrying  about  how  many  National 
Register  properties  or  potential  Register  Properties  are  now  known 
along  the  route,  or  about  where  zones  of  particular  archaeological 
sensitivity  might  be  based  on  extant  data,  the  EIS  simply  recog- 
nize  that  on  the  whole  the  available  data  are  insufficient  to  make 
any  but  the  most  crude  estimates  of  potential  impact,  and  that 
these  crude  estimates  indicate  that  the  impact  will  be  high.  The 
problem  to  be  faced,  then,  is  how  to  fully  mi  igate  this  impact 
without  endangering  project  schedules.  The  following  steps,  I 
suggest,  should  be  taken  towai  oroviding  for  such  mitigation: 

1.  An  integrated  archaeological  (historic  and  prehistoric) 
planning  program  should  be  undertaken  for  the  entire  route  within 
the  U.S.,  and  this  program  should  be  integrated  with  a  similar 
program  in  Canada  if  at  all  possible.  Some  "precedent"  for  this 
sort  of  program  exists  at  page  1-447  where  it  is  asserted  that 
a  competent  historian ...  should  be  employed  to  make  an  evaluation 
.  entire  route...".  Unfortunately,  the  means  whereby  this 

individual  would  make  the  evaluation  (and  to  do  it  in  less  than  a 
lifetime  would  certainly  take  some  innovative  methods)  are  nowhere 
stipulated,  and  the  same  sort  of  requirement  is  not  extended  to 
non-historic  archaeological  evaluations  (the  statement  about 
archaeology  on  the  same  page  does  not  even  indicate  a  clear  re¬ 
quirement  for  surveys).  A  competent  evaluation  of  the  project's 
potential  impact  on  historic  and  prehistoric  properties  would  take 
far  more  than  a  single  individual,  but  it  should  be  centralized  and 
coordinated  as  should  mitigation  activities.  Such  a  coordinated 
program  might  be  undertaken  by  the  applicants  through  an  acceptable 
archaeological  institution  or  organization,  or  it  could  be  under¬ 
taken  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  itself.  The  latter  course 
.  of  action  would  probably  be  more  efficient  and  reliable  than  the 
;£?rn>®?,  provided,  the  ..e^pep-tise.  present  in  the  NPS  Office  of  Archaeo¬ 
logy  and  Historic  Preservation  were  drawn  on  fully  by  the  program. 
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2.  Full  and  complete  archaeological  (historic  and  prehistoric)- 
surveys  should  be  done  as  soon  as  the  approximate  route  of  the 
project  is  reasonably  firm.  I  see  no  reason  to  await  staking  of 
the  line  to  conduct  these  surveys  if  adequate  airphoto  coverage  is 
available  to  guide  the  archaeological  surveyors.  The  survey  should 
be  intensive,  it  should  be  concerned  with  both  direct  and  indirect 
project  effects,  it  should  involve  both  on-the-ground  and  documentary 
research,  and  it  should  be  fully  coordinated  by  the  archaeological 
planning  program  recommended  above. 

3.  As  the  survey  data  comes  in,  full  compliance  with  Advisory 
Council  Procedures  should  be  instituted  immediately,  again  coordin¬ 
ated  by  the  archaeological  planning  program.  At  least  one  full¬ 
time  Advisory  Council  staff  member  should  be  delegated  the  respon¬ 
sibility  of  coordination  with  the  archaeological  planning  program, 
to  insure  that  compliance  procedures  are  expedited. 

4.  The  archaeological  planning  program  should  continue  its 
consultation  with  project  planners  and  designers  as  the  survey 
draws  to  a  close  and  final  design  gets  underway  for  the  project 
itself.  Wherever  practicable,  cultural  resources  should  be  protected 
in  place;  where  this  cannot ' be  done,  the  archaeological  planning 
program  should  select  qualified  archaeological  institutions, 
architects,  and  others  as  necessary  to  salvage  and  record  the 
resources  that  will  be  destroyed.  The  archaeological  planning 
program  would  be  responsible  for  seeing  to  it  that  any  such  work 

was  done  as  far  as  possible  in  advance  of  construction,  and  that 
it  was  done  expeditiously. 

I  strongly  believe  that  if  such  a  centralized  planning  pro¬ 
gram  was  undertaken,  the  project  could  be  constructed  without  any 
delay  on  account  of  cultural  resources,  and  with  minimal  damage  to 
such  resources.  If  the  applicants  are  not  given  this  kind  of 
guidance,  however,  I  believe  equally  strongly  that  both  project 
delays  and  irreparable  damage  to  cultural  resources  and  the  cultural 
resource  preservation  activities  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
will  occur. 

Social  impacts:  As  an  anthropologist,  I  must  also  make  a 
brief  comment  on  the  EIS's  treatment  of  social  impacts.  Although 
I  take  it  that  some  of  the  applicants  have  made  an  attempt  at  a 
detailed  anthropological  or  sociological  investigation  of  the 
village  of  Kaktovik  and  other  communities  along  the  route,  the  EIS's 
approach  by  and  large  is  summed  up  in  the  following: 

"The  Natives  of  northern  communities  have  long  been  exposed  to  white 
(nan's  culture  and  the  Social  evolution  that  has  already  changed  their' 
traditional  ways  of  life  can  only  be  accelerated  by  the  development 
and  transportation  of  mineral  resources  in  the  North.  Many  people 


will  welcome  the  benefits  of  a  new  life  style  and  different  social 
customs  but  in  the  short  term  and  perhaps  the  long  term  many  will 
desire  to  retain  their  traditions,  customs  and  language.  Whether 
the  changes  are  good  or  bad  are  value  judgements  only  the  people 
concerned  can  make  and  the  options  should  be  of  their  choice." 

(1-503-4) 

I  must  point  out  that  this  sort  of  statement  could  have  been 
made  before  the  dispatch  of  Conquistadores  to  Mexico,  missionaries 
to  Polynesia,  or  Marines  to  Viet  Nam.  How  are  the  people  concerned 
going  to  be  given  their  choice  of  options?  How  are  they  to  be 
informed  of  the  options?  How  are  they  to  be  protected  from  having 
their  options  chosen  for  them?  What  are  the  "benefits  of  a  new 
life  style..."  and  how  are  the  people  made  knowledgeable  of  them? 

In  what  ways  is  is  desireable  —  or  perceived  as  desireable  -- 
to  retain  traditional  customs,  and  what  strategies  will  be  made 
available  to  the  people  for  integrating  new  life  styles  with  old? 

Some  data  are  presented  on  Eskimo  attitudes,  indicating  a  consider¬ 
able  amount  of  socioeconomic  conflict  (cf.  11-489,  -518,  -519, 
-765-773,-871-3,  etc.),  and  yet  I  see  no  evidence  of  any  substantial 
analysis  leading  to  the  development  of  mitigation  measures  to  keep 
the  project  from  aggravating  the  situation.  The  fact  that  accul¬ 
turation  is  already  going  on  is  not  an  excuse  for  its  unmitigated 
acceleration.  Although  I  am  emphasizing  potential  social  impacts 
on  Kaktovik  here,  I  would  certainly  anticipate  that  similar  effects 
might  occur  on  other  communities  --  both  native  and  white  —  at 
various  points  along  the  route.  A  genuine  anthropological  evaluation 
of  the  social  changes  that  the  project  may  occasion,  and  of  means 
to  alleviate  those  that  will  involve  difficult  individual  and  group 
adjustments,  is  certainly  called  for. 

I  hope  these  brief  comments  and  suggestions  are  of  use  to  you 
in  preparation  of  the  Final  EIS  and  development  of  this  important 
project.  If  I  can  be  of  any  assistance  to  you  in  the  future,  please 
feel  free  to  contact  me. 


Administrator 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  New  York  Archaeological  Council 
dated  October  8,  1975 


The  comments  of  Mr.  King,  Administrator,  New  York  Archaeological 
Council  were  noted.  Archaeology  mitigation  measures  are  described 
in  each  geographical  volume  and  on  pages  193-194  of  the  Overview 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 

Mitigation  measures  concerning  social  impacts  are  discussed 
on  page  399  of  the  Alaska  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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The  Dunn  County  Farmers  Union  respectfully  requests  that  the  fol lowing  standards 


Dear  Sirs: 


Enclosed  is  a  resolution  of  the  Dunn  County  Farmers  Union  in  relation 
to  standards  which  they  believe  should  be  applied  to  the  development  of 
the  Northern  Border  Pipeline. 

The  resolution  has  been  forwarded  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  EIS  Task  Force  in  Washington, 
D.C. 


Your  support  of  these  standards  would  be  greatly  appreciated  by  thp  Dunn 
County  Farmers  Union. 

Yours  truly, 


KL.-me 

Enclosure 


Karl  Limvere 

Communications  Coordinator 


Ikj  required  of  Northern  Border  Pipeline  as  a  means  of  insuring  protection  oT  the  natural 
and  human  environment  in  their  proposed  pipeline  facility  through  North  Dakota. 


1.  Payments  should  be  made  to  surface  owners  and  users  every  ten  years  for  right- 
of-way  casements.  Such  payments  should  be  coupled  to  an  inflation  index. 


I 


2.  The  rights  of  tenants  and  surface  users  other  than  landowners  should  be  protected. 
Tenants  should  be  entitled  to  payments  for  damages  and  loss  of  income  during  the 
easement  period. 

3.  The  Northern  Border  Pipeline  should  comply  with  both  county  and  state  regula¬ 
tions  concerning  siting  and  land  use  planning  and  zoning. 

*1.  To  insure  continued  soil  productivity,  all  measures  should  be  taken  to 
preserve  existing  soil  profiles  through  the  separation  of  topsoil  and  subsoil  for  subse- 


I 

I 


quent  restoration  by  stratification. 

5.  Soils  removed  should  be  stockpiled  every  quarter  mile  for  subsequent  restoration 
activities.  + 


C.  Easement  payments  should  be  made  within  sixty  days  of  the  signing  of  the  easementj^ 
contract  or  otherwise  considered  invalid. 


7.  North  Dakota  consumers  should  be  given  a  priority  use  for  a  stated  percentage 
of  natural  gas  flowing  through  the  pipeline. 

8.  Land  casements  and  payments  should  be  uniformly  established  and  be  based  on 
soil  classifications  and  present  production  uses. 


I 

I 


0.  The  pipeline,  compressor  station,  or  other  facilities  of  the  pipeline  should  not 
'ocatcd  within  500  feet  of  present  farmsteads  or  furm  buildings. 

IXinn  County  Farmers  Union  Board  of  Directors 
Afhos  WIke,  Manning,*ND,  President 
Charles  Dvorak,  Manning,  ND,  Vice-President 
Mrs.  Amos  Wikc,  Manning,  ND,  Secretary 
Mrs.  Charles  1.  Dvorak,  Gladstone,  ND,  Director 
Mrs.  George  llurincnko.  Manning,  ND,  Director 
Alfred  Johnson,  Werner,  ND,  Director 
Richard  Lcfor,  Gladstone,  ND,  Director 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  North  Dakota  Farmers  Union 
dated  October  1,  1975 


1.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  The  Applicant  has  stated  that  farmers  will  be  compen¬ 
sated  for  their  loss  of  crop  production  by  the  pipeline 
developer.  The  easement  agreements  negotiated  between  the 
landowner  and  the  Applicant  will  also  consider  damages 

and  loss  of  crop  production. 

3.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Applicant  to  comply  with 
all  applicable  State  and  local  regulations.  No  change  in 
FEIS. 

4.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Mitigation  measures  concerning  soil  are  discussed  on 
pages  609,  615  and  644. 

5.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

6.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

7.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  See  response  #2. 

8.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  See  page  605,  North  Border  Volume. 
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Publishers  of  FLICKERTALES 

200  West  Main  North  Dakota’s  Leading  Environmental  Publication  Phone  223-8741 

P.  0  Box  1694 

Bismarck,  North  Dakota  58501  September  11,  1975 


Hs.  Bonnie  Austin 
State  Planner’s  Office 
Capitol  Building 
Bismarck  58501 

Dear  Bonnlei 

Enclosed  are  the  comments  df  the  North  Dakota  Wildlife  Federation,  Inc. 
on  the  DEIS,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transmission  System. 

Sincerely, 

NORTH  DAKOTA  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION,  INC. 


Betty  Morgan 
Executive  Secretary 


end. 


%yitk  Dakota.  TOiUlifa  'PcdenatioK 


200  West  Mam 
P.  O.  Box  1694 

Bismarck.  North  Dakota  5850 1 


Publishers  of  FLICKERTALES 
North  Dakota  s  Leading  Environmental  Publication 


Phone  223  8741 


September  10,  1975 


COMMENTS 

NORTH  DAKOTA  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION,  INC. 
on 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transmission  System, 

Part  V,  North  Border,  Volumes  1,  2  A  3 

of  3 

The  North  Dakota  Wildlife  Federation,  Inc.  le  a  non-profit  citizen's  organization 
made  up  of  some  7,000  members  concerned  with  sound  resource  management  ana 
perpetuation  of  a  healthy  environment.  We  wish  to  exprees  onv  appreciation  ror 
the  opportunity  to  comment  upon  this  report. 

Since  the  Federation  does  not  have  a  technical  staff,  its  comments  will  be  < con¬ 
fined  to  general  observations  and  recommendations.  These  will  be  addressed  to 
that  part  of  the  proposed  pipeline  crossing  North  Dakota. 

the  Federation's  greatest  concern  Is  the  route  of  the  pipeline.  It  Is  noted  that 
six  routes  ars  being  considered  across  our  state.  Any  route  which  would  cross 
the  fragile  badlands  area  along  the  Little  Missouri  Diver  would  be  opposed  by 
our  organization.  This  area  le  one  of  the  main  tourist  attractions  and  one  highly 
valued  by  residents  throughout  the  state.  Line  5a,  which  would  run  east  across 
the  northern  part  of  the  state,  would  necessitate  fewer  river  crossings  and  «n- 
countsr  less  steep  slopes.  It  would,  all  things  being  considered,  be  favored  by 
the  Federation.  Crossing  the  Little  Missouri  Diver  at  any  point  would  be  opposed 
by  our  organization  as  would  the  National  Grasslands  area  in  Dlchland  and  Dansom 
Counties,  This  sand  dune  area  could  not  tolerate  the  ditching  and  travel 
required  to  put  in  a  pipeline. 

Sells  are  another  concern  of  the  Federation.  It  Is  noted  that  North  Dakota  will 
be  asked  to  provide  more  right-of-way  acreage  than  any  other  state.  Much 
proposed  area  runs  through  agricultural  land.  Since  the  pipeline  trench  will  be 
from  seven  to  ten  feet  in  depth,  it  is  recommended  that  the  top  five  feet  be 
segregated  and  replaced  on  top  as  the  fill  takes  place.  This  would  conform  to  the 
recently  enacted  legislation  governing  strip-mine  reclamation.  Every  effort  should 
be  employed  to  minimize  disturbance  of  soil  density  and  interference  with  gravity 
flow  irrigation.  Trench  wind  and  water  erosion  6hould  be  prevented  by  establish¬ 
ing  cover  as  soon  after  refill  as  possible. 

Wetlands  adjacent  to  the  proposed  line  will  suffer.  It  Is  noted  that  (at  least 
In  6ome  Instances) ,  on  some  slopes  earth  may  be  moved  a  distance  of  several 
hundred  feet  from  the  trench.  The  “dredge  and  fill"  provisions  presently  requirin 
a  permit  from  the  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  should  be  adhered  to  here.  Drainage  of 
wetlands  should  be  held  to  a  minimum  and  no  filling  of  natural  reservoirs  should 
be  tolerated. 

Habitat  of  upland  wildlife  species  will  be  ruined  on  pipeline  rlghts^of  way  and 
by  establishment  of  access  roads,  compressor  stations  and  permanent  facilities. 


No  woody  cover  will  be  allowed  within  the  right  of  way.  It  is 
this  habitat  should  be  replaced  by  the  applicant  In  amount  and 


recommended  that 
kind. 


I4 


Air  Pollution,  always  a  concern  of  the  Federation,  will  be  increased  by  trans¬ 
porting  gas  across  the  state.  Venting,  leaks  and  other  accidental  emissions 
are  bound  to  occur.  Combustion  products  and  unburned  hydrocarbons  from 
Intermittent  emissions  will  add  their  pollutants  to  those  of  lignite  burning 
electric  generating  plants  and  others  producing  synthetic  gas.  Although  the 
contributions  of  the  pipeline  may  be  snail,  the  state  must  protect  itself  from 
pollutants  in  the  aggregate.  It  is  noted  that  discharges  of  from  10,000 
cubic  feet  per  minute  upward  may  occur  when  it  becomes  necessary  to  discharge 
high  pressure  methane  into  the  atmosphere.  To  this  Federation,  such  pollution 
in  such  amounts  is  absolutely  unwarranted  and  technology  must  be  employed  to 
prevent  this  waste  and  lower  air  pollution  from  this  source.  Nitrogen  oxides 
resulting  from  fuel  combustion  are  both  high  in  toxicity  and  remain  in  the  - 
atmosphere  for  long  periods.  Every  effort  should  be  employed  to  minimize  this 
pollution. 


5 


Water  Quality  Degradation  is  bound  to  result  from  the  pipeline.  However,  the 
Federation  recognizes  that  erosion  and  pipe  flushing  can  be  controlled.  Such 
methods  as  elimination  of  as  many  river  crossings  as  possible  and  routing  away 
from  steep  6lopes  should  be  given  high  priority. 


We  appreciate  the  fact  that  most  conservation  and  environmental  problems  have 
been  addressed  in  depth  in  this  draft  statement.  Generally,  we  believe  the 
statement  quite  good. 

We  request  that  these  comments  be  considered  when  the  final  report  is  prepared 
and  that  they  be  included  in  the  Record, 


I7 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  North  Dakota  Wildlife  Federation 
dated  September  10,  1975 


Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

Comment  noted  -  these  items  are  also  suggested  in  the  Final 
EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

Comment  noted  -  it  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Appli¬ 
cant  to  comply  with  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  regulations. 

Comment  noted  -  replacement  of  habitat  is  suggested  on  pages 
645-646  of  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

Comment  noted  -  this  information  is  included  in  the  Final 
EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

Comment  noted  -  see  response  #5. 

These  comments  and  responses  will  be  included  in  the  Public 
File  of  Comments. 
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Testimony  Presented  at  l’ublic  Hearing 


Spokane,  Washington 
September  29,  197!) 
by  Mr.  G.  W.  Greeley 
representing 

Operating  Engineers  Local  370 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Operating  Engineers  Local  370 
at  the  Spokane  Public  Hearing 
September  29,  1975 


Since  the  publication  of  the  draft  EIS,  the  Applicants  have  submitted 
an  amended  application  whereby  the  Applicant's  proposed  route  goes 
through  the  Kootenai  Valley,  with  the  Hoyle  River  Valley  to  be  considered 
an  alternative. 


ROCKY 

MOUNTAIN 

MINERAL 

LAW 

DURATION 


September  9,  1975 


The  Honorable  Patricia  M.  Schroeder 
1131  Longworth  House 
Washington  D.C.  20515 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.C  20240 
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Dear  Pat: 

In  late  July  the  Foundation  received  a  complimentary  copy  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
dated  June  1975  on  the  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System." 
This  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  contains  17  volumes  and 
requires  approximately  23  inches  of  book  shelf  space.  Naturally, 

The  Rocky  Mountain  Mineral  Law  Foundation  is  the  logical  recipient 
of  this  Draft  EIS  since  we  can  make  its  availability  known  to  all 
of  the  subscribers  of  the  Gower  Federal  Service — Oil  £:  Gas. 

However,  as  a  practical  matter  I  cannot  believe  that  anyone 
has  time  to  read  these  17  volumes  of  Impact  Statement,  even  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  heavily  staffed  oil  companies.  Frankly,  the  25 
page  summary  is  about  all  I  care  to  read  and,  I  suppose  that  if  I 
were  sufficiently  interested  in  some  specific  area  of  the  report, 

I  might  turn  to  that  specific  volume.  Unfortunately,  I  think 
that  the  governmental  papermill,  in  this  case  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  has  lost  sight  of  the  objective  which  realistically 
should  be  turning  out  a  valuable  report,  something  longer  than 
27  pages  in  length,  but  something  that  a  competent  and  qualified 
management  person  can  read  and  digest  easily.  In  my  opinion,  the 
length  of  this  report  almost  assures  that  it  will  not  be  read. 
Admittedly,  we  all  have  a  proclivity  to  turn  out  long  reports. 

The  more  long  reports  we  turn  out,  the  more  gold  stars  we  receive. 

I  suppose  I  am  fortunate  in  that  the  executive  committee  and 
trustees  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Mineral  Law  Foundation  do  not  like 
long  reports  and  hence  I  am  forced  to  be  brief. 

In  any  case,  I  strongly  object  to  the  ridiculous  length  which 
these  reports  are  achieving  and  believe  that  the  ultimate  purpose 
is  thereby  disguised  if  not  lost.  Perhaps  we  should  have  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  on  how  many  forests  are  cut  down 
in  order  to  produce  these  monumental  works  to  library  shelving. 

I  know  that  %you  see  far  more  of  this  than  we  ever  do  but  someone 
needs  to  blow  the  whistle;  I  know  that  you  can  do  it! 

Best  personal  wishes  to  both  you  and  Jim.  Annie  and  I  would 
love  to  see  you  in  Denver  sometime  although,  with  your  schedule, 
this  is  probably  an  impossibility.  We  have  now  moved  up  from  Golden 
to  Boulder  and  are  living  at  211  Hawthorne. 


Hon.  Patricia  Schroeder 

Hooae  of  Representatives  .  NOV  4  1975 

Waahlngton,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Me.  Schroeder: 

Thank  you  for  your  recent  cooaunlcatlon  in  which  you  submitted  rninnf 
from  Mr.  David  P.  Phillip#  dealing  with  the  draft  environmental  Impact 
statement  entitled,  "Alaska  natural  Gaa  Transportation  System." 

We  aaaure  you  that  Mr.  Phillips '  consents  will  receive  careful  considera¬ 
tion  by  our  writing  teams  as  they  prepare  the  final  impact  statement. 

Sincerely  yours, 

(Sgd)  Roman  H.  Koenlnga 

Brian  H.  Koeadmgs 
Project  Manager 
Alaska  natural  Ges 

Transportation  System 


cc: 

Dawes  (v/ Incoming) 

Holden  (v/ incoming) 

Soulen  (v/incoaing)  / 
Leonard  (w/ incoming) v 
SCSO  (w/incoming)  #22239 
DDRF (A)  (v/ incoming ) 
heading  File  -  Boom  1540 
Hold  Copy 

LLM : BShaf fer : has : 10/31/75 


DPP/mw 


Sincerely, 


David  P.  Phillips 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  The  Rocky  Mountain  Mineral  Law  Foundation 
dated  September  9,  1975 

Comments  considered  but  they  do  not  respond  to  the  adequacy  or 
inadequacy  of  the  EIS.  No  change  in  EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Sacramento,  California 
September  29  and  30,  1975 
by  Ms.  Virginia  Jane  Gleadall 
representing 

Sierra  Club  of  California 
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(No  response.) 

The  hearing  will  recess  until  1:30  p.m. 

(Whereupon  a  lunch  break  was  taken.) 

JUDGE  STEINER:  The  hearing  will  be  in  order. 

The  next  speaker  is  Virginia  Gleadall. 

Do  you  have  a  written  statement  to  submit? 

MS.  GLEADALL:  No,  I  don't.  Would  you  like  us  to 
send  one  in  writing? 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Well,  you  have  the  option  of  sending 
one  in  until  the  end  of  October. 

MS.  GLEADALL:  Did  you  want  my  name,  and  all  the 
vital  statistics? 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Yes. 

MS.  GLEADALL:  I  am  Virginia  Jane  Gleadall  of 
Shingle  Springs,  California.  I  represent  the  Sierra  Club 
in  California,  not  the  National  Sierra  Club,  but  those 
members  that  reside  here,  in  the  State  of  California. 

The  number  of  members  that  i,  probably, 
represent  is  in  the  neighborhood  of  60,000,  and  we  are 
concerned  with  making  a  statement  on  the  Draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement  concerning  the  Alaskan  Gas 
Transportation  System. 

We  would  like  you  to  know  that  we  oppose  any 
routing  of  the  pipeline  that  would  pass  through  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Range,  not  only  because  of  the 
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disturbance  of  wildlife  that  will  continue  long  after  the 
original  construction  has  ceased,  but  also  because  we 
believe  that  the  Federal  Wildlife  Refuge  belongs  to  the 
people  of  the  United  States,  and  that  includes  those  of  us 
who  reside  in  California.  Such  land  should  not  be  at  the 
disposal  of  private  developers.  Other  routes  exist,  and 
should  be  examined  more  closely.  We  believe,  that  the 
most  acceptable  routes  would  be  those  that  follow  the 
existing  utility  corridors  as  much  as  possible. 

In  California  we  too  believe,  that  any  such 
-pipeline  should  be  constructed  close  to  existing  facilities; 
thus,  we  will  favor  the  Oxnard  situation  of  the  terminus 
of  the  pipeline,  as  it  would  use  more  existing  facilities. 

The  Executive  Committee  of  the  Mother  Lode 
Chapter,  and  the  Management  Committee  of  the  Sacramento 
Valley  group  of  the  Sierra  Club  have  taken  no  stand  for  or 
against  the  pipeline  Itself.  We  are  merely  making  a  state¬ 
ment  concerning  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

I  have  also  been  asked  to  relate  to  you  that 
if  the  gas  pipeline  must  go  through  the  Owens  Valley  of 
California,  the  least  objectionable  route  would  be  through 
Montgomery  Pass,  along  existing  transportation  and  utility 
corridors . 

The  Eastern  Sierra  Nevada  Task  Force  of  the 
Sierra  Club  in  California  will  submit  a  written  resolution 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


10 


concerning  this  statement. 

The  next  statement,  I  would  like  to  make  as  a 
private  citizen.  The  Sierra  Club  has  taken  no  position, 
other  than  these  that  I  have  related  to  you. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  that  any  gas  moved 
from  the  north  slopes  to  the  lower  48  should  use  pipeline 
facilities  rather  than  the  route  that  has  been  proposed  to 
go  to  Valdez,  and,  then,  come  down  through  the  inside 
passage  to  California  for  the  further  refinement. 

I  have  traveled  up  through  Alaska,  and  I 
strongly  believe  that  no  matter  how  we  route,  eventually, 
there  will  be  catastrophes  of  one  sort  or  another,  but  I 
do  think  that  the  inside  passage  is  no  place  to  be  routing 
ships  with  dangerous  cargo,  whether  it  be  the  liquefied 
natural  gas,  or  whether  it  be  petroleum  in  some  other  form. 

I,  personally,  am  concerned  with  using  the 
existing  transportation  corridors,  and  with  as  little 
disturbance  to  the  natural  areas  that  we  have  in  Alaska. 
They  are  very  beautiful,  and  they  should  be  preserved  as 
best  we  can. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Thank  you,  Mrs.  Gleadall. 

The  next  speaker  will  be  Russell  Rowley. 

Will  you  give  us  your  full  name,  sir? 

MR.  ROWLEY:  My  name  is  Russell  Rowley,  and  I  am 
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Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  Task  Force 

Room  1538,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sirs: 

It  is  our  fervent  hope  that  in  your  consideration  of  the  various  alternative 
gas  pipeline  routes  presently  proposed,  you  will  reject  the  Alaskan 
Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company's  proposal  which  would  run  through  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Clearly,  this  use  of  the  lands  involved 
runs  counter  to  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  set  aside,  and  the  precedent 
set  by  such  a  move  is  not  one  to  be  taken  lightly.  We  recognize 
the  importance  of  this  gas  field  and  the  spirit  of  energy  independence, 
but  there  is  no  reason  to  ignore  wildlife  values.  Rather,  the  route 
which  follows  the  existing  corridor  to  Big  Delta  and  along  the  existing 
oil  pipeline  would  appear  to  inflict  significantly  less  new  environmental 
damage.  It  would  also  have  the  benefit  of  profiting  from  the  knowledge 
of  this  difficult  area  gained  in  the  laying  of  the  first  pipeline. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  offer  comments  and  look  forward  to  your 
decisions. 

SLqcerely  ^ 

/t 

David  A.  Ladensohn 
Chairman 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Reno,  Nevada 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Ms.  Marjorie  Sill 
representing 

Regional  Conservation  Committee  of  the  Sierra  Club 


44 

I,  like  everyone  else,  believed  what  I  heard  over 
the  radio  and  on  the  television  broadcast,  and  I  thought  that 
the  Nevada-Eastern  California  branch  of  the  pipeline  had  been 
canceled. 

I  understand  now  that  it  has  only  been  postponed. 
Consequently,  I  come  without  a  written  statement,  but  I  will 
try  to  submit  a  more  detailed  written  statement  within  the 
deadline. 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Yes.  You  have  until  October  28th. 

MS.  SILL:  Thank  you.  The  Sierra  Club,  the  Regional 
Conservation  Committee,  would  be  opposed  to  any  pipeline  that 
would  go  through  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  or  the 
proposed  additions  to  the  refuge,  and  I  want  to  make  that  very 
clear,  because  we  have  neither  supported  nor  been  against  the 
gas  pipeline  except  in  that  particular. 

We  are  very  much  concerned  about  the  route  which 
will  be  taken  through  Nevada  and  Eastern  California.  Our 
recommendation  is  that  the  route  follow  existing  highway,  road 
and  utility  corridors.  We  think  this  is  very  important  for 
two  reasons:  First  of  all,  the  building  of  any  pipeline  is, 
if  it  does  not  follow  these  corridors,  going  to  involve 
extensive  roadbuilding,  I  can't  get  away  from  it,  and  road¬ 
building  in  Nevada  creates  --  and  in  Eastern  California,  in 
any  area  which  is  arid  --  creates  huge  scars  on  the  landscape, 
and  while  you  talk  about  restoration  of  the  landscape,  and  so 
forth,  why,  this  is  very  difficult  to  do  in  our  arid  country. 

A  second  reason  is  that  we  feel  that  the  citizens 
should  understand,  if  there  is  to  be  gas  brought  down  from 

RICHARD  TUTTLE  &  ASSOCIATES 
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MARJORIE  SILL 

Vice  Chairman,  Regional  Conservation  Committee 
Sierra  Club 

MS.  SILL:  I'm  sure  I  won't  need  fifteen  minutes. 

In  the  first  place  I  would  like  to  clarify  the  fact 
that  I  do  not  represent  the  National  Sierra  Club.  The  Sierra 
Club  is  a  confusing  organization.  I  am  Vice  Chairman  of  the 
Regional  Conservation  Committee  of  the  Sierra  Club,  which 
represents  Northern  California  and  Northern  Nevada  interests; 
and  the  main  testimony  for  the  Sierra  Club  will  be  given  in 
Sacramento  by  a  national  officer. 
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Alaska,  that  this  gas  is  being  used.  It  should  be  obvious  to 
the  citizens,  the  motoring  public,  that  this  is  exactly  where 
it  is . 

A  third  reason  might  be  that  the  existing  roads  and 
utility  corridors  are  laid  out  in  such  a  way  that  they  probably 
will  have  the  least  environmental  damage.  It  will  be  easiest 
to  reach  these  areas  if  you  have  the  existing  roads.  It  will 
be  easier  to  reach  the  pipeline  to  make  repairs  or  any  modi¬ 
fications  that  will  be  necessary. 

So  for  all  kinds  of  reasons  this  seems  to  make  good 

sense . 


As  we  understand  the  present  route  through  Nevada, 
this  is  not  necessarily  being  followed.  For  example,  there  is 
a  portion  of  the  pipeline  that  crosses  the  Clan  Alpine  Range, 
and  I  do  not  think  that  it  goes  along  the  existing  road,  and 
it  seems  like  moving  --  even  if  the  route  is  slightly  longer, 
moving  the  pipeline  slightly  so  that  it  does  go  along  an 
existing  road  would  be  a  far  better  thing  to  do. 

When  you  get  to  the  southern  part  of  the  route  in 
Nevada,  why,  you  run  into  even  more  difficulties.  The  alterna¬ 
tive  proposed,  or  the  one  favored  right  now,  goes  down  through 
Dyer  and  across  Westgard  Pass  --  well,  across  Deep  Springs 
Valley,  across  Westgard  Pass,  and  then  into  Owens  Valley. 

We  would  be  very  much  opposed  to  this  particular 
route  because  it  would  destroy  a  lot  of  values  along  the  area 
in  Deep  Springs  Valley  --  I  believe  part  of  this  has  been 
mentioned  --  for  a  national  monument  type  of  agency,  and  many 
of  the  values  would  be  destroyed  if  you  ran  the  pipeline  there ^ 

- - - i 
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46  I 

A  far  better  solution  would  seem  --  and  there  are 

1 

47 

or  whatever. 

2 

two  alternatives  that  would  seem  to  us  to  be  better.  One  is 

2 

MS.  SILL:  Yes.  I  have  no  information  on  that.  I 

3 

to  run  the  pipeline  down  Highway  95,  and  it  would  have  to  cross 

3 

had  heard  this  at  a  meeting,  and  since  I  am  speaking  without 

4 

over  into  California  at  some  place,  but  we  would  propose 

4 

any  notes,  I'm  sorry  that  I  can't  give  you  any  further  refer- 

5 

bringing  it  over  into  California  on  an  existing  road,  or  a 

5 

ence  to  this.  I  will  try  to  find  it  and  include  it  in  my 

6 

possible  alternative  would  be  to  bring  it  down  Highway  10  out 

6 

written  testimony. 

7 

of  --  just  south  of  Hawthorne.  I  think  all  of  you  know  where 

7 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  All  right.  Thank  you. 

8 

Highway  10  cuts  down,  and  it  joins  the  Montgomery  Pass  road, 

8 

MS.  SILL:  Surely. 

9 

bring  the  pipeline  down  the  Montgomery  Pass  road  and  then  take 

9 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  I  think  this  was  addressed  earlier. 

10 

it  down  U.  S.  395,  the  corridor  there,  to  Cajon,  and  it  would 

10 

MS.  SILL:  Yes. 

11 

seem  that  both  of  these  alternatives  -  -  I  think  one  is  some- 

11 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Do  you  know,  Mrs.  Sill,  whether  Dave 

12 

thing  like  thirteen  miles  longer  than  the  alternative  which 

12 

Boroughf  of  the  Conservation  Group  will  be  here  this  evening, 

13 

is  now  favored,  but  at  the  same  time  it  might  be  much  less 

13 

also? 

14 

costly  to  build. 

Z 

14 

MS.  SILL:  I'm  sorry.  I  just  don't  know.  I  know  that 

15 

I  think  that  when  you  are  talking  about  economic 

15 

he  had  planned  to  be  here,  but  I  understand  that  there  is  a 

16 

price,  the  price  of  building  a  pipeline,  you  also  have  to  con- 

16 

possible  conflict,  and  if  he  was  not  here  tonight,  I  understand 

17 

sider  the  terrain  as  well  as  the  number  of  miles  of  pipeline, 

17 

you  are  having  hearings  tomorrow  morning. 

18 

and  I  would  say  that  this  would  be  our  primary  position,  con- 

18 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Yes,  we  are. 

19 

fine  the  route  of  the  pipeline,  if  the  pipeline  is  built,  to 

19 

MS.  SILL:  And  he  will  try  to  be  here  tomorrow 

20 

the  existing  roads  and  utility  corridors,  and  in  this  way 

20 

morning.  He  will  be  representing  the  local  chapter,  the  Toiyabe 

21 

avoid  a  great  deal  of  environmental  damage. 

21 

Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club,  which  is  the  chapter  including 

22 

Thank  you. 

22 

Nevada  and  California  east  of  the  Sierras. 

23 

MR.  RAT Z MAN :  Mrs.  Sill,  the  board  may  have  questions 

23 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Our  hearing  tomorrow  will  run  from  nine 

24 

This  is  Mr.  Hamerski,  Mr.  Chambers  and  Mr.  Thomas. 

24 

until  noon. 

25 

I  don't  think  you  were  introduced. 

25 

MS.  SILL:  Fine.  Thank  you.  I'll  try  to  get  in 

26 

Do  any  of  the  members  have  questions? 

26 

touch  with  him  afterwards  so  that  he  can  give  a  statement. 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  Yes.  Mrs.  Sill,  I  would  like  a  little 

27 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Thank  you  very  much. 

more  elaboration  on  the  possible  nomination  to  historic  site. 

28 

MS.  SILL:  Thank  you. 
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DAVE  BOROUGHF 

Toiyabe  Chapter,  The  Sierra  Club 
MR.  BOROUGHF:  Thank  you.  I  am  Dave  Boroughf  and  I 
live  at  208  Vassar  Street,  Reno,  Nevada.  This  statement  is 
presented  on  behalf  of  the  Toiyabe  Chapter,  Sierra  Club,  which 
has  approximately  800  members  in  Nevada  and  eastern  California. 
We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  concerning  the  delivery  of 
natural  gas  from  the  State  of  Alaska  to  markets  in  the  western 
United  States. 

As  we  stated  last  January  during  initial  public 
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68 

meetings  on  this  proposal,  the  entire  project  is  too  far- 

1 

69 

archeological  values  that  would  be  destroyed  by  work 

2 

reaching  and  complex  to  be  dealt  with  in  the  limited  amount  of 

2 

associated  with  pipeline  construction. 

3 

time  being  allowed  for  information  gathering  and  public  involve 

3 

We  are  still  concerned  that  too  little  is  known  about 

4 

ment.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  reflects 

4 

the  natural  environment  along  the  route  to  permit  a  determina- 

5 

many  of  the  inadequacies  that  characterized  earlier  reports. 

5 

tion  over  the  suitability  of  the  project.  On  the  whole,  we  are 

6 

In  general,  then,  we  feel  the  pace  of  the  project  should  be 

6 

not  satisfied  that  the  draft  statement  contains  "information, 

7 

slowed,  to  allow  more  complete  collection  and  evaluation  of 

7 

summary  technical  data,  and  maps  and  diagrams,  where  relevant. 

8 

data  and  greater  public  participation. 

8 

adequate  to  permit  an  assessment  of  the  potential  environmental 

9 

The  pipeline  routing  is  essentially  the  same  as 

9 

impact  by  the  public,"  as  required  under  guidelines  set  forth 

10 

originally  proposed,  and  we  feel  this  is  unacceptable.  The 

10 

by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality,  pursuant  to  the  Nation^ 

11 

objective  seems  to  have  been  to  find  the  shortest  route 

11 

Environmental  Policy  Act. 

12 

through  the  Great  Basin,  rather  than  the  one  which  would  cause 

12 

For  example,  and  there  are  many,  in  place  of  detailed 

13 

the  least  environmental  impact.  We  suggest  the  current  align- 

13 

descriptions  of  existing  plant  species  and  vegetative  rela- 

14 

ment  does  not  follow  existing  utility  corridors  and  transporta- 

14 

tionships  occurring  along  the  route  through  Nevada,  the  DEIS 

15 

tion  routes  as  closely  as  it  could.  In  several  places,  a  minor 

15 

contains  only  a  simple  listing  of  "Typical  Plants"  found  in 

16 

change  in  routing  to  locate  the  pipeline  nearer  an  existing 

16 

the  entire  Cold  Desert  Biome.  Further,  despite  the  fact  that 

17 

corridor  would  lessen  the  environmental  impact,  such  as  disturb 

2  17 

the  Smithsonian  Institute  has  issued  a  listing  of  probable 

18 

ance  of  a  potentially  rich  archeological  area  on  an  alluvial 

18 

threatened  or  endangered  plant  species  for  Nevada,  the  DEIS 

19 

fan.  We  strongly  urge  reconsideration  of  proposed  routings 

19 

mentions  only  that  this  list  "is  being  compiled,"  and  goes  on 

20 

where  only  a  few  miles  separate  the  proposed  routing  from  an 

20 

to  state:  "No  attempt  has  been  made  to  identify  any  of  these 

21 

existing  corridor. 

21 

plants  on  the  proposed  right-of-way  because  the  right-of-way 

22 

In  some  instances,  however,  gross  rerouting  is 

22 

centerline  and  clearing  limits  have  not  been  identified  on  the 

23 

necessary  to  avoid  significant  damage  to  the  environment.  Such 

23 

ground . " 

24 

is  the  case  south  of  lone  Valley.  We  recommend  that  the  pipe- 

24 

We  reject  the  implication  that  consideration  of 

25 

line  be  aligned  along  State  Route  6  and  follow  that  highway 

25 

endangered  species  should  wait  until  after  the  "on- the-ground" 

26 

over  Montgomery  Pass  into  California,  and  proceed  south  along 

26 

routing  is  secured.  Not  only  must  the  existence  of  endangered 

27 

Highway  395  into  Owens  Valley.  The  proposed  routing  would 

27 

species  be  a  determinant  to  where  and,  in  fact,  whether,  the 

28 

invade  Deep  Springs  Valley  near  Westgard  Pass,  an  area  rich  in 

28 

pipeline  will  be  located,  but  this  is  such  basic  information 
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that  any  EIS  would  be  deficient  without  it. 

Inasmuch  as  the  alleged  minimal  environmental  impact 
of  the  project  is  so  heavily  dependent  upon  the  "extensive 
mitigating  measures"  recommended  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  it  is  extremely  important  that  these  measures  be 
carried  out.  They  must  be  clearly  stated  in  all  contracts 
and  strictly  enforced  in  the  field.  To  this  end,  independent 
personnel  familiar  with  both  the  agreed-to  mitigation  measures 
as  well  as  the  natural  resources  affected  must  be  present 
during  work  at  each  "spread."  They  should  be  empowered  to  call 
frequent  meetings  with  project  foremen,  and  to  halt  construc¬ 
tion  whenever  it  deviates  from  prescribed  procedures  or 
location . 


We  support  the  recommendation  that  "Agency  and  inter¬ 
disciplinary  teams  should  be  used  to  develop  contract  specifi¬ 
cations  and  for  project  monitoring."  However,  the  DEIS  as 
currently  written  provides  too  little  information  and  direction 
and  allows  too  much  room  for  interpretive  error,  even  for  the 
most  environmentally  conscientious  team.  For  example,  loca¬ 
tion  of  the  compressor  stations  and  related  facilities  is 
described  as  "tentative";  existing  roads  would  be  used  "where 
possible";  reseeding  on  disturbed  ground  will  be  done,  "if 
necessary."  In  short,  the  requirement  to  mitigate  an  impact 
should  be  very  clear,  with  only  the  decision  on  specifically 
how  to  achieve  it  resting  in  the  hands  of  the  teams. 

Commendably,  the  DEIS  contains  alternatives  which 
would  in  fact  result  in  reduced  environmental  impact,  as 
required  under  NEPA.  However,  they  are  too  few  and  under- 
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1 

developed.  We  are  particularly  puzzled  why  more  information 

2 

was  not  gathered  on  the  "Combined  Kingsgatc-to-San  Francisco- 

3 

to-Los  Angeles  Alternative."  From  the  casually  presented  in- 

4 

formation  on  this  alternative  it  would  appear  eminently  more 

5 

reasonable  from  an  environmental  standpoint  than  the  proposed 

6 

routing.  In  the  event  that  enough  gas  is  produced  to  meet  the 

7 

demands  of  the  Southern  California  market,  we  would  strongly 

8 

urge  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  study  this  alternative 

9 

in  place  of  the  longer  and,  presumably,  more  destructive 

■)  10 

Nevada  route. 

11 

The  Toiyabe  Chapter  supports  the  concern  expressed 

12 

by  national  conservation  groups  for  the  safety  of  the  Arctic 

3  u 

National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  potential  additions  to  it.  We 

14 

also  urge  ample  consideration  for  all  current  gas  transporta- 

15 

tion  proposals,  involving  ocean  routes  as  well  as  several 

§  16 

alternative  overland  routes. 

17 

In  terms  of  our  outlook  on  energy,  the  Toiyabe 

18 

Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  sees  the  future  as  being  signifi- 

;>  19 

cantly  different  from  the  past.  We  Americans  must  make  a 

20 

real  commitment  to  energy  conservation,  rather  than  increased 

21 

production.  The  opportunities  to  cut  the  fat  out  of  our 

22 

energy  diet  were  never  so  great  as  they  are  right  now,  but  this 

•:i  23 

fact  grows  dimmer  and  the  problem  multiplies  with  each  proposal 

24 

such  as  the  one  before  us  today  --  proposals  which  encourage 

!  25 

our  addiction  to  fossil  fuels.  We  wonder  how  much  longer  the 

26 

American  public  will  try  to  hang  on  to  its  hoggish  lifestyle; 

how  much  longer  before  we're  forced  to  swallow  the  bitter  pill 

^  28 

of  abstention. 
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1 

Thank  you. 

1 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  I  have  no  questions. 

2 

MR.  RATZMAN;  The  Panel  have  any  questions  of 

2 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Mr.  Thomas? 

3 

Mr.  Boroughf? 

3 

MR.  THOMAS:  No. 

4 

Mr.  Hamerski? 

4 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Boroughf. 

5 

MR.  HAMERSKI:  Yes.  I  have  a  question. 

5 

Does  any  other  person  in  the  hearing  room  wish  to 

6 

In  your  second  paragraph,  bottom  of  the  second  para- 

6 

make  a  statement  concerning  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  EIS?  We 

7 

graph,  first  page,  you  state: 

7 

will  be  in  the  hearing  room  on  an  informal  basis  during  the 

8 

"In  general,  then,  we  feel  the  pace  of  the  project 

8 

next  twenty-minute  period,  and  we  contemplate  that  the  Reno 

9 

should  be  slowed,  to  allow  more  complete  collection  and 

9 

hearing  sessions  will  be  concluded  at  12:00  p.m. 

10 

evaluation  of  data  and  greater  public  participation." 

10 

(A  recess  was  taken.) 

11 

You  stress  greater  public  participation.  Would  you 

11 

MR.  RATZMAN:  The  time  allotted  for  the  Nevada  hear- 

12 

care  to  expand  on  that? 

12 

ing  sessions  has  expired  and  this  hearing  is  declared  to  be  at 

13 

MR.  BOROUGHF:  The  scope  of  the  problem  is  going  to 

13 

an  end. 

14 

require  more  than  even  ninety  days  to  acquire  the  public  par- 

14 

(At  12:00  o'clock  noon  the  Nevada  hearing  was 

15 

ticipation  that  is  necessary  for  this  project.  Granted,  ninety 

15 

adj  ourned . ) 

16 

days  is  the  maximum  allowed  to  date  on  any  project  I  know  of. 

16 

17 

I  was  glad  there  was  no  debate  on  whether  ninety 

17 

18 

days  should  be  allowed.  I  think  the  time  ought  to  be  allowed 

18 

19 

for  public  participation.  That  is  part  of  that  sentence.  I 

19 

20 

think  the  time  allowed  for  the  agency  itself  to  gather  data 

20 

21 

on  the  proposal  has  been  grossly  insufficient.  I  think  it  is 

21 

22 

painfully  obvious  from  the  Draft  EIS  there  is  a  lot  of 

22 

23 

inadequacy  as  far  as  information  goes. 

23 

24 

I  wouldn't  recommend  a  complete  redoing  of  the  Draft 

24 

25 

EIS,  but  certainly  there  should  be  more  time  allowed  to  include 

25 

26 

other  factors  that  haven't  been  considered. 

26 

27 

MR.  HAMERSKI:  Thank  you. 

27 

28 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Mr.  Chambers? 

28 
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SIERRA  CLUB 


Toiyabe  Chapter  -  Nevada  and  Eastern  California 


STATEMENT  OF  DA V*  BOROUGH*  FOR  THE  TOIYABE  CHAPTER  OF 
THE  SIERRA  CLUB  ON  THE  PROPOSED  ALASKA  NATURAL  CAS 
TRANSPORTATION  SYT.'E-!  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATE¬ 
MENT  IN  RENO,  NEVADA,  OCTOBER  2,  .1975. 


Thank  you.  I  an  Dave  Boroughf  and  I  live  at  208  Vassar 
Street,  Reno,  Nevada.  Thi6  etatenent  is  presented  on 
behalf  of  the  Toiyabe  Chapter,  Sierra  Club,  which  has 
approximately  800  members  in  Nevada  ar.d  eastern  California. 
We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  concerning  the  delivery 
of  natural  gas  from  the  State  of  Alaska  to  markets  in 
the  western  United  States. 

As  we  stated  last  January  during  initial  public  meetings 
on  this  proposal,  the  entire  project  is  too  far-reaching 
and  complex  to  be  dealt  with  in  the  limited  amount  of 
time  being  allowed  for  information  gathering  and  public 
involvement.  The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  reflects  many  of  the  inadequacies  that  character¬ 
ized  earlier  reports.  In  general,  then,  we  feel  the  pace 
of  the  project  should  be  slowed ,  to  allow  more  complete 
collection  and  evaluation  of  data  and  greater  public 
participation. 

The  pipeline  routing  is  essentially  the  same  as  originally 
proposed,  and  we  feel  this  is  unacceptable.  The  objec¬ 
tive  seems  to  have  been  to  find  the  shortest  route  through 
the  Great  Basin,  rather  than  the  one  which  would  cause 
the  least  environmental  impact.  We  suggest  the  current 
alignment  does  not  follow  existing  utility  corridors  and 
transportation  routes  as  closely  as  it  could.  In  several 
places,  a  minor  change  in  routing  to  locate  the  pipeline 
nearer  an  existing  corridor  would  lessen  the  environmental 
impact,  such  as  disturbance  of  a  potentially  rich  archeo¬ 
logical  area  on  an  alluvial  fan.  We  strongly  urge  recon¬ 
sideration  of  proposed  routings  where  only  a  few  miles 
separate  the  proposed  routing  from  an  existing  corridor. 

In  some  instances,  however,  gross  re-routing  is  necessary 
to  avoid  significant  damage  to  the  environment.  Such  is 
the  case  south  of  lone  Valley.  Vie  recommend  that  the  pipe¬ 
line  be  aligned  along  State  Route  6  and  follow  that  high¬ 
way  over  Montgomery  Pass  into  California,  and  proceed 
south  along  Highway  395  into  Owens  Valley.  The  proposed 
routing  would  invade  Deep  Springs  Valley  near  Weotergard 
Pass,  an  area  rich  in  archeological  values  that  would  bo 
destroyed  by  work  associated  with  pipeline  construction. 
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We  are  still  concerned  tha*  too  little  is  known  about  the 
natural  environment  along  the  route  to  permit  a  determin¬ 
ation  over  the  suitability  of  the  project.  On  the  whole, 
we  are  not  satisfied  that  the  c.raft  statement  contains 
"information,  sum '.ary  technical  data,  and  maps  end  diagrams, 
where  relevant,  adequate  to  permit  an  assessment  of  the 
potential  environmental  inj  act  by  the  public,"  as  required 
under  guidelines  set  forth  by  the  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality,  pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  For  example,  and  there  are  man:-,  in  place  of  detailed 
descriptions  of  existing  plant  species  and  vegetative 
relationships  occuring  along  the  route  through  Nevada, 
the  DEIS  contains  only  a  simple  listing  of  "Typical 
Plants"  found  in  the  entire  Cold  Desert  Biorr.e.  Further, 
despite  the  fact  that  the  Smithsonian  Institute  has 
issued  a  listing  of  probable  threatened  or  endangered 
plant  i-pecies  for  Nevada,  the  DEIS  mentions  only  that  this 
list  "is  being  compiled",  and  goes  on  to  state  "No  attempt 
has  been  made  to  identify  any  of  these  plants  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  right-of-way  because  the  right-of-way  centerline 
and  clearing  limits  have  not  be«n  identified  on  the  ground." 
We  reject  the  'implication  that  consideration  of  endangered 
species  should  wait  until  after  the  "on-the-ground" 
routing  is  secured.  Not  only  must  the  existence  of  endan¬ 
gered  species  be  a  determinant  to  where  and,  in  fact, 
whether,  the  pipeline  will  be  located,  but  this  is  such 
basic  information  that  any  EIS  would  be  deficient  without 
it. 

Inasmuch  as  the  alledged  minimal  environmental  impact  of 
the  project  is  so  heavily  dependent  upon  the  "extensive 
mitigating  measures"  recommended  by  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  it  is  extremely  important  that  these  measures 
be  carried  out.  They  must  be  clearly  stated  in  all  con¬ 
tracts  and  strictly  enforced  in  the  field.  To  this  end, 
independent  personnel  familiar  with  both  the  ngreed-to 
mitigation  measures  as  well  as  the  natural  resources 
affected  must  be  present  during  work  et  each  "spread". 

They  should  be  empowered  to  call  frequent  meetings  with 
with  project  foremen,  and  to  halt  construction  whenever 
it  deviates  from  prescribed  procedures  or  location. 

We  support  the  recommendation  that  "Agency  and  interdis¬ 
ciplinary  teams  should  be  used  to  develop  contract  spec¬ 
ifications  and  for  project  monitoring."  However,  the 
DE1.S  as  currently  written  provides  too  little  information 
and  direction  and  allows  too  much  room  for  interpretive 
error,  even  for  the  most  environmental! y  conscientious 
team.  For  example,  location  of  the  compressor  stations 
and  related  facilities  is  described  as  "tentative"; 
existing  roads  would  be  used  "where  possible";  reseeding 
on  disturbed  ground  will  be  done  "if  necessary".  In 
ehort,  the  requirement  to  mitigate  an  impact  should  be 
very  clear,  with  only  the  decision  on  specifically  how 
to  achieve  it  resting  in  the  hands  of  the  teacas. 

Commer.dably,  the  DKI3  contains  alternatives  which  would  in 
fact  result  in  reduced  environmental  impact,  ns  required 


...  To  txfilort.  rnjoj,  and  protect  the  natural  mountain  urn*  .  .  . 
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under  NERA.  Howpver,  they  are  too  few  and  under-developed. 
We  are  particularly  puzzled  why  more  information  was  not 
Gathered  on  the  "Combined  Kir.gegate  to  Sar.  Francisco  to 
Los  Angeles  Alternative."  f'ron  the  casually-presented 
information  on  this  alternative  it  would  appear  eminently 
more  reasonable  from  an  environmental  standpoint  than  the 
proposed  routing.  In  the  event  that  enough  gao  is  pro¬ 
duced  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  southern  California 
market,  we  would  strongly  urge  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage¬ 
ment  to  study  this  alternative  in  place  of  the  longer 
and,  presumably,  more  destructive  Nevada  route. 

*he  Toiyabe  Chapter  supports  the  concern  expressed  by 
national  conservation  groups  for  the  aafety  of  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  potential  additions 
to  it.  We  also  urge  ample  consideration  for  all  current  gas 
transportation  proposals,  involving  ocean  routes  as  well 
as  several  alternative  overland  routes. 

In  terms  of  our  outlook  on  energy,  the  Toiyabe  Chapter  of 
the  Sierra  Club  sees  the  future  as  being  significantly 
different  from  the  past.  We  Americans  must  make  a  real 
commitment  to  energy  conservation,  rather  than  increased 
production.  The  opportunities  to  cut  the  fat  out  of  our 
energy  diet  were  never  so  great  as  they  are  right  now,  but 
this  fact  grows  dimmer  and  the  problem  multiplies  with 
each  proposal  such  as  the  one  before  us  today  -  proposals 
which  encourage  our  addiction  to  fossil  fuels.  We  wonder 
how  much  longer  the  American  public  will  try  to  hang  on 
to  its  hoggish  lifestyle;  how  much  longer  before  we're 
forced  to  swallow  the  bitter  pill  of  abstention. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Sierra  Club 

Sierra  Club  of  California,  at  the  Sacramento  Public  Hearing, 
September  29,  1975 

Los  Angeles  Chapter,  October  16,  1975 

Southern  California  Regional  Conservation  Committee, 

October  1,  1975 

Northern  California  -  Northern  Nevada  Regional  Conservation 
Committee,  at  the  Reno  Public  Hearing,  October  2,  1975 
Toiyabe  Chapter,  at  the  Reno  Public  Hearing,  October  2,  1975 


1.  Comments  were  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in 
the  Final  EIS. 

2.  The  Alternatives  Volume  was  expanded  and  contains  new  infor- 
, mation  and  a  more  detailed  and  extensive  analysis  of  the 

alternative  pipeline  routes. 

3.  The  Overview  Volume,  Alternatives  Volume  and  the  geographic 
volumes  were  expanded  to  provide  a  more  detailed  and  exten¬ 
sive  analysis  of  these  comments. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Anchorage,  Alaska 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
by  Ms.  Ginny  Harris 
representing 

Alaska  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 


16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 
26 


iINNY  HARRIS: 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  GINNY 
HARRIS  and  I  represent  the  Alaska  Chapter  of  the  Sierra 
Club  -  we  have  a  very  short  statement  to  make: 

The  Alaska  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club  strongly  opposes 
a  gas  pipeline  crossing  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range- 
because  of  lasting  and  detrimental  impact.  We  urge  the 
Alaska  Arctic  Gas  to  consider  a  more  environmentally  ac¬ 
ceptable  route  that  would  follow  the  existing  utility 
corridor  from  prudhoe  Bay  to  Big  Delta  and  then  on  to 
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the  Alaska  highways 


Thank  you I 


JUDGE: 

Are  there  any  questions  from  the  members  of  the  panel? 
(NO  RESPONSE).  Thank  you  Mrs.  Harris. 

* 

JUDGE: 

•  Is  there  anyone  else  present  who  desires  to  speak? 

(NO  RESPONSE) . 

There  appears  to  be  none  -  this  hearing  will  be  in 
recess  until  tomorrow  morning  at  9:00  A .M. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Sierra  Club 
at  the  Anchorage  Public  Hearing 
September  25,  1975 


Several  alternative  routes  including  the  one  suggested,  are 
described  and  evaluated  in  the  Alaska  Volume.  All  identified 
alternative  routes  are  summarized  and  compared  in  the  Overview 
Volume. 


END 

OP 

THURSDAY’S  HEARING ! 


ALASKA-WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 

B4S  CAST  FOURTH  AVCNUC  -  111-6921 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Washington,  D.  C. 

October  2,  1975 
by  Mr.  Jack  Hession 
representing 
Sierra  Club 


•  !j  STATEMENT  OF  MR.  JACK  HESSION 

i< 

^  i;  SIERRA  CLUB 

| 

3  !•  mr.  HESSION :  Titanic  you.  Judge  Cook,  members  of  tha 

1  Panel,  my  name  is  Jack  Heo3ion.  I  am  the  Alaska  reprosenta- 

«i 

n  '  tive  cf  the  Sierra  Clxib,  a  national  conservation  organization 

•i 

G  ;  of  approximately  153,000  members. 

7  !j  I  appreciate  tt..  opportunity  to  offer  testimony  here 

S  jj  today  on  the  Alaska  portion  of  the  Arctic  Gas  Consortium's 
|j 

g  j;  proposal. 

Because  the  Federal  Power  Commission  has  not  yet 
issued  its  draft  environmental  impact  statement  on  competing 


12.  jj  applications  to  transport  natural  gas  from  Alaska  to  the  con- 

|i 

23  i  tiguous  states,  and  because  the  Interior  Department's  draft 


34 


j  statement  deals  essentially  with  only  one  of  those  competing 


jej  !  applications,  a  complete  analysis  of  natural  gac  transportation 


systems  is  not  now  available. 

I  ' 

Accordingly,  we  have  limited  our  assessment  of  the 
|  Interior  Department  draft  EIS  to  the  adequacy  of  that  draft, 
t  and  to  a  preliminary  judgment  ae  to  which  of  the  six  routs 


£2  associated  with  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal  would  involve  least 


.  IJ 


2?.  ii 


damage  to  the  natural  environment. 

With  respect  to  the  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS,  it 


. -  ij  ic  fundamentally  inadequate  in  that  it  gives  only  superficial 

‘"J  j 

„„  j] treatment  to  the  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  proposal  in  spite  of  the 

!i  . 

....  I  fact  that  El  Paso's  application  to  build  their  system  is  pending 


!) 
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:t 

'  i?  before  the  FPC.  Instead  Interior  determined  that  an  obscure 

n 

“  }•  provision  in  the  trans-Alaska  pipeline  authorization  act  should 
‘‘  !i  take  precedence  over  the  mandate  imoonod  on  the  Department  by 

,  ii 

*"  j;  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 

..  V  ■ 

v  We  disagj.'co  with  this  interpretation  and  urga  the 

;i 

!» 

C  )\ 


Department  to  provide  the  public  with  a  comprehensive  dis- 
!  cushion  of  all  tho  alternatives. 


H 


3  •]  Presently  the  draft  is  simply  a  collection  a  colloc 

0  ;|  tion  of  volumes  on  different  segments  of  different  routes;  theri 
•G  j{ is  no  overall  comparison  of  the  advantages  and  disadvantages 


H 


I 


li 

*o  1| 


of  the  various  routos. 


We  evaluated  the  six  routes  in  terms  of  the  effect 

I! 

!T>  !j  each  v/ould  have  on  areas  now  reserved  for  tho  protection  of 

J|  - 

54  ..wildlire,  scenic,  wilderness,  or  other  natural  values?  on 

Ij 

25  ;•  areas  proposed  to  be  3et  aside  for  these  purposes;  on  critical 


:o 


habitats;  and  on  land  use  planning,  including  whether  the  route 
VI  }  in  aueetion  v/ould  make  use  of  an  existing  transportation 
13  j  corridor  or  facilities. 

10  |j  The  only  existing  reserved  area  in  tho  path  of  four 

ji 

5.0  !jof  tho  six  routes  is,  cf  course,  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
'l  ;|  Range.  This  largest  unit  of  tho  National  wildlife  Refuge 


52  j! System  (and  of  any  of  the  national  conservation  systems)  contains  ) 


.(the  last  undeveloped  portion  of  Alaska’s  Arctic  coastal  plain, 
f)  j:Qnd  the  only  portion  in  existing  or  proposed  conaervation 

ji 

;j  j  systems. 


•I 

I 

^  ij  operation,  repair  activities,  and  airplane  surveillance  could 

2  ii 


i 


indues  adverse  physiological  and  behavioral  responses  in 

M 

i| 

-  j  species  such  as  sr.ov;  geese,  polar  bear,  caribou  and  others 

4  jj which  are  dependent  upon  a  wilderness  habitat.  Populations 

5  || would,  decline,  perhaps  drastically. 

C  In  addition,  it  is  highly  likely  —  as  the  draft  EIS 

| 

7  j| indicates  —  that  the  presence  of  airfields,  ports,  and  other  ! 

Ij  ' 

3  i  facilities  used  in  connection  with  the  operation  of  the  pipeline' 

5 

3  i 


SO  j 


would  serve  to  promote  the  search  for  additional  oil  and  gas 
within  and  adjacent  to  the  Range. 

Demands  would  be  made  to  open  the  refuge  and  adjacent 
12  I  state-owned  submerged  lands  to  oil  and  gas  exploration  and 
development.  Once  a  pipeline  had  penetrated  the  refuge,  the 
way  v/ould  be  clear  for  additional  pipelines.  It  is  obvious 


13 

!4  j 


23  {-that  a  trans-refuge  pipeline  would  be  the  first  step  in  the 
Jd  ('industrialization  of  the  northern  third  of  the  Range.  The 
\’J  [  resulting  impact  on  the  land  and  wildlifo  would  be  catastrophic. 
j3  |  Critical  habitat  on  the  Canadian  Arctic  coastal  plain 

]0  jwould  also  be  damaged  and  wildlife  disturbed  by  the  offshore, 

20  ‘coastal  and  applied- for  routes,  with  the  extent  of  the  damage 

|! 

21  i, comparable  to  that  sustainad  by  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 

22  ;  jRange. 


)] 
3  ■ 


An  interior  route  via  tho  Canning  River  Valley  would 


I 

-interfere  with  important  grizzly,  Dali  sheep  and  peregrine  falcon 

ii  ! 

'areas,  as  v/ell  as  with  a  migration  corridor  used  by  caribou  of 

6 


ii 


Similarly,  the  coastal  lagoons,  estuaries,  and  barrier | 
islands  comprise  an  ecosystem  representative  samples  of  which 


I 


3  i  are  protected  nowhore  else.  As  the  draft  EIS  notes,  the 

Ii 

fj  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  "...  encompasses  the  only 

5  i  remaining  largely  undisturbed  continuum  of  Arctic  ecosystems 

:| 

0  «* and  vegetation  types  (extending)  from  the  Arctic  Ocean  to  the 

ji 

V  interior  of  Alaska." 

ij 

3  ji  It3  wilderness  is  critical  habitat  for  several 

ii 

9  jj species  of  birds  and  animals,  and  the  outstanding  recreational 
'0  Ij  quality  of  this  v/ildarneso  is  due  in  large  part  to  the  presence  ! 

i!  i 

tS  j;of  these  species.  Some  of  the  most  scenic  mountains  and 
22  i floatable  rivers  in  the  Brooks  Range  are  within  the  refuge.  In  ! 
13  !|  our  opinion,  the  Range  is  unquestionably  one  of  the  most 
|  important  reserved  areas  in  the  nation. 

As  documented  in  detail  in  the  draft  EIS,  the  adverse  ; 

1 

; impacts  of  a  natural  gas  pipeline  along  the  offshore,  coastal. 


r. 


applied- for,  or  interior  routes  v/ould  be  severe.  A  linear 


Is 


ji  industrial  complex  of  compressor  stations,  ports,  airfields, 
'c,  j' helicopter  pads,  communication  towers,  borrow  pits,  and  roads 


P0  r would  permanently  destroy  the  wilderness  character  of  the 

it 

01  || northern  one-third  of  the  refuge  in  the  case  of  the  first  three 
pq  ||  routes  mentioned  and  the  Canning  River  Valley  wilderness  in 
r.-.,  I1  tho  case  of  tho  interior  routs. 


The  aesthetics  and  recreational  values  would  be  lost. 


»>;*  Noise  associated  with  pipeline  construction,  compressor  station 


*  ji  the  Porcupine  herd. 


f;  Ij 


The  herd's  wintering  grounds  v/ould  be  crossed,  both 


-■  j;  in  Alaska  and  Canada.  The  Ft.  Yukon  route  bisects  major  water-  ■ 

! 

1 

4  il  fowl  nesting  habitat  in  tho  Yukon  Flats  and  parallels  pero-  i 

ii  .  i 

U  jj  grir.e  falcon  nesting  area3  along  the  Yukon  River,  among  the 
€  •  diverse  ecosystems  it  v/ould  encounter. 

Proposed  new  national  par?c  system  units,  wildlife 
l  refuges,  and  wild  and  scenic  rivers  lio  athwart  five  of  the 

j  •  . 

j  routes.  A  proposed  Canadian  refuge  adjacent  to  the  Arctic 
50  jj  National  V7ildlife  Range  would  be  affected  by  the  offshore, 

: i  ••  coastal,  and  applied- for  routes. 


12 

Vi 

.  14  i 


V3 


\ 

I 

j] 

I! 

:a  \\ 

H 


Suggested  additions  to  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range  would  be  crossed  by  the  interior  and  Ft.  Yukon  routes, 
as  would  wild  and  scenic  river  proposals  like  the  Wind, 

Sheen  j  el;  and  Porcupine. 

A  Yukon  Flats  National  Wildlife  Refuge  and  a  Yukon- 


jy  Charley  National  Rivers  unit  of  the  national  park  system  would 


il 


ji  be  compromised  by  a  pipeline  along  the  Ft.  Yukon  route.  Only 
if 

3.9  jl  the  Fairbanks  route  avoids  existing  and  proposed  unit3  of  con- 


20  j|  servation  systems  and  critical  habitats.  It  is  also  the  only 


! 

21  j 

52  j 

53  ! 

1 


alternative  which  utilizes  an  existing  transportation  corridor. 

As  the  draft  repeatedly  stresses,  tho  impact  of  the 
trans-refuge  pipolino  on  land-use  planning  v/ould  bo  severe. 


;  !j Wilderneco  system  designation  for  the  Arctic  coastal  plain 


£3  ij and  foothills  portion  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
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£  II 


u 


I  would  no  longer  be  possible,  as  would  the  opportunity  to  sot 

aside  natural  areas  and  ecolocrical  reserves  on  land  now  pro- 

jl 

s  ji  tectcd  within  the  Range. 

-  ji 

Ij  And  a3  construction  of  a  trans-refuge  pipeline  could 

!) 

£  be  the  catalyst  for  similar  developments,  national  policy  for 
v  :j  the  Arctic  would  in  large  part  have  been  determined  by  the 
short-run  pressures  to  extract  oil  and  gas. 

A  national  policy  for  the  Arctic  would  presumably 
include  ao  essential  goals  the  protection  of  unique  and  irre¬ 
placeable  natural  areas  and  the  use  of  existing  transportation 
| corridors  whenever  possible. 

In  summary,  it  is  our  preliminary  judgment  that  the 
Fairbanks  corridor  is  the  least  damaging  to  the  natural  environ 
ment  of  the  six  alternative  routes.  Whether  it  is  the  least 
harmful  of  all  the  possible  routes  and  transportation  systems 
is  a  question  that  can  bast  bo  answered  following  the  release 
of  the  Federal  Power  Commission’ s  environmental  impact  state- 

i 

ment. 

It  is  clear  from  the  draft  BIS  under  discussion  here  ! 

! 

today  that  the  construction  of  a  natural  gas  pipeline  across 

21  l;or  adjacent  to  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  totally 

!j  I 

22  i incompatible  with  the  purposes  for  v/hich  the  Range  was  estab- 

i  i 

23  jlishcd.  Wo  are  unequivocally  opposed  to  such  construction  and  I 


urge  the  Department  to  deny  the  application  of  Arctic  Gas  to 


jj 
;  \ 

it 

'.cross  the  refuge. 


Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hess ion.  Are  there  any 


MR.  NOLDAN:  Jack,  what  impacts  do  you  think  the 


3  .}  questions? 

4  I! 
t 

n  Fairbanks  alternative  would  have  on  the  socio-economics  of 
0  jj  Fairbanks  and  Anchorage? 


7 

& 

9 
10 
11 

12  i 

_  i 
43  |: 

«| 

15 

10 


MR.  KESSIGN:  I  think  they  could  be  substantial. 
Obviously,  they  are  probably  comparable  to  that  already  present 
from  the  oil  pipeline.  However,  we  considered  those  impacts, 
and  I  think  you  have  to  bear  in  mind  that  we 1  re  not  only  talking 
|  about  a  natural  gas  pipeline  from  Prudoe,  but  we’re  on  the 
-  threshold  of  enormous  oil  and  gas  development  elsewhere  in 
Alaska;  and  so  I  think  that,  too,  has  to  be  taken  into  account. 
MR.  NOLDAN:  Thank  you. 

JUDGE  COOK:  Are  there  any  other  questions?  Thank 
you  very  much,  Mr.  Hession. 

Are  thore  any  other  speakers  who  are  present  at  this 
time  who  have  not  registered  that  would  like  to  be  heard? 

Wa  have  no  further  speakers  on  our  schedule  for  this 

2a  }! morning,  oo  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no  one  wishing 

1 

2i  i! to  be  hoard  at  the  present  time,  wo  will  proceed  into  a  rocess. 
09  i-  However,  we  will  remain  hero,  and  as  soon  as  anyone  comes  in 


?A 


who  wiche3  to  be  heard,  the  Clerk  will  inform  us  of  that  fact. 
So  at  this  time  wo  will  bo  in  recess. 

(Whereupon,  from  11:30  a.m.  to  12:00  a  recess  was 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Sierra  Club 

at  the  Washington,  D.C.  Public  Hearing 
October  2,  1975 


1  FPC  Is  doing  the  EIS  on  El  Paso.  This  will  avoid  duplication  of 
efforts.  However,  a  discussion  oo  the  El  Paso  proposal  has  been 
expanded  and  reviaed  beginning  page  173  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

2.  The  revised  Overview  Volume  provides  a  system  wide  analysis  of  the 
project. 


3.  The  comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a 
EIS.  The  EIS  does  not  show  preference  of  one 


change  in  the  Final 
route  over  another. 
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RONALD  J  WILSON 
BARBARA  8.  GRAHAM 


<2021  826-3'  ®0 


October  28,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 

ALitan  Gas  Transportation  System 
E1S  Task  Force 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
18th  and  C  Streets,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

Enclosed  are  comment,  by  t*  Sierra 
Audubon  Society,  the  AU*ka  C°“*"^nBportat!on  System  draft 
Society  on  the  AlaBka  Nature  ,  wUj  be  of  assistance 

O,  the  final  impact  statement. 

Very  truly  yours. 


Barbara  B.  Graham 


BBG/ba 

enc. 


COMMENTS  BY  SIERRA  CLUB,  NATIONAL  AUDUBON 
SOCIETY.  ALASKA  CONSERVATION  SOOETYJiND 

THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY  ON  THE  ALASKA 
NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT - 

This  enormous  document  contain,  much  useful  information 
„d  is  obviously  the  result  of  considerable  research  effort.  But  there 
are  several  omissions  and  fault,  of  organization  which  prevent  it  from 
being  a  valuable  decision-making  tool  or  fulfilling  the  purposes  of  the 
National  Environment  Policy  Ac,  (NEPA).  Therefore  these  comments 
are  offered  in  the  hope  that  they  may  be  profitably  incorporated  into  the 
final  impact  statement  and  that  a  better  product  will  result, 
i.  Alternative  routes 

Among  all  the  alternatives  that  must  be  addressed  with  respectj 
to  this  project,  including  alternative  sources  of  energy,  methods  of 
transportation  and  routes,  clearly  the  latter  category  deserves  the  most 
concentrated  study,  since  logically  it  must  be  recognized  that  the  Prudhoe  ay 
ga,  resource,  will  eventually  be  transported  to  the  lower  48  suites. 

But  while  the  draft  impact  statement  (DEIS),  seem,  to  concede  the 
importance  of  assessing  several  mode,  of  transportation  and  routes, 
by  devoting  many  hundred,  of  page,  to  them,  the  material  is  almost 

useless  as  a  decision-making  tool. 

a.  One  of  the  major  problems -is  the  division  of  the 

entire  study  into  four  separate  regional  parts.  While  the  division 


is  appropriate  for  the  presentation  of  detailed  data  on  the  existing  environ¬ 
ment  and  the  potential  adverse  effects  of  Arctic  Gas*  proposal,  this  for¬ 
mat  is  most  confusing  when  dealing  with  alternative  routes.  For  example, 
at  page  11-2126  in  a  discussion  of  the  Fairbanks -Alcan  Highway  route  the 

DEIS  states  that  the  "total  Fairbanks  system  will  cost  $2.2  billion 

*/ 

(approximately  $1,700,  000  more  than  the  applied  for  route)."  Since  the 
total  Arctic  Gas  proposal,  even  using  out-of-date  figures,  would  cost 
$5  to  $6  billion,  this  sentence  apparently  must  be  referring  only  to  the 
Alaska  segment  of  the  Fairbanks  route  and  not  to  the  total  system  at 
all.  Thus  the  reader  must  first  discover  that  fact  for  himself,  and  then 
Li*.,  .tpu.aic  applicable  sections  lor  au  the  rest  ni  rV>e 
of  the  Fairbanks  system,  in  order  to  determine  the  total  estimated  cost  of 
that  route. 

The  alternative  routes  must  be  compared  as  whole  systems. 

A  separate  section  of  the  impact  statement  is  needed  in  which  all  the 
measurable  paramenters  that  have  been  studied,  such  as  cost,  length, 
number  of  present  and  proposed  parks,  wildlife  refuges,  or  scenic 
elvers  crossed,  number  of  endangered  species  affected,  amount  of 
energy  and  resources  used,  etc.  are  presented  in  map  and  tabular  form 


*/  This  should  be  $1.7  billion.  See  Table  8. 1.1.  7 -2. 
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lor  each  trans porta tion  route  a.  a  whole.  All  the  necessary  segments  ol 
each  route  must  also  be  identified,  to  allow  the  reader  to  find  the  cor - 
responding  detailed  discussion.  in  the  separate  regional  studies. 

This  need  is  illustrated  by  the  sections  in  each  reg.onal  part 
entitled  -Comparison  ol  Impact  ol  AU  Alternates.  -  See  e.  g.  page  n-2435j 
Here  the  comparison  among  route,  is  limited  to  the  Alaska  segment  of 
the  system,  so  that  aU  the  text,  maps  and  tables  g.ve  only  a  partial 
picture  of  what  is  involved  in  choosing  a  route.  The  maps  and  the  tables 
contain  some  of  the  perfinent  data,  but  the  maps  are  much  too  small  to 
be  of  u.e7  Their  scale  prevent,  determination  of  how  close  a  route  comes 
to  a  sensitive  wildlife  area,  or  for  how  many  miles  it  parallels  an  .mportan^ 
river.  The  route  maps  provided  by  Arctic  Gas.  which,  were  simply  cop.ed  | 
into  the  DEIS,  could  be  used  a.  a  background  to  delineate  in  color  the  areas 
.of  important  wildlife  value,  a.  well  as  parks,  wildlife  refuges  or  wild 
and  scenic  rivers,  etc.  But  here  the  scale  is  too  large  to  permit  easy 

examinafion  and  comparison.  Thus,  in  addition  to  gathering  together 

similar  informative  maps  for  each  segment  of  a  pipeline  route,  and  for 

*  -  sK*Taak  Force  should  provide  maps  of  a  use- 
all  the  alternative  routes,  theThs*  torce  snou  * 

ful  scale. 

b.  In  comparing  alternative  routes,  the  EIS  Task 
Force  seem,  content  to  poet  out  that  there  are  problems  with  each  of 
the  route,  they  studied,  and  to  suggest  some  consideration,  upon  which 


./  Other  comparative  data  should  be  included,  such  a.  mile,  of  new 
pipeline  outside  of  exiting  rights  of  way;  energy  shrinkage  m  transportation. 


291 


comparison  might  be  based,  (pages  11-2437  to  2444).  But  they  provide  I 
very  little  information  on  how  one  route  actually  compares  with  another.  1 1 

in  terms  of  the  suggested  factors.  This  in  no  way  fulfills  their  respon - 

sibility  under  NEPA  to  study  alternatives. 

Certainly  there  are  adverse  effects  to  be  expected  from  using 
each  of  the  proposed  routes,  but  if  one  of  these  routes  is  going  to  be 
chosen,  someone  must  decide  which  one  is  the  best,  or  least  harmful. 

The  decision-maker  needs  hard  data,  and  the  benefit  of  judgments  made 
by  the  experts  who  have  looked  at  each  of  these  routes. 

For  example,  the  analyses  of  adverse  effects  on  caribou  for 
each  of  the  alternative  routes  are  similar,  almost  word  for  word.  The 
sections  conclude  that  -the  operation  and  repair  of  this  system  could  have 
some  adverse  impact"  on  caribou  in  the  Arctic,  (see  e.g.  page  11:2343).  'l 
While  true,  this  analysis  is  basically  useless.  Many  unanswered  question, 
remain:  How  much  is  "some"?  How  should  the  estimated  potential  for 
harm  of  a  particular  route  be  rated  on  a  scale  of  1  to  5  ?  How  many 
times  would  the  normal  migration  routes  of  a  major  herd  cross  each 
of  the  routes?  Is  the  fact  that  a  "proposed  route  is  close  to  the  border 
between  the  Arctic  Caribou  Herd  and  the  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd" 

(page  11:2339)  good  or  bad?  The  decision-maker  will  not  know 
any  more  about  the  subject  than  the  EIS  tells  him.  Thus  the  caribou 
experts  are  the  only  people  who  can  judge  whether  one  route  would 


continued  footnote 

rh  -  btUs; 

growth;  new  permanent  and  tern  '  UCed  emPloyment  and  population 
action  cosL  per 
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be  less  harmful  to  caribou  than  the  others.  Their  expertise  is  also  needed  to 
rate  the  severity  of  the  projected  adverse  effects  of  each  of  the  alternatives. 
The  experts  on  other  wildlife  species  and  vegetation  must  make 
similar  judgments  in  their  fields,  as  must  the  soils,  pipeline  safety, 
water  quality,  socio-economic,  etc.,  experts  contributing  to  the  study. 
These  people  must  all  be  required  to  make  judgments  within  their 
particular  fields  of  expertise,  and  the  judgments  must  be  tabulated  and 
presented  as  the  basis  for  comparing  alternative  routes. 

The  value  assigned  to  each  separate  factor  must  be  determined 
by  the  decision-maker,  and  he  must  undertake  to  weigh  all  the  factors, 
including  economic  costs,  in  resolving  the  issue.  But  he  cannot  operate 
at  all  on  the  basis  of  the  information  contained  in  this  DEIS.  He  needs 
to  know  how  seriously  bird  populations  on  the  Arctic  coastal  plain  will 
be  harmed,  in  order  to  balance  that  and  other  factors  against  the  added 
economic  cost  of  choosing  a  longer  route  which  avoids  the  plain. 

c.  The  trans-Alaska  route  proposed  by  El  Paso  Alaska 
deserves  considerably  more  detailed  study  than  is  contained  in  the  DEIS. 
Here,  unlike  the  other  alternatives,  a  sponsor  stands  ready  and  willing 
to  actually  build  such  a  system.  A  legal  quibble  over  El  Paso's  failure 
to  apply  for  a  right-of-way  permit  does  not  allow  Interior  to  shirk  its 
duty  under  NEPA  to  fully  analyze  this  alternative. 


Z 


3 
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d.  The  alternative  routes  studied  by  the  Task  Force 
are  limited  to  those  suggested  by  Arctic  Gas.  Surely  there  are  other 
possible  routes  for  a  pipeline.  The  offshore  route  which  avoids  the  Arctic  I 
National  Wildlife  P.ange  (ANWR)  deserves  more  serious  consideration,  as  does  the 

14 

possibility  of  shipping  Mackenzie  Delta  gas  westward,  via  an  offshore 


pipeline,  and  then  transporting  it  south  through  a  trans -Alaska  pipeline.  It 

remains  Interior's  duty  not  that  of  applicants,  to  define  and  analyze  all 

*/ 

appropriate  alternatives. 

2.  Regional  Consideration  of  the  Development  of  the 
Arctic  North  Slope 


The  DEIS  recoenizes  that  this  one  pipeline  cannot  be  viewed 
inisolation.  It  is  part  of  the  development  of  vast  hydrocarbon  resources 
underlying  the  NorthSlope.  Thus,  "this  pipeline  could  provide  a  possible  trans  - 
*  mission  source  for  other  fields,  or  it  could  establish  a  corridor  for 

—  I 

possible  future  pipelines."  (page  1-24%  Therefore,  it  is  imperative, 
before  any  decision  is  made  to  violate  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range 


'5' 


*/  One  method  of  determining  an  acceptable  alternative  route  is  to  create  a 
map  with  overlays  to  designate  various  problem  areas.  For  instance,  difficult 
terrain  characteristics,  and  areas  of  seismic  danger  would  be  shaded, 
as  would  separate  overlays  for  valuable  wildlife  habitat,  endangered 
species  habitat,  areas  set  aside  for  protection  of  wilderness  values  etc. 

When  all  the  overlays  are  superimposed  upon  one  another  the  lighter 
areas  on  the  map  would  be  those  which  affect  fewer  sensitive  areas.  Thus 
the  pipeline  route  should  be  chosen  to  follow  or  connect  these  lighter  areas 
as  much  as  possible. 

**/ln  fact  the  TransAlaska  Pipeline  Act  demands  that  joint  rights  of  way  be 
used  wherever  possible.  30  U.S.  C.  $28  (p). 
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by  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline  across  its  entire  width,  that  the  fore¬ 
seeable  disastrous  effects  of  allowing  an  oil  pipeline  or  oil  and  gas  develop-l  ^ 
ment  there  also  be  assessed.  This  impact  statement  is  deficient  until 
such  an  analysis  is  included. 

But  much  more  important,  the  total  development  of  the  North 
Slope  is  proceeding  in  such  a  way  that  a  separate  environmental  impact 
statement  is  required  to  analyze  the  total  regional  impact  of  the  entire 
program  of  development. 


It  is  becoming  apparent  that  the  whole  Arctic  coastal  plain 
is  a  vast  hydrocarbon  resource,  all  of  which  is  subject  to  development 
pressure.  (See  pages  i-8,  1-33).  Projects  of  the  r  ederai  oovernment, 
(development  of  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  #4),  the  state  (oil  and  gas 
leases  in  the  Beaufort  Sea  area),  and  private  industry  (oil  and  gas 
discoveries  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and  west)  are  industrializing  vast  portions 
of  the  North  Slope,  without  planning  and  coordination.  Fifty -one  of  the 
first  sixty -one  miles  of  the  Arctic  Gas  Prime  route  are  included  under 
oil  and  gas  leases,  (page  1-260).  The  DEIS  admits  that  "the  present 
course  of  development  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  is  frought  with  hazard 
simply  because  there  is  no  plan."  (page  1-225).  And  even  though  this 
development  is  still  at  an  early  stage,  it  is  already  clear  that  there  is 
only  one  sizeable  part  of  the  North  Slope  that  remains  for  protection  as 
a  natural  area.  This  is  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  and  it  too 
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is  threatened,  by  the  invasion  of  this  pipeline  proposal. 

Thus  within  a  very  short  time,  the  entire  coarse  of  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  North  Slope  will  be  determined.  Regional  planning  is  im¬ 
perative  for  rational  development  of  the  coastal  plain  and  for  protection 
of  the  last  remaining  expanse  of  arctic  coastal  wilderness.  Under  NEPA 
it  is  the  "continuing  responsibility  of  the  Federal  Government  ...  to 
improve  and  coordinate  Federal  plans,  functions,  programs,  and 
resources"  for  the  protection  of  the  environment.  42  U.S.C.  4331(b). 
This  statute  imposes  upon  Interior  a  responsibility  to  undertake  planning 
for  this  development  now,  so  that  valuable  gas  resources  can  be  made 
available,  without  destroying  forever  the  possibility  ot  protecting  the 
wilderness  values  of  the  ANWR. 

Under  these  circumstances,  where  the  Federal  Government 
has  authority  over  much  of  the  course  and  pace  of  development  of  the 
North  Slope,  and  where  the  need  for  planning  on  a  regional  scale  has 
been  recognized  by  Interior,  any  decision  which  would  drastically  affect 
future  development  as  this  pipeline  would,  must  await  the  preparation 
of  a  separate  environmental  impact  statement  dealing  with  the  exploita¬ 
tion  of  the  hydrocarbon  resources  of  the  entire  North  Slope.  See  Sierra 
Club  v.  Morton,  514  F.  2d  856  (D.C.  Cir.  1975). 

3.  Other  legal  issues  surrounding  the  pipeline  decision. 

a  The  DEIS  recognizes  that  construction  and  operation 


of  the  proposed  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  would  destroy  the  wilderness  character 
of  the  ANWR.  (See  e.  g.  pages  1-484,  1-488,  1-512,  1-513).  This  area 
has  been  proposed  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation 
System,  (pages  1-304  and  11-890),  but  construction  and  operation  of  the 
proposed  pipeline  through  the  Range  would  Dreclude  its  designation  as  a 
wilderness  area.  Thus  this  project  cannot  be  permitted  to  go  forward 
prior  to  a  Congressional  decision  on  the  area's  wilderness  status,  under 
Parker  v.  U.S.  309  F.  Supp.  593  (D.  Colo.  1970),  affirmed  448  F.  2d 
793,  cert,  denied  405  U.S.  989.  In  essence,  this  case  forbids  destroying 
the  wilderness  potential  of  an  area  before  the  decision  is  made  whether  to 
designate  it  as  a  unit  ox  the  National  Vulucmcsa  Px cser vation  System. 

b.  In  addition,  while  admitting  that  the  pipeline  would 

be  incompatible  with  the  expressed  purposes  of  the  presently  existing 
*/ 

Wildlife  Range  (page  1-513;  see  also  Public  Land  Order  2214,  25  Fed.  Reg 
12598  (I960)),  the  DEIS  does  not  address  the  legal  implications  of  violating 
those  purposes. 

c.  The  possible  complications  and  delays  that  could  be 
caused  by  the  Canadian  native  people  are  barely  noted  in  the  DEIS.  No 
mention  is  made  of  the  fact  that  a  land  settlement  for  the  Canadian 


*/  The  FEIS  should  develop  in  greater  detail  the  aspects  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  that  would  be  incompatible  with  the  ANWR. 
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natives,  comparable  to  our  own  Alaska  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act, 
is  just  getting  underway,  and  could  delay  a  trans  Canada  pipeline  for  years. 

d.  The  constitutional  power  of  Canadian  provinces  to  tax  and 
possibly  appropriate  some  of  the  gas  is  ignored.  (See  testimony  of 
W.  B.  Williston,  Q.  C. ,  before  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  Docke. 

No.  CP75-96,  pp.  25-30,  33-38.  These  factors  could  affect  the  costs 
of  the  pipeline  and  possibly  the  amounts  of  gas  available  to  the  lower 
48  states. 


4.  Cost  Figures 

a.  In  the  near  future  both  Arctic  Gas  and  El  Paso 
Alaska  will  file  revised  cost  figures  at  the  FPC  which  will  reflect  1975 
price  levels.  In  addition,  the  applicants  have  filed  or  will  soon  file 
amended  applications,  reflecting  the  size  of  pipeline  and  the  amounts  of 
gas  they  are  currently  applying  for.  These  figures  should  be  incorporated 
into  the  final  impact  statement.  Also  the  results  of  the  final  version  of 
the  Aerospace  Corporation  Economic  and  Risk  Analysis  of  the  two  competing 
projects  should  be  included.  To  the  extent  this  study  contradicts  the 
optimistic  cost  figures  submitted  by  applicants,  this  should  be  pointed  out. 

Because  in  many  cases  an  environmental  analysis  must  provide 


Id 


the  basis  for  a  tradeoff  between  economic  and  environmental  costs,  the 
figures  used  must  be- as  complete  and  up  to  date  as  possible.  And  Interior 
has  an  obligation  not  to  accept  at  face  value  the  self-serving  data  developed 
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and  submitted  by  an  applicant. 

b.  Asa  further  indispensable  tool  for  rational  decision¬ 
making  the  impact  statement  should  include  a  study  of  the  environmental 
costs  and  benefits  associated  with  each  alternative.  The  Aerospace  Study 
is,  of  course,  strictly  limited  to  economic  costs,  and  compares  only  two 
possible  projects.  Thus  it  provides  only  part  of  the  information  necessary 
to  make  a  decision  here. 

5.  Winter  Construction 

The  success  of  Arctic  Gas'  mitigation  efforts  is  heavily 
dependent  upon  winter  construction.  During  the  winter  neither  the  Por¬ 
cupine  Caribou  Herd  nor  migratory  birds  would  be  present  on  the  North 
Slope,  and  impact  on  vegetation  and  soils  is  less.  Winter  construction 
is  in  turn  dependent  upon  the  use  of  snow  and  ice  roads,  and  completing 
construction  on  schedule.  The  DEIS  analysis  of  these  related  problems 
is  inadequate  to  determine  whether  snow  and  ice  roads  can  be  success¬ 
fully  built,  and  whether  construction  can  be  completed  on  schedule. 

The  DEIS  recognizes  this  deficiency  when  it  recommends 
that  "the  entire  problem  of  constructing  a  pipeline  in  a  hostile  environ¬ 
ment  of  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska  within  the  time  frame  of  approximately 
5  months  must  be  addressed,  all  contingencies  provided  for,  and  ability 
demonstrated  to  complete  the  project  to  establish  chilled  gas  flow  prior 
to  summer  thaw  ....  The  applicant  should  provide  a  logistics  and 
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contingency  plan  for  snow  and/or  ice  roads  in  the  event  of  a  minimum 
snowfall. "  (page  11-1042). 

However,  the  matter  certainly  cannot  be  allowed  to  end  there. 
Indeed,  the  DEIS  admits  that  Arctic  Gas'  proposed  winter  construction 
schedule  is  "highly  idealistic,"  and  where  all-weather  roads  are  un- 

*/ 

available  it  is  "dependent  on  many  variable  uncontrollable  conditions, 
and  is  not  considered  feasible"  (page  1-467).  Moreover,  "all  environ¬ 
mental  mitigation  measures  will  be  secondary  to  construction  schedules." 
(page  1-415).  The  applicant  cannot  be  left  to  its  own  devices  in  developing 
a  contingency  plan.  The  crucial  question  here  is  this:  what  will  Interior 
do  when  Arctic  Gas  requests  au  eA.*_cpi.ioii  from  the  condition:;  of  itc  right 
of -way  permit?  This  is  almost  inevitable,  since  aside  from  the  idealistic 
winter  construction  schedule,  the  uncertain  water  supply  for  building 
the  ice  road  will  likely  cause  difficulty.  Thus  the  limited  alternatives 
that  will  be  available  once  the  project  is  underway,  i.e.  shortcuts  on 
environmental  safeguards,  or  summer  construction  and  an  all-weather 
road,  and  their  drastic  consequences  for  the  Arctic,  must  be  addressed 
now  in  the  environmental  impact  statement. 


*/  Even  in  summer  Arctic  weather  is  unpredictable.  Mention  should 
be  made  of  the  difficulties  encountered  by  Alyeska,  especially  the  winds 
this  summer  which  kept  the  ice  pack  close  to  shore,  preventing  barge 
transport  of  supplies  to  the  North  Slope. 


6.  Common  Corridors 

The  DEIS  expresses  uncertainty  over  the  cumulative  effects 
of  constructing  both  gas  and  oil  pipelines  in  the  same  corridor,  (see 
pages  11-2309,  2317,  2336).  Resolution  of  this  question  affects  not  only 
this  case  but  also  any  other  transportation  plan  that  proposes  to  use  a 
common  utility  corridor.  The  doubts  must  be  answered  sometime, 
because  common  corridors  are  logical  land  use  solutions  and  are  frequently 
proposed.  They  adversely  affect  less  acreage  than  separate  systems, 
they  are  usually  economical,and  the  Trans -Alaska  Pipeline  Act  mandates 
using  them  wherever  possible.  Whatever  research  is  required  to  resolve 

this  i»6ue  ought,  tu  uc  Uilticibakeu  now.  Tina  El C,  ar.alj  ^...6  a  Uiassttc 

project  affecting  the  future  of  many  people  and  vast  quantities  of  land 
and  resources,  will  not  be  complete  without  a  rational  analysis  of  the 
■fundamental  preliminary  decision  that  must  be  made  here;whether  to 
traverse  untouched  wilderness  or  to  co'mpound  the  damage  caused  by 
Alyeska  oil  pipeline. 

7.  a.  The  inadequate  design  criteria  for  Arctic  and  sub¬ 

arctic  conditions  listed  on  page  1-411  must  be  fully  addressed  by  the  final 
EIS.  And  the  lack  of  detailed  information  on  locations  of  the  route, 

spoil  and  borrow  areas,  storage  sites  and  roads  must  be  remedied  to  permit 
formulation  and  evaluation  of  specific  mitigation  measures,  (pages  1-409, 
1-437). 
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b.  The  statement  on  page  1-86,  that  foot  or  motorized 
vehicle  8  will  be  used  where  aerial  patrols  would  adversely  affect  wildlife 
is  directly  contradicted  by  evidence  submitted  to  the  FPC  that  low  flying 
air  planes  would  be  used  whenever  necessary  even  within  the  ANWR. 

'  c.  The  "proposed  ecological  preserve  sites  [which] 

will  be  paralleled  or  crossed,  .  .  .  destroying  the  purpose  for  which  they 
were  set  aside"  should  all  be  listed  in  one  place  for  convenient  reference, 
not  scattered  throughout  seventeen  volumes,  (page  1-374). 

d.  The  apparent  contradiction  between  the  statement  on 
page  1-223  that  the  Arctic  tundra  is  stable  and  not  fragile  because  it 
survives,  and  that  on  page  1-332  that  the  Arctic  coastal  plain  is  an 
"extremely  fragile  environment"  must  be  resolved. 

e.  The  lack  of  information  on  the  eventual  restoration 
of  the  production  facilities  and  pipeline  corridor  sites  must  be  remedied. 
This  is  a  major  omission  which  bears  on  the  question  of  the  irretrievable 
commitment  of  resources  at  these  sites,  (page  1-89). 

Conclusion 

While  we  recognize  that  the  gas  associated  with  the  oil  at 
Prudhoe  Bay  will  be  transported  to  the  lower  48  states  in  some  manner, 
the  important  question  is  finding  the  system  with  the  least  environmental, 
social,  and  economic  costs.  We  believe  that  even  with  its  deficiencies 
the  DEIS  demonstrates  that  the  Arctic  Gas  system  imposes  unacceptable 
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costs.  In  particular,  we  believe  any  system  that  crosses  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Range  will  have  both  short  and  long  term  impacts  that 
are  incompatible  with  the  purposes  of  the  Range  and  will  irretrievably 
destroy  priceless  wilderness  areas. 
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Response  to  comments  received 
from  the  Sierra  Club,  National  Audubon 
Society,  Alaska  Conservation  Society  and 
the  Wilderness  Society 
dated  October  28,  1975 


1.  The  Final  Overview  Volume  presents  a  revised  and  expanded  system 
analysis  of  alternative  routes  beginning  page  217.  Tabular  infor¬ 
mation  on  all  routes  is  in  Table  8.0V. 3-1  on  page  255  and  a  map  of 
the  alternative  routes  for  all  lines  is  on  page  253  (both  are  fold- 
outs)  . 

2.  The  analysis  of  alternative  routes  within  Alaska  in  the  Alaska 
Volume  has  been  revised  beginning  on  page  448. 

3.  A  revised  and  expanded  discussion  of  the  El  Paso  system  is  on  page 
175  of  the  Final  Alternatives  Volume. 

4.  The  offshore  route  has  been  revised  beginning  page  448  of  the  Alaska 
Volume  and  in  summary  form  on  page  219  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

5.  Future  development  due  to  the  pipeline  has  been  included,  particulary 
under  wilderness.  See  page  173  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

6.  The  comment  has  been  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS,  which  is  not  meant  to  cover  impacts  from  sources  other 
than  the  ANGTS.  Plans  will  be  considered  when  developing  stipu¬ 
lations  . 

7.  No  change  was  made  since  this  is  a  legal  question  outside  the  scope 
of  the  EIS. 

8.  The  comment  has  been  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS.  Native  settlement  has  been  alluded  to  in  the  Canada 
Volume  but  any  details  would  have  to  come  from  the  Canadian 
government . 

9.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS,  since  it  is  not  part  of  an  environmental  statement. 

10.  The  most  current  information  at  the  time  of  revision  was  included 
in  the  Final  EIS. 

11.  Alternative  route  discussions  have  been  revised  in  each  geographic 
volume  and  the  Overview  Volume  (chapter  8). 

12.  Additional  study  shows  that  winter  construction  in  the  Arctic  is 
feasible,  however,  question  is  brought  up  in  the  introduction  to 
mitigation  on  page  189  of  the  Overview  Volume.  This  indicates 
that  if  these  measures  are  not  strictly  enforced  related  impacts 
in  chapter  3  should  be  included  in  unavoidable  impacts  of  chapter 
5,  Overview  Volume. 


13.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS  since  there  is  no  sure  way  to  know  what  the  effects  will  be 
ahead  of  time. 

14.  This  discussion  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume.  Specifics 
can  not  be  formulated  until  the  exact  location  of  the  center  line  is 
chosen. 

15.  The  statement  on  page  44  of  the  Final  Overview  Volume  is  what  the 
Applicant  has  stated. 

16.  Ecological  preserves  are  listed  under  Unique  Areas  on  page  121  of 
the  Overview  Volume. 

17.  These  statements  have  been  made  compatible.  See  page  65  and  122 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

18.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  It  will  be  considered  when  developing  stipulations. 

19.  No  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS  but  this  will  be  considered 
during  the  decision  making  process. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Washington,  D.  C. 

October  3,  1975 
by  Mr.  A.  T.  Wright 
The  Wilderness  Society 


STATEMENT  OF  A.  T.  V7RIGHT ,  STAFF  CONSULTANT, 

THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY 

MR.  WRIGHT:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  A.  T.  Wright,  Staff 
Consultant,  The  Wilderness  Society,  1901  Pennsylvania  Avenue, 
N.W. ,  Washington,  D.  C.  20006. 
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1 

2-12 

There  is  no  better  way  to  begin  our  testimony  than 

1 

l 

alleged  fact  v/ero  some  kind  of  a  licence  to  waate  it  or  at 

z 

to  state  flatly  and  forthrightly  tint  the  Society  is  unalter¬ 

2 

least  ignore  it  in  behalf  of  every  desired  human  intrusion. 

3 

ably  opposed  to  the  construction  of  a  pipeline  —  any  pipeline 

3 

i 

The  alleged  abundance  of  wildlife  in  Alaska  is  due 

4 

through  any  portion  of  the  Artie  National  Wildlife  nance 

A 

to  tho  vastnesa  of  Alaska  and  not  necessarily  to  the  high 

5 

or  through  any  portion  of  the  additions  to  tho  Range  proposed 

3 

productivity  of  its  lends  and  waters  on  a  per  acre  basis ,  for 

6 

by  conservation  groups.  such  proposals  include  about  900,000 

6 

example. 

7 

acres  of  contiguous  lands  which  the  Department  would  exclude 

!  7 

I 

I  wish  to  quote  a  brief  paragraph  frcna  the  Department 

i 

8 

for  a  gasline  corridor* 

t 

8 

official  Master  Plan  for  the  Range  dated  May  1971.  I  am  sure 

9 

There  is  no  need  to  balabor  at  length  our  reasons 

9 

that  any  such  plan  is  in  total  disarray  under  the  inpact  of 

10 

for  opposition  to  massive  construction  through  the  Binge. 

10 

recent  developmental  threats  in  Alaska.  This  does  not  place 

II 

Suffice  to  say  that  the  damage  to  wildlife  and  their  habitat 

11 

in  doubt  the  following  excerpt  frorc  the  Master  Plan: 

12 

would  be  of  such  proportions  as  to  render  the  proposal 

12 

"Although  wildlife  of  the  Range  is  diverse  and 

13 

totally  unacceptable.  There  is  no  possible  hope  of  recovery 

13 

locally  or  seasonally  abundant,  this  fragile  land  does  not 

14 

from  the  damage  to  be  inflicted  on  the  wildlife  resource.  Thor, 

14 

teem  v/ith  game.  Animals  and  birds  living  here  year— round 

15 

ere  those  who  glibly  speak  of  "mitigation"  of  wildlife  losses 

75 

require  vast  areas  for  sustenance,  and  each  habitat  is  essentia: 

18 

as  though  there  were  viable  means  of  doing  so.  "Mitigation- 

H5 

at  soma  tine  of  the  year.  Unique  quality  of  the  Range  depends 

17 

in  a  harsh  Artie  environment  is  a  farce.  It  is  akin  to  tell in; 

77 

on  preservation  of  all  its  parts." 

10 

a  person  that  his  leg  will  be  amputated  but  that  the  loss  will 

19 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  request  that  the  Department's  Master 

i 

19 

be  "mitigated"  with  a  crutch  or  an  artificial  limb.  That  is 

19 

Plan  for  the  Artie  National  Wildlife  Range  be  included  in  the  j 

20 

nil  that  "mitigation"  can  ever  amount  to  in  this  environment. 

20 

record  of  this  hearing  and  wish  to  submit  three  copies  for 

21 

A  pipeline  through  this  magnificent  Range  will .seriously  crippl, 

21 

that  purpose.  } 

22 

it  for  all  time. 

22 

Having  clearly  indicated  our  strong  opposition  to  j 

23 

I'.'e  would  also  like  to  concert  one  other  glib 

23 

desecration  of  the  Range,  v;o  vish  also  to  aav  that,  at  the 

j 

24 

assertion  commonly  made  about  Alaska.  This  is  that  Alaska 

24 

pi  -.isent  tide .  we  have  no  rivai  position  vith  respect  to  v.ny 

1 

25  j 

possesses  an  enormous  abundance  of  wildlife  as  though  this 

23 

of  l?e  alternatives  which  have  been  proposed.  This  is  due  in 

j 

1 

2-1-1 

largo  part  to  the  foot  that  sufficient  time  has  not  been 

1 

proposal . 

2 

allowed  by  tho  Department  for  adequate  review  of  a  90,000 

2 

Everything  wc  huva  been  able  to  discren  in  the 

3 

page,  17  volume  statement,  a  year  and  a  half  i„  the  making. 

3 

impact  statement,  given  the  brief  time  we  havo  had  for  study. 

4 

Moreover,  there  appears  to  be  no  adequate  discussion 

4 

j 

clearly  confirms  our  need  to  stand  fast  against  a  pipeline 

5 

of  alternatives  including  the  route  proposed  by  El  Paso  Alaska 

5 

through  the  Range.  While  we  have  stressed  wildlife  values. 

6 

Ive,  thererore,  join  with  other  groups  m  requesting 

6 

we  are  also  mindful  of  the  fact  tint  the  destruction  of 

7 

a  substantial  extension  of  time,  possibly  to  January  of  1976. 

7 

vegetative  cover  and  the  degradation  of  the  permafrost  will 

0 

While  we  do  need  more  time  to  properly  analyte  ths 

8 

likely  be  forever.  Ro  one  really  knows  how  to  revegetato 

9 

impact  statement,  it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  document  is  ' 

9 

tuncra  and  may  never  knew  how  to  duplicate  the  delicately 

10 

replete  with  admissions  of  serious  ecological  and  environmental 

10 

| 

balances  conditions  by  which  natural  processes  produced  the 

11 

damage  to  be  inflicted  upon  tho  Range  and  its  wilderness  and 

1? 

tundra  vegetation  and  the  permafrost.  Slope  failures  are  sure 

12 

Wildlife  attributes;  even  an  admission  that  the  proposal 

12 

to  occur  under  the  impact  of  pipeline  work  with  resultant 

13 

pipeline  is  contrary  to  the  objectives  for  which  the  Range 

13 

landslides  or  land  subsidence. 

14 

was  established.  Moreover,  the  gas  pipeline  will  lead. 

14 

If  this  occurs  in  vater  courses  and  street  beds. 

T5 

in  time,  to  many  other  developments  with  consequent  further 

73 

the  damage  will  be  infinitely  greater.  Natural  water  regimes 

16 

destruction  of  the  wilderness  and  wildlife  resources.  If 

16 

can  suffer  substantial  alteration  with  consequent  damage  to 

17 

this  door  is  opened  now,  it  will  never  be  shut  again. 

17 

fish  and  waterfowl  habitat. 

| 

18 

If  oil  in  commercial  quantities  is  discovered  in 

18 

We  will  recognise  that  these  disasters  can  occur 

19 

Navy  Petroleum  Reserve  Pour,  west  of  Prudh.oe  Bay,  where 

10 

in  other  Alaskan  and  Canadian  areas  as  well  and  this  is  part  ! 

20 

exploration  is  presently  taking  place,  it  might  well  lead 

20 

of  the  dilemma.  However,  it  is  clear  that  a  gas  line  route 

21 

to  cne  construction  of  an  oil  line  through  tho  Wildlife 

21 

paralleling  the  oil  line  now  under  construction  between 

“  | 

Range  alongside  the  proposed  gas  line.  Kid-western  political 

22 

Prudhoe  Bay  and  Valdes  would  be  less  damaging  than  one  through 

23  j 

and  economic  interests  have  already  advanced  this  proposal. 

23 

the  Range.  Whether  or  not  the  use  of  an  oil  pipeline  route 

“  Ij 

This  added  threat  to  the  integrity  of  the  Wildlife  Range  is 

24  ! 

is  superior  to  other  alternatives  is  something  we  have  yet 

23  | 

II 

one  of  the  many  good  reasons  for  rejecting  the  Artie  Gas 

25 

to  determine .  Such  other  alternatives  involve  an  off-shore  j 
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the 

route  to/MacICenzie  River  Delta  in  Canada  and  tha  use  of  the 

1 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  mako  this. 

2 

oil  line  corridor  to  Fairbanks  and  thence  along  tha  Alcan 

2 

statement. 

3 

Highway  to  Canada  and  the.  lower  48. 

3 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Wright.  Arc  there  any 

4 

We  wish  also  to  state  our  general  view  that  in  tha 

4 

questions  by  the  panel? 

5 

unseemly  ru3h  for  energy  self-sufficiency,  the  nation  is 

3 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Wright . 

6 

proceeding  with  hurried  development  without  adequate  knowledge 

6 

Are  there  any  other  persons  now  who  have  come  into  the; 

7 

of  our  reserves,  the  location  thereof,  and  the  safest  means 

7 

room  who  would  like  to  be  heard  At  this  time? 

G 

of  extraction.  If  we  really  knew  the  big  picture  from  an 

0 

(No  response. ) 

9 

exploration  standpoint,  ve  might  not  be  here. today  considering 

9 

JUDGE  COOK;  In  viaw  of  the  fact  that  there  is  no 

10 

a  production  proposal  having  unquestioned  potential  for  severe 

10 

response,  we  will  again  proceed  into  a  recess,  and  as  soon  as 

It 

damage  to  one  of  the  world's  greatest  remaining  wilderness 

11 

the  clerk  informs  us  that  someone  has  arrived,  v/e  will  be  back 

12 

and  wildlife  areas. 

12. 

in  session.  V7e  will  recess  at  this  time. 

13 

Finally,  v/e  express  concern  about  the  ptential  of 

13 

(The  hearing  was  recassed  from  9:47  a.m.  to  11:47  a.ra.] 

14 

the  proposed  trans-range  pipeline  for  adverse  impacts  on  the 

14 

JUDGE  COOK:  The  hearing  will  coma  to  order. 

15 

native  peoples  of  Alaska  and  Canada.  There  has  to  be  an  end 

15 

Are  there  any  persons  present  in  the  aaditorium  who 

16 

some  day  to  the  tragic  process  of  the  decimation  of  the 

16 

would  like  to  be  heard  at  this  tine? 

17 

native  cultures  of  people  largely  unable  to  defend  themselves. 

17 

(No  response.) 

18 

Native  peoples  around  the  world  seem  to  share  with  wildlife  the 

18 

JUDGE  COOK:  Let  the  record  show  that  there  is  no 

10 

same  helplessness  that  evidences  itself  before  the  onslaught 

19 

response. 

20 

of  a  highly  mechanized  society. 

20 

The  panel,  of  course,  has  been  recessed  this  morning 

21 

For  all  of  the  foregoing  reasons, we  respectfully 

21 

| 

since  our  la3t  speaker  was  hero  and  we  did  so  with  the  under-  • 

22 

request  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  demonstrate  and 

22 

standing  we  would  return  if  anyone  cards  to  be  heard.  However,  j 

23 

land  and  wildlife  ethic  worthy  of  an  enlightened  nation.  This 

23 

nobody  hns  indicated  <\  desire  to  make  a  presentation  sine,  a  th-i  j 

24 

means  «  denial  of  a  permit  to  the  Alaska  Artie  Gas  Company  for 

24 

time  v/e  vent  into  x’scesc.  It  is  now  close  to  the  hour  of 

25 

the  proposed  gas  line. 

25 

1 

Noon,  so  v/e  will  at  this  time  in  view  of  the  fact  that  ro  one  j 

! 

Wilderness  1801  Pennsylvania  Av*.  N.W..  Washington.  D.  C.  HJOOC  (202)29::  '732 

Society 

STATEMEilT  OF  A.  T.  WPICliT 

BEFORE  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  T!FE  INTERIOR 
WITH  RESPECT  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT'S  DRAFT 
EHVIROroWIiTAl.  IMPACT  STATE!"::)!’  ON  THE  PROPOSED 
ALASKA  SATURAI  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 

October  3,  1975 

Mr.  Chairr.-n,  I  am  A.  T.  Wright,  Staff  Consultart ,  The  Wilderness  Society, 

1901  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  K.W. ,  Washington,  D.C.  20006. 

There  is  no  better  way  t.o  begin  our  testimony  than  to  state  flatly  and 
forthrightly  that  the  Society  is  unalterably  opposed  1o  the  construction  of  a 
pipeline  —  any  pipeline  —  through  any  portion  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Por./^e  or  tnrough  any  portion  of  the  auditions  to  the  Range  proi-ooed  by  conser- 
vat ion  groups.  Such  proposals  include  about  900,000  acres  of  contiguous  lands 
which  the  Department  would  exclude  for  a  gasline  corridor. 

There  is  no  need  to  belabor  our  reasons  for  opposition  to  massive  construc¬ 
tion  through  the  Range.  Suffice  to  say  that  the  damage  to  wildlife  and  their 
h.  bitat  vouj.d  be  of  such  proportions  as  to- render  the  proposal  totally  unaccep¬ 
table.  There  is  no  possible  hope  of  recovery  from  the  dawuge  to  be  inflicted 
on  the  wildlife  resource.  There  are  those  who  glibly  speak  of  "mitigation" 
of  wildlife  losses  as  though  there  were  viable  mean 3  of  doing  so.  "Mitigation" 
in  u  harsh  arctie  environment,  is  a  farce.  It  is  akin  to  telling  a  person  that 
his  leg  will  be  amputated  but  that  the  loss  will  to?  "mitigated"  with  a  crutch 
or  an  artificial  limb.  This  is  ell  that  "mitigation"  can  c«er  amount  to  in  this 
environment.  A  pipeline  through  this  magnificent  Range  will  seriously  cripple 
it  for  all  time. 

"IN  WlLDfcRNFSS  IS  THE  PRESERVATION  Of  THE  WOULD."  —  ThoreaU 


We  would  also  like  to  contest  one  other  glib  assertion  commonly  made  about 
Alaska.  This  is  that  Alaska  possesses  an  enormous  abundance  of  wildlife  as 
though  this  alleged  fact  were  some  kind  of  a  license  to  waste  it  or  at  least 
ignore  it  in  behalf  of  every  desired  hunan  intrusion.  The  alleged  abundance 
of  wildlife  in  Alaska  is  due  to  the  vastness  of  Alaska  and  not  necessarily  to 
the  high  productivity  of  its  lands  and  waters  on  a  per  acre  basis,  for  example. 

I  wish  to  quote  a  brief  paragraph  from  the  Department's  official  Master 
Plan  for  the  Range  dated  May  1971.  I  am  sure  that  any  such  plan  is  in  total 
disarray  under  the  impact  of  recent  developmental  threats  in  Alaska.  This 
does  not  place  in  doubt  the  following  excerpt  from  the  Master  Plan: 

"Although  wildlife  of  the  Range  is  diverse  and  locally  or 
seasonally  abundant,  this  fragile  land  does  not  teem  with 
game.  Animals  and  birds  living  here  year-round  require 
vast  areas  for  sustenance,  and  each  habitat  is  essential 

at  BUiac  bill'.e  ui  i-mr  jr«.*<w  .  umyuc  4u11.11._y  ui  011c  naii&c 

depends  on  preservation  of  nil  its  parts." 

Mr.  Chairm-.n,  I  request  that  the  Department's  Master  Plan  for  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Range  be  included  in  the  record  of  this  hearing  and  wish  to 
sub-nit  three  copies  for  that  purpose. 

Having  clearly  indicated  our  strong  opposition  to  desecration  of  the  Range, 
we  wish  also  to  say  that,  at  the  present  time,  we  have  no  firm  position  with 
respect  to  any  of  the  alternatives  which  have  been  proposed.  This  is  due  in  lar, 
part  to  the  fact  that  sufficient  time  has  not  been  allowed  by  the  Deportment  for 
adequate  review  of  a  90 » 000-page,  17-volume  statement,  a  year  and  a  half  in  the 
rv.'king.  Moreover,  there  appears  to  be  no  adequate  discussion  of  alternatives 
including  the  route  proposed  by  El  Paso  Alaska.  We,  therefore.  Join  with 
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r  groups  in  requesting  a  substantial  extension  of  time,  possibly  to  January  . 
-  x9T6. 

While  we  do  need  more  time  to  properly  analyze  the  impact  statement,  it  is 
to  be  noted  that  the  document  is  replete  with  admissions  of  serious  ecological 
and  environmental  damage  to  be  inflicted  upon  the  Range  and  its  wilderness  and 
wildlife  attributes;  even  an  admission  that  the  proposed  pipeline  is  contrary 
to  the  oDjectives  for  which  the  Range  was  established.  Moreover,  the  gas  pipe¬ 
line  will  lead,  in  time,  to  many  other  developments  with  consequent  further 
destruction  of  the  wilderness  and  wildlife  resources.  If  this  door  is  opened 
now,  it  waII  never  be  shut  again.  If  oil  in  commercial  quantities  is  discovered 
in  Navy  Petroleum  Reserve  U,  west  of  Prudhoe  Bay,  where  exploration  is  presently 
taking  place,  it  might  well  It-ad  to  the  construction  of  an  oil  line  through 
the  Wildlife  Range  alongside  the  proposed  gas  line.  Mid-western  political  and 
economic  interests  have  already  advanced  this  proposal.  This  added  threat  to 


the  Arctic  Gas  proposal. 


Everything  ve  have  been  able  to  discern  in  the  impact  statement,  given 
the  brief  time  we  have  had  for  study,  clearly  confirms  our  need  to  stand  fast 
against  a  pipeline  through  the  Range.  While  wc  have  stressed  wildlife  values, 
we  are  also  mindful  of  the  fact  that  the  destruction  of  vegetative  cover  and 
the  degradation  of  the  perm frost  will  likely  be  forever.  No  one  really  knows 
how  to  revegetate  tundra  and  may  never  know  hov  to  duplicate  the  delicately 
bulnnced  conditions  by  which  natural  processes  produced  the  tundra  vegetation 
and  the  permafrost.  Slope  failures  are  sure  to  occur  under  the  impact  of  pipe¬ 
line  work  with  resultant  landslides  or  land  subsidence.  If  this  occurs  in 
water  courses  mid  stream  b  is,  the  damage  will  be  infinitely  greater.  Natural 


•c.ter  regimes  can  suffer  substantial  alteration  with  consequent  damage  to  fish 
ad  waterfowl  habitat. 

We  well  recognize  that  these  disasters  can  occur  in  other  Alaskan  and 
Canadian  areas  as  well  and  this  is  part  of  the  dilemma.  However,  it  is  clear 
that  a  gas  line  route  paralleling  the  oil  line  now  under  construction  between 
Prudhoe  Bay  and  Valdez  would  be  less  damaging  than  one  through  the  Range. 

Whether  or  not  the  use  of  an  oil  pipeline  route  is  superior  to  other  alternatives 
is  something  we  have  yet  to  determine.  Such  other  alternatives  involve  an  off¬ 
shore  route  to  the  Mackenzie  River  Delta  in  Canada  and  the  use  of  the  oil  line 
corridor  to  Fairbanks  and  thence  along  the  Alcan  Highway  to  Canada  and  the  lower 

fc8. 

We  wish  also  to  state  our  general  view  that  in  the  unseemly  rush  for  energy 
self-sufficiency,  the  nation  is  proceeding  with  hurried  development  without 
adequate  knowledge  of  our  reserves,  the  location  thereof,  and  the  safest 
means  of  extraction.  If  we  really  knew  the  big  picture  from  an  exploration 
standpoint,  we  might  not  be  here  today  considering  a  production  proposal 
having  unquestioned  potential  for  severe  damage;  to  one  of  the  world's  greatest 
remaining  wilderness  and  wildlife  areas. 

Finally,  we  express  concern  about  the  potential,  of  the  proposed  trans¬ 
range  pipline  for  adverse  impacts  on  the  native  peoples  of  Alaska  and  Canada. 
There  has  to  be  an  end  some  day  to  the  tragic  process  of  the  decimation  of  the 
native  cultures  of  people  largely  unable  to  defend  themselves.  Native  peoples 
around  the  world  seem  to  shore  with  wildlife  the  same  helplessness  that  evidences 
itself  before  the  onslaught  of  a  highly  mechanized  society. 

For  all  of  the  foregoing  reasons,  we  respect fully  request  the  Department  of 
the  Interior  to  demonstrate  a  land  and  wildlife  ethic  worthy  of  an  enlightened 


ition.  This  means  a  denial  of  a  permit  to  the  Alaska  Arctic  Gns  Company  for 
the  proposed  gas  line. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  make  this  statement. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Wilderness  Society 
at  the  Washington,  D.C.  Public  Hearing 
October  3,  1975 


The  discussion  of  alternatives  including  a  pipeline-liquefa- 
ct ion- tanker-gasification  system  similar  to  the  El  Paso  proposal 
has  been  substantially  revised  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  other  comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  change  in  the 
EIS. 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Fairbanks,  Alaska 
September  28  and  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  David  R.  Kline 
representing 

Alaska  Chapter  of  the  Wildlife  Society 


development  In  arctic  and  subarctic  North  America.  This 
statement  has  subsequently  been  adopted  by  the  wildlife 
Society  nationally  and  provides  the  guiding  philosophy 
which  underlies  our  testimony  here  today.  I  will  also 
leave  with  you  a  copy  of  that  position  statement. 

* 

The  Department  of  Interior’s  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
statement  on  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System,  while  obviously  the  product  of  a  very  substantial 
effort  by  numerous  people  and  representing  the  input  and 
expertise  of  many  subject  areas,  but  nevertheless  it  fails 
in  our  estimation,  to  serve  the  purpose  for  which  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statements  were  intended  through  the  enact¬ 
ment  of  the  National  Environmental  policy  Act. 

The  statement  appears  to  be  a  massive  compilation  of  data 
and  commentaries  designed  to  meet  the  very  minimal  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Act  rather  than  serving  as  an  objective  basis, 
for  assisting  the  public  and  government  in  arriving  to  a 
decision  in  regard  to  authorization  of  the  proposed  project. 
As  the  statement  now  stands  its  organization  does  not 
facilitate  the  assessment  of  an  environmental  impact  of  the 
project  -  it  reflects  the  independent  efforts  of  numerous 
individuals  and  laclcs  the  integration  that  is  necessary  if 
a  realistic  assessment  of  overall  impact  of  the  project  is 
to  be  made.  Because  of  its  massiveness  and  awkward 
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MR.  KLINE I 

My  name  ia  DAVID  R.  KLINE,  I  live  on  Miller  Hill  Road, 
Fairbanks  and  I  am  speaking  for  the  Alaska  Chapter  of  the 
Wildlife  Society. 

The  Alaska  Chapter  of  the  Wildlife  Society  is  an  affiliate 
of  the  wildlife  Society,  an  International,  professional 
organization,  whose  main  objective  is  to  develop  and  promote 
sound  stewardship  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources  and  the 
environment  upon  which  fish,  wildlife,  and  mankind  depend. 

* 

The  Alaska  Chapter  is  composed  of  approximately  eighty 
professional  biologists  associated  with  Federal,  State 
governments.  University  of  Alaska  and  private  organisations. 
Our  Chapter  presented  comments  regarding  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
facilities  to  the  EIS  Task  Force  team  of  the  USBLM  in 
January  of  1975  -  and  I  will  leave  you  a  copy  of  those 
comments  which  remain  pertinent  to  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Additionally,  in  August  of  1974  our  Chapter  prepared  a 
position  statement  on  petroleum  and  mineral  resources 
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organization  we  have  found  it  virtually  impose ible  to  do  a 
detailed  assessment  of  the  entire  document  in  the  time 
available  for  review. 

We  have  therefore  restricted  our  comments  to  general  state¬ 
ments  and  a  few  specific  observations  to  exemplify  these 
statements,  dealing  predominantly  with  the  Alaskan  portion 
of  the  proposed  project  in  relation  to  impacts  on  wildlife 

populations  and  their  habitat. 

* 

In  several  portions  of  the  impact  statement  it  is  stated 
that  the  long-term  impacts  of  the  project  on  wildlife  or 
wildlife  habitat  are  not  considered  because  information  was 
not  available  upon  which  to  assess  the  magnitude  of  these 
impacts  (and  I  have  reference  to  these  points  in  the  docu¬ 
ment)  .  While  we  acknowledge  the  need  for  immediate  basic 

information  on  such  factors  as  -  for  example  the  influence 
of  fallout  of  atmospheric  pollutants  -  and  other  sources  on 
vegetation  and  the  long-term  affects  of  disturbances  on 
caribou  populations,  we  know  that  similar  reservations  are 
not  made  in  the  document  relative  to  unknowns  associated 
with  engineering  aspects  of  pipeline  construction.  Recent 
experience  with  construction  of  the  Trans-Alaska  pipeline 
have  demonstrated  that  the  technology  of  pipeline  constrction 
under  arctic  conditions  is  not  highly  developed.  Numerous 
unforeseen  and  extremely  awkward  construction  problems  have 
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1 

. 

occurred  in  relationship  to  that  project  and  their  solution 

1 

< 

our  estimation,  clearly  indicate  the  extent  and  type  of 

2 

has  often  required  substantial  design  modifications  at  con¬ 

2 

additional  research  which  would  be  necessary  to  provide 

3 

siderable  extra  cost,  and  with  unanticipated  environmental 

3 

answers  to  the  basic  environmental  questions  raised  by 

4 

impacts . 

4 

the  proposed  project  and  the  time  required  to  complete 

5 

Certainly  the  technology  of  pipeline  construction  from  a 

5 

this  research. 

6 

snow  road  under  arctic  conditions  of  low  snow  fall  has  not 

6 

• 

7 

been  proven  and  our  experience  with  snow  roads  in  Alaska 

7 

The  alternative  routes  to  the  prime  route  which  is  discussed 

e 

leaves  us  with  scepticism  about  this  aspect  of  the  proposal. 

8 

in  the  document,  appears  to  be  those  offered  by  the  appli¬ 

9 

* 

9 

cants  rather  than  the  considered  evaluation  of  realistic 

10 

There  is  also  a  corresponding  lack  of  meteorological  data 

10 

alternatives  by  the  Department  of  Interior.  Additionally, 

n 

on  snow  accumulation  from  the  Arctic  Wildlife  range  portion 

11 

the  treatment  of  these  alternative  pipeline  routings  in 

12 

of  the  proposed  route  upon  which  to  base  a  winter  construc¬ 

1  12 

Alaska  is  very  superficial  and  does  not  provide  a  valid 

13 

tion  scheme.  We  feel  therefore  that  the  engineering 

13 

basis  for  comparison  against  the  prime  route. 

14 

aspects  of  the  project  should  be  treated  with  the  same  level 

14 

We  note  that  the  project  calls  for  the  quenching  or  harvest¬ 

16 

of  objectivity,  qualification  where  knowledge  is  lacking. 

15 

ing  of  snow  along  the  Alaskan  portion  of  the  prime  route 

16 

and  speculation  that  is  employed  with  assessing  environmental 

16 

from  areas  some  distance  from  the  pipeline  because  of  the 

17 

impact. 

17 

limited  amount  of  snow  in  the  area  -  although  further  de¬ 

18 

Reservations  expressed  in  the  document  about  extrapolation 

18 

scription  implies  that  construction  impact  will  be  limited 

19 

beyond  the  limits  of  available  ecological  data  are  a  com¬ 

19 

to  the  pipeline  adjacent  to  snow  roads. 

20 

mendable  reflection  of  rigorous  scientific  objectivity. 

20 

Since  snow  cover  plays  an  important  role  for  certain  types 

21 

But  the  absence  of  data  upon  which  to  assess  the  environ¬ 

21 

of  Arctic  vegetation,  which  is  in  turn  important  in  the  food 

22 

mental  cost  of  the  project  does  not  negate  these  costs.  It 

22 

chains  of  several  wildlife  species,  and  snow  is  also  used 

23 

does  however  emphasize  the  need  for  additional  ecological 

23 

for  denning  by  polar  and  grizzly  bears,  and  as  insulation  by 

24 

research  if  there  is  to  be  a  fair  assessment  of  the  total 

24 

other  roosting  or  burrowing  animals  it  is  obvious  that  the 

25 

environmental  coat  of  the  project.  The  document  should,  in 

25 

direct  construction  impact  would  extend  to  those  areas  more 
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distant  from  the  pipeline  and  snow  road  from  which  snow 

1 

musk  oxen  and  caribou.  In  fact  the  relatively  high  pro¬ 

2 

will  be  harvested. 

2 

portion  of  the  prime  route  in  Alaska  which  would  transect 

3 

• 

3 

the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  is  not  adequately  brought  to  the 

4 

There  are  several  apparent  impacts  of  the  proposed  pipeline 

4 

reader's  attention  in  the  document. 

5 

on  fish  and  wildlife  resources  which  we  feel  are  not 

5 

The  threat  to  the  porcupine-caribou  herd  through  the  possible 

6 

adequately  emphasized  in  the  impact  statement.  These  in¬ 

6 

disruption  of  migrations  to  the  calving  grounds,  the  dis¬ 

7 

clude  first:  the  threat  to  over-wintering  fish  or  removal  . 

7 

turbance  on  the  calving  grounds  because  the  proposed  route 

8 

of  any  of  the  very  limited  waters  from  streams  to  rivers 

8 

would  transect  migration  routes  and  portions  of  the  calving 

9 

in  the  winter  for  use  in  ice  road  construction,  camp 

9 

ground  was  mentioned  several  times  in  the  impact  statement. 

10 

operations  or  other  activities. 

10 

However,  we  feel  that  the  significance  of  this  potential 

11 

Second:  the  extreme  vulnerability  of  moose  to  disruption 

11 

impact  is  so  great  that  greater  emphasis  is  required. 

12 

from  their  limited  habitat  in  willow  stands  along  major 

12 

* 

13 

river  systems.  This  is  particularly  important  because  the 

13 

Perhaps  the  major  criticism  of  the  impact  statement  which 

14 

harvesting  of  snow  would  likely  take  place  along  these 

3  14 

raises  the  question  of  its  adequacy  is  the  extremely  high 

15 

river  systems. 

16 

number  of  obvious  factual  and  typographical  errors.  This 

16 

Third:  the  esthetic  degradation  of  certain  wildlife  primar¬ 

16 

is  undoubtedly  a  reflection  of  the  haste  with  which  it  was 

17 

ily  bears,  wolves  and  foxes  that  inevitably  occurs  through 

17 

composed  but  this  is  not  justification  for  its  release  with¬ 

18 

taming  as  the  result  of  deliberate  or  accidental  feeding. 

18 

out  satisfactory  editorial  review.  a  few  examples  should 

19 

And  fourth:  the  esthetic  degradation  of  wilderness  wildlife 

19 

suffice  to  make  our  point:  In  Part  2,  page  323  reference  to 

20 

species  that  occurs  when  their  habitat  becomes  significantly 

20 

two  adult  musk  oxen  is  obviously  incorrect  -  a  check  with 

21 

altered  by  human  development.  This  latter  point  stems 

21 

the  original  source  of  references  indicates  that  this  figure 

22 

from  failure  of  the  impact  statement  to  emphasize  (in  my 

22 

should  be  twenty-nine;  on  page  367,  Part  2.  reference  to 

23 

estimation)  the  importance  of  the  Arctic  wildlife  Range 

23 

densities  to  pintail  ducks  for  the  total  area  of  twenty  birds 

24 

in  preserving  the  highest  esthetic  value  of  typical  wilder¬ 

24 

per  square  mile  seems  inconsistent  with  the  following  state¬ 

25 

ness  wildlife  species  such  as  the  bear,  brown  and  grizzly. 

25 

ment  that  'under  the  most  favorable  areas  on  river  deltas 
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nesting  densities  are  sixteen  pairs  per  square  mile. 

It  seems  doubtful  that  the  statement  here  on  page  354,  Part 
2  that  'some  pregnant  female  polar  bears  dive  into  snow  banks 
to  bear  their  young'  was  actually  the  intended  wording  of 
the  author. 

* 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  -  we  regret  the  haste 
which  was  associated  with  its  compilation  and  question  the 
necessity  of  preparing  the  document  at  a  pace  which  precludes 
the  collection  of  information  necessary  for  a  fair  and  ob¬ 
jective  evaluation  of  the  project.  We  urge  the  Department 
of  Interior  to  commit  the  necessary  effort  and  time  to  up¬ 
grade  the  final  impact  statement  so  that  it  truely  serves 
the  public  interest  by  enabling  a  comprehensive  evaluation 
of  the  environmental  impact  associated  with  the  proposed 
project. 

We  strongly  endorse  the  concept  of  public  participation  in 
resource  use  decisions  which  may  lead  to  major  alternations 
in  the  natural  environment;  and  we  appreciate  this  opportun¬ 
ity  to  present  testimony  on  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System. 

Thank  you! 
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The  Department  of  the  Interior's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  statement 
on  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  while  obviously  the 
product  of  a  very  substantial  effort  by  numerous  people  and  representing  the 
input  of  expertise  from  many  subject  areas,  nevertheless^  fails  in  our  estimation 
to  serve  the  purpose  for  which  environmental  impact  statements  were  intended 
through  the  enactment  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  The  statement 
appears  tc  be  a  massive  compilation  of  data  and  commentary  designed  to  meet 
the  very  minimal  requirements  of  the  Act  rather  than  serving  as  an  objective 
basis  for  assisting  the  public  and  government  in  arriving  at  a  decision 
with  regard  to  authorization  of  the  proposed  project.  As  the  statement  now 
stands  its  organization  does  not  facilitate  the  assessment  of  environmental 
impacts  of  the  project.  It  reflects  the  independent  efforts  of  numerous 
individuals  and  lacks  the  integration  that  is  necessary  if  a  realistic 
assessment  of  overall  impact  of  the  project  is  to  be  made. 

Because  of  its  massiveness  and  awkward  organization  we  have  found  it 
virtually  impossible  to  do  a  detailed  assessment  of  the  entire  document  in 
the  time  available  for  review.  We  have  therefore  restricted  our  comnents  to 
general  statements,  and  a  few  specific  observations  to  exemplify  these 
statements,  dealing  predominantly  with  the  Alaskan  portions  of  the  proposed 
project  in  relation  to  impacts  on  wildlife  populations  and  their  habitat. 

In  several  portions  of  the  impact  statement  it  is  stated  that  long  term 
impacts  of  the  project  on  wildlife  or  wildlife  habitat  are  not  considered 
because  information  is  not  available  upon  which  to  assess  the  magnitude  of 
the  impacts  (See  Part  II,  pages  1107,  1108  and  1256).  While  we 
acknowledge  the  need  for  additional  basic  information  on  such  factors  as  the 
influence  of  fallout  of  atmospheric  pollutants  from  compressor  stations  and 


Testimony  of  the  Alaska  Chapter  of  the  Wildlife  Society 
on 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

The  Alaska  Chapter  of  the  Wildlife  Society  is  an  affiliate  of  the 
Wildlife  Society,  an  international  professional  organization  whose  major 
objective  is  to  develop  and  promote  sound  stewardship  of  fish  and  wildlife 
resources  and  the  environment  upon  which  fish,  wildlife  and  mankind  depend. 
The  Alaska  Chapter  is  composed  of  approximately  80  professional  biologists 
associated  with  federal  and  state  governments,  the  University  of  Alaska  and 
private  organizations. 
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other  sources  on  vegetation  and  the  long  term  effects  of  disturbances  on 
caribou  populations^ we  note  that  -»o^u&h  reservations  are^jnade  in  the  document 
relative  to  unknowns  associated  with  engineering  aspects  of  the  pipeline 
construction.  Recent  experience  with  construction  of  the  Trans  Alaska  Pipeline 
has  demonstrated  that  the  technology  of  pipeline  construction  under  arctic 
conditions  is  not  highly  developed,  numerous  unforseen  and  extremely  awkward 
construction  problems  have  occurred  and  their  solution  has  often  required 
substantial  design  modifications  at  considerable  extra  cost  and  with 
unanticipated  environmental  impacts.  Certainly,  the  technology  of  pipeline 
construction  from  a  snow  road  under  arctic  conditions  of  low  snow  fall  has 
not  been  proven  and  our  experience  with  snow  roads  in  Alaska  leaves  us  with 
skepticism  about  this  aspect  of  the  proposal.  There  is  also  a  corresponding 
lack  of  meteorological  data  on  snow  accumulation  from  the  Arctic  Wildlife 
Range  portion  of  the  proposed  route  upon  which  to  base  the  winter  construction 
scheme.  We  feel,  therefore,  that  the  engineering  aspects  of  the  project 
should  be  treated  with  the  same  level  of  objectivity,  qualification  where 
knowledge  is  lacking  and  speculation  that  is  employed  in  assessing  environmental 
impacts. 

Reservations  expressed  in  the  document  about  extrapolation  beyond  the 
limits  of  available  ecological  data  are  a  commendable  reflection  of  rigorous 
scientific  objectivity  but  the  absence  of  data  upon  which  to  assess 
environmental  costs  of  the  project  does  not  negate  those  costs.  It  does, 
however,  emphasize  the  need  for  additional  ecological  research  if  there  is 
to  be  a  fair  assessment  of  the  total  environment  cost  of  the  project.  The 
docunent  should,  in  our  estimation,  clearly  indicate  the  extent  and  type  of 
additional  research  which  would  be  necessary  to  provide  answers  to  the 
basic  environmental  questions  raised  by  the  proposed  project  and  the  time 
required  to  complete  this  research. 
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The  alternative  routes  to  the  prune  route  which  are  discussed  in  the 
docuncnt  appear  to  be  those  offered  by  the  applicant  rather  than  a  considered 
evaluation  of  all  realistic  alternatives  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 
Additionally,  the  treatment  of  these  alternative  pipeline  routings  in  Alaska 
is  very  superficial  and  does  not  provide  a  valid  basis  for  comparison  against 
the  prime  route. 

We  note  that  the  project  calls  for  the  collection  "or  harvesting"  of 

snow  along  the  Alaskan  portion  of  the  prime  route  from  areas  some  distance 

from  the  pipeline  because  of  the  limited  amount  of  snow  in  the  area,  although 

the  project  description  implies  that  the  construction  "impact"  will  be 

limited  to  the  pipeline  and  adjacent  snow  road.  Since  snow  cover  plays  an 

important  role  for  certain  types  of  arctic  vegetation  which  is  in  turn 

important  in  the  food  chains  of  several  wildlife  species,  and  snow  is  also 

used  for  denning  by  polar  and  grizzly  bears  and  as  insulation  by  other 

roosting  or  burrowing  animals  it  is  obvious  that  the  direct  construction 

impact  will  extend  to  those  areas  more  distance  from  the  pipeline  and  snow 

road  from  which  snow  will  be  harvested. 

There  are  several  apparent  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  fish  and 

wildlife  resources  which  we  feel  are  not  adequately  emphasized  in  the  impact 

statement.  These  include:  1)  the  threat  to  overwintering  fish  from  removal 

of  any  of  the  very  limited  water  from  streams  or  rivers  in  winter  for  use 

in  ice  road  construction,  camp  operation  or  other  activities,  2)  the  extreme 

vulnerability  of  moose  to  disruption  from  their  limited  habitat  in  willow 

stands  along  major  river  systems,  3)  the  aesthetic  degradation  of  certain 

wildlife,  primarily  bears,  wolves  and  foxes,  that  inevitably  occurs  through 

taming  as  a  result  of  deliberate  or  accidental  feeding,  and  4)  the  aesthetic 

degration  of  wilderness  wildlife  species  that  occurs  when  their  habitat 
/l 

becomes  significantly  altered  by  hunan  developments.  This  latter  point  stems 
flora  the  failure  of  the  impact  statement  to  emphasize  the  importance  of  the 

6 

and  objective  evaluation  of  the  project.  We  urge  the  Department  of  the 
Interior  to  coninit  the  necessary  effort  and  time  to  upgrade  the  final  impact 
statement  so  that  it  truly  serves  the  public  interest  by  enabling  a  comprehensive 
evaluation  of  the  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project. 

We  strongly  endorse  the  concept  of  public  participation  in  resource 
use  decisions  which  may  lead  to  major  alternations  in  the  natural  environment 
arri  we  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  present  testimony  on  the  proposed 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System. 


Arctic  Wildlife  Range  in  preserving  the  high  aesthetic  value  of  typical 
wilderness  wildlife  species  such  as  the  barren  ground  grizzly  bear,  the 
muskox,  and  the  caribou.  In  fact,  the  relatively  high  proportion  of  the  prime 
route  in  Alaska  which  would  transect  the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  is  not  adequately 
brought  to  the  reader's  attention  in  the  docunent.  The  threat  to  the  Porcupine 
caribou  herd  through  the  possible  disruption  of  migrations  to  the  calving 
grounds  and  disturbance  on  the  calving  grounds  because  the  proposed  route 
would  transect  migration  routes  and  portions  of  the  calving  grounds  is  mentioned 
several  times  in  the  impact  statement,  however,  we  feel  the  significance 
of  this  potential  impact  is  so  great  that  greater  emphasis  is  required. 

Perhaps  a  major  criticism  of  the  impact  statement  which  raises  the  question 
of  its  accuracy  is  the  extremely  high  number  of  obvious  factual  and 
typographical  errors.  This  is  undoubtedly  a  reflection  of  the  haste  with 
which  it  was  composed  but  this  is  not  justification  for  its  release  without 
editorial  review.  A  few  examples  should  suffice  to  make  our  point.  In  Part 
II,  page  323,  reference  to  two  adult  muskoxen  is  obviously  incorrect  and  a 
check  with  the  original  source  of  reference  indicates  it  should  be  29.  On 
page  367,  Part  II,  the  reference  to  densities  of  pintails  for  the  total  area 
of  20  birds  per  square  mile  seems  inconsistent  with  the  following  statement 
that  under  the  most  favorable  areas  on  river  deltas  nesting  densities  are 
16  pairs  per  square  mile.  Its  seems  doubtful  that  the  statement  on  page  354, 
Part  II  that  "some  pregnant  female  (polar  bears)  dive  in  snowbanks  to  bear 
their  young"  was  the  intended  wording  of  the  author.  Reference  to  the 
American  pigeon  on  page  277,  Part  II,  presumably  should  be  American  wigeon. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  draft 
environmental  impact  statement.  We  regret  the  haste  which  was  associated 
with  its  compilation  and  question  the  necessity  of  preparing  the  docuncnt  at 
a  pace  which  precludes  the  collection  of  information  necessary  for  a  fair 

January  1975 

Comments  of  the 

Alaska  Chapter  of  the  Wildlife  Society 
Regarding  the  Environmental  Impacts  of  the  Proposed  Alaskan 
Natural  Cas  Transmission  Facilities 

These  comments  represent  a  preliminary  assessment  of  the  wildlife- 
related  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  Alaskan  natural  gas 
transmission  facilities.  The  short  time  available  does  not  allow  an  indepth 
review  of  existing  ecological  information  pertaining  to  the  several  proposed 
pipeline  routes  or  an  assessment  of  experience  from  existing  pipelines  and 
pipeline-related  studies. 

Activities  associated  with  gas  pipeline  construction  will  have  similar 
consequences  for  wildlife  astheseof oil  pipeline  construction.  These  will 
include  disturbances  to  wildlife  and  displacement  from  habitat  from  low  flying 
aircraft;  surveying  activities;  right-of-way  clearing;  ditching;  transportation 
of  pipe  and  other  equipment;  excavation  and  hauling  of  vast  amounts  of  gravel; 
access  road,  construction  camp,  air  strip,  staging  area,  port,  compressor 
station  and  communication  site  construction;  and  pipe  burial.  The  magnitude 
of  these  impacts  will  vary  with  species  of  wildllife  present  and  their 
densities,  the  type  of  habitat  transected  and  the  prior  impacts  of  human 
activities  on  wildlife  in  the  areas  involved.  In  this  respect  those  routes 
which  closely  parallel  existing  transportation  corridors  for  pipelines  and/or 
highways  will  generally  have  least  direct  impact  on  wildlife.  Sedentary, 
non-migratory  species  will  experience  greater  habitat  disruption  than  migratory 
forms  although  the  latter  may  be  greatly  influenced  if  they  are  seasonally 
concentrated  in  habitats  transected  by  the  pipeline  during  construction  periods. 
Caribou  on  winter  range  and  calving  grounds  and  waterfowl  on  resting  areas 
during  migration  and  on  nesting  habitat  arc  examples  of  situations  when  migrant 
species  are  vulnerable  to  disturbance. 
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Similarly,  typical  migratory  species  such  as  caribou  and  those  species 
which  undergo  short  seasonal  movements  such  as  moose,  bears  and  mountain  sheep 
will  also  be  subject  to  disturbance  and  disruption  of  their  normal  movement 
patterns  during  pipeline  construction. 

Known  critical  wildlife  habitat  which  should  be  avoided  if  possible  in 
the  routing  of  the  proposed  gas  transportation  facilities  include:  1)  the 
calving  grounds  of  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd  which  include  the  Arctic  coastal 
plain  and  adjacent  foothills  within  the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range,  2)  coastal  and 
upland  tundra  south  of  the  Beaufort  Sea  Coast  used  by  large  numbers  of 
snow  geese  in  fall  migration  as  resting  and  feeding  areas,  3)  local,  restricted 
muskox  habitat  adjacent  to  the  Kavik,  Jago  and  Sadlerochit  rivers,  4)  mountain 
sheep  winter  and  lambing  concentration  areas  along  the  Marsh  Fork  of  the 
Canning  River,  S)  caribou  migratory  routes  in  the  foothills  and  Arctic  coastal 
plain  of  the  eastern  Brooks  Range  and  in  the  southern  foothills  of  the 
Brooks  Range,  6)  local,  restricted  moose  habitat  in  the  Sagavanirktok, 
Shaviovik,  Kavik,  Canning  and  Kongakut  river  valleys,  7)  polar  bear  denning 
habitat  within  25  miles  of  the  coast  from  the  Colville  Delta  east  to  the 
Canadian  border,  8)  whistling  swan  nesting  habitat  near  Demarcation  Point, 

9)  raptor  nesting  habitat  along  the  Canning  and  Marsh  Fork  rivers,  and 

10)  eider  and  gull  colonial  nesting  areas  on  gravel  bars  adjacent  to  the 
Beaufort  Sea  coast. 

Nuisance  wildlife  problems  can  be  expected  to  develop  in  association 
with  pipeline  construction  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  occurring  in  conjunction 
with  the  Trans- Alaska  pipeline  project.  This  can  be  expected  to  lead  to  the 
reduction  of  bears,  foxes,  wolves  and  possibly  other  species  along  any 
pipeline  route  during  construction.  No  ready  solution  to  this  problem  or 
even  a  minimization  of  it  seems  possible  in  light  of  experience  at  the 
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Trans-Alaska  pipeline  construction  camps. 

Upon  completion  of  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline  one  could 
anticipate  a  reduction  to  a  minimum  those  direct  impacts  on  wildlife 
associated  with  human  activities.  However,  disturbance  will  continue  associated 
with  compressor  station  operation  and  maintenance,  pipeline  surveillance 
and  repair  and  revegetation  and  soil  stabilization  work.  Additionally, 
the  pipeline  will,  at  least  in  many  areas,  alter  snow  accumulation  and  melt 
off  patterns  because  of  the  disturbance  of  the  ground  surface  over  the  pipe. 
Because  snow  conditions  are  an  important  factor  in  determining  caribou  move¬ 
ments  it  can  be  anticipated  that  some  deflection  of  normal  caribou  movements 
will  result.  The  long  term  effects  of  such  small  scale  deflection  of  movements 
cannot  be  reliably  predicted  but  in  conjunction  with  other  influences  on 
movements  they  might  be  a  significant  factor  in  altering  migration  patterns. 

Communication  towers  contracted  within  zones  of  major  migratory  bird 
movements  are  known  to  account  for  large  mortality  of  birds  through  collision 
with  the  towers  in  inclement  weather.  This  problem  would  be  most  accute 
adjacent  to  the  Beaufort  Sea  coast  which  is  a  major  zone  of  migration  for 
waterfowl  and  shorebirds. 

Any  shipping  along  the  Beaufort  Sea  coast  which  might  be  necessary  for 
construction  of  a  pipeline  close  to  the  coast,  either  offshore  or  on  shore, 
would  pose  threats  of  oil  spillage.  Because  of  the  small  band  of  open  water 
along  the  coast  available  for  shipping  in  summer  and  the  cold  waters  involved, 
oil  spills  would  not  readily  disperse.  Marine  mammals  and  birds  confined 
to  this  narrow  strip  of  open  water  would  therefore  be  particularly  likely  to 
come  in  contact  with  the  oil.  The  shallow  waters  adjacent  this  coast  and 
particularly  those  protected  from  the  sea  ice  by  offshore  islands  and  gravel 
bars  arc  highly  productive  of  plankton  and  invertebrate  organisms  which  are 
the  basis  for  the  food  chain  upon  which  the  numerous  fish,  sea  birds  and 
marine  mammals  of  the  area  depend.  Detrimental  effects  on  these  waters 


4 

could  therefore  also  have  a  pronounced  indirect  effect  on  the  fish, 
birds  and  marine  mammals  using  them. 

The  burning  of  fossil  fuels  in  construction  equipment  and  compressor 
stations  will  result  in  the  emittcnce  of  sulfur  dioxide,  nitrogen  components 
and  other  pollutants  into  the  atmosphere.  The  fallout  of  these  pollutants 
onto  the  vegetation  may  over  time  alter  plant  composition  and  productivity, 
thus  influencing  animals  such  as  caribou  which  arc  dependent  upon  the  plants 
for  food.  Sulfur  components  are  known  to  be  particularly  detrimental  to 
lichens  which  are  the  basic  winter  food  of  caribou.  Nitrogen  components, 
as  well  as  those  of  sulfur,  lead  to  increased  acidity  of  soils  and  waters 
upon  which  they  settle.  Although  natural  gas  used  in  the  compression 
stations  is  lower  in  these  components  than  most  other  fossil  fuels  the 
magnitude  of  gas  which  will  be  burnt  at  each  compressor  station  will  be  so 
great  that  substantial  amounts  of  pollutants  will  enter  the  atnosphere  from 
these  sources.  The  location  of  pumping  stations  in  relation  to  air  movement 
patterns  and  caribou  winter  ranges  is  therefore  of  critical  importance. 

A  trans-Alaska  gas  pipeline  route  with  liquid  gas  tankers  operating  in 
Prince  William  Sound  would  increase  the  threat  to  sea  bird,  sea  otter  and  other 
marine  mammals  in  that  area  from  fuel  spills  from  ships.  Sea  otters, 
because  of  their  susceptibility  to  fur  matting,  and  sea  birds  would  be 
particularly  vulnerable.  Approximately  200  sea  otter  in  the  Port  Gavina  area 
would  be  the  most  susceptible  to  effects  of  fuel  oil  pollution  from  tanker 
traffic.  More  otters  occur  in  the  eastern  part  of  Prince  William  Sound  than 
in  the  western  part. 

Any  gas  pipeline  project  will  have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  aesthetic 
values  of  the  landscape  as  well  as  degrading  wilderness  values.  This 
impact  will  of  course  be  minimal  if  the  route  chosen  closely  parallels  an 
existing  zone  of  human  disturbance  such  as  a  pipeline,  highway,  or  network 
of  communication  sites.  The  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  enjoys  recognition  and 
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appreciation  by  millions  of  Americans  as  well  as  others  thoughout  the 
world  for  its  wilderness  significance.  Recreational  experiences  within  the 
Wildlife  Range  arc  therefore  of  extremely  high  quality.  Any  penetration 
of  the  Wildlife  Range  by  a  pipeline  project  wil 1  necessarily  degrade 
the  real  wilderness  value  of  the  area  as  well  as  the  psychological  eminence 
that  the  area  represents  in  the  minds  of  millions  of  people. 

The  assumption  is  maJe  that  gas  pipelines  will  be  buried,  however, 
burial  requires  massive  amounts  of  gravel  for  bedding  the  pipe  in  the  trench. 
Gravel  is  in  quite  limited  supply  east  of  the  Canning  River  on  the  North  Slope 
and  gravel  reserves  are  being  exhausted  along  the  Trans-Alaska  Oil  Pipeline 
route  for  construction  of  that  facility.  Therefore,  if  sufficient  gravel  is 
to  be  obtained  for  construction  of  a  buried  gas  pipeline  along  either  of  the 
above  mentioned  routes  it  may  necessitate  removal  of  the  limited  amounts  of 
gravel  directly  from  rivers  and  stream  channels.  The  impact  of  such  activity 
on  fisheries  would  be  very  great.  Additionally,  it  will  be  necessary  to  haul 
gravel  great  distances  to  meet  these  needs,  thus  creating  additional  impacts 
far  removed  from  the  actual  pipeline  route.  Alternatively,  an  elevated 
construction  mode,  which  requires  smaller  amounts  of  gravel,  may  be 
necessary.  An  elevated  pipe  would  create  numerous  problems  for  wildlife, 
but  particularly  would  result  in  the  obstruction  or  deflection  in  the 
movements  of  caribou  and  other  mammals. 
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August  1974 


PETROLEUM  AND  MINERAL 
RESOURCE  DEVELOPMENT  IN  ARCTIC 
AND 

SUBARCTIC  NORTH  AMERICA 
Position  Statement 

Alaska  Chapter  of  The  Wildlife  Society 

Untapped  petroleum  resources  of  arctic  and  subarctic  North  America 
can  contribute  substantially  to  continental  energy  supplies.  Mineral 
resources  of  the  North  have  a  similar  potential.  However,  various  en¬ 
vironmental  and  social  losses  may  accompany  petroleum  and  mineral  develop¬ 
ment  and  related  activities  due  to  inadequate  understanding  of  polar  and 
boreal  ecosystems,  lack  of  comprehension  of  the  special  characteristics 
of  northern  societies,  and  reluctance  to  implement  known  means  or  search 
for  new  means  to  minimize  losses. 

In  the  North  large  areas  are  highly  vulnerable  to  disturbance  because 
of  low  annual  biologic  productivity  and  low  biologic  diversity  and  because 
many  species  are  at  the  outermost  limits  of  their  distribution.  Northern 
animals  often  congregate  seasonally  in  small  areas  where  they  may  be 
affected  by  relatively  brief  human  disturbance  and  small  scale  habitat 
changes.  Arctic  and  subarctic  wilderness  values  may  be  impaired  quickly 
and  for  many  years  in  the  future  by  careless  land  use.  Northern  societies 
developed  in  the  context  of  dependence  on  primary  use  of  natural  resources, 
and,  although  now  gravitating  toward  cash  economies,  arc  still  heavily 
dependent  on  natural  resources.  Other  social  elements  may  be  partially 
oriented  to  primary  resource  use,  and  may  place  high  value  on  a  broad 
array  of  recreational  land  uses. 


The  position  of  the  ALASKA  CHAPTER  of  THE  WILDLIFE  SOCIETY  with 
respect  to  arctic  and  subarctic  petroleum  and  mineral  resource  development 
is  to: 

1)  Support  petroleum  and  other  resource  developments  which  are 
determined  to  be  in  the  public  interest  only  after  careful 
studies  have  been  made  of  the  environmental,  socioeconomic, 
and  political  consequences  of  the  developments  and  alternative 
actions. 

2)  Urge  that  every  practical  measure  be  taken  to  reduce  harmful 
effects  of  such  projects.  These  measures  include  a)  strict 
environmental  standards  for  petroleum  and  mineral  exploration 
and  development,  b)  region-wide  development  planning  (including 
joint  U.S.  and  Canadian  planning)  for  neighboring  reserves  and 
related  transportation  corridors,  c)  use  of  existing  and 
proposed  road  and  utility  rights  of  way  for  future  pipelines, 
other  land  transportation  modes,  and  related  communication 
facilities,  heliports,  and  airports,  d)  use  of  ports,  vessels, 
storage  facilities,  and  marine  navigation  systems  only  when 
built  to  high  standards  for  environmental  protection. 

3)  Foster  the  concept  that,  when  practical,  mitigating  measures 
be  required  to  compensate  for  wildlife  habitat  unaviodably 
damaged  or  destroyed  during  oil  or  mineral  exploration  and 
development  activities. 

4)  Urge  use  of  personnel  and  equipment  available  during  and  after 
construction  to  improve  and  protect  habitat. 

5)  Encourage  research  to  support  comprehensive,  long-term  resource 
management  efforts  in  arctic  and  subarctic  regions. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Wildlife  Society,  Alaska  Chapter 
at  the  Fairbanks,  Alaska  Public  Hearing 
September  28,  1975 


1.  The  Final  EIS  has  been  substantially  revised,  shortened  and 
considerable  new  information  included.  More  recent  wildlife 
information  based  on  comments  received  is  included  on  pages 
115-147  in  the  Alaska  Volume.  New  meteorological  informa¬ 
tion  is  included  on  page  363  and  new  ecological  information 
is  included  on  page  396. 

2.  The  alternative  routes  discussions  have  been  revised.  A 
summary  of  impacts  has  been  included  on  pages  443-448  in 
the  Alaska  Volume. 

3.  Revisions  were  made  in  discussions  of  the  wildlife  impacts 
referred  to  as  follows:  fish  -  page  392,  willow  stands 
moose  -  page  276,  feeding  of  wildlife  -  272,  wilderness  - 
page  309,  recreation  -  page  313  and  the  Porcupine  caribou 
herd  -  pages  272-275  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

4.  The  final  draft  was  edited  to  correct  typographical  errors. 
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Response  to  Comments 
from  Yellowstone  Valley  Audubon  Society 
dated  October  12,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  in  the  EIS. 
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INDUSTRY 

IN  REPLY  REFER  TO. 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  302 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
W  ASHINGTON,  D.G  20240 


Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Study  Company 

Wasmngton  Office  Suite  230. 1730  Penns,  .niaAv*_N  W. 

Washington  D  C 20006 

<202)331-0933 

William  W  Brackett. Vice  Chairman 


AUG131975 


Hr.  Will lea  W.  Rrackett 

Vice  Chairman ,  Aloakan  Arctic  Caa  Study  Company 
Suite  230 

1730  Pennsylvania  Avenue 
Washington,  D.C.  20006 

l>ear  Mr.  bracket t: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  August  5  In  which  you  called  our  attention 
to  an  error  in  the  draft  environmental  impact  atatewmc  entitled,  "Alaska 
natural  Caa  Transportation  System"  (at  page  1268,  Part  II,  Volume  2). 

3y  copy  of  your  latter  and  enclosure  entitled, "The  Arctic  Caa  Project," 

I  an  calling  this  matter  to  the  attention  of  our  Alaska  team  leader.  He 
will  make  appropriate  changes  in  the  draft  text  so  that  the  flx\el  state¬ 
ment  will  he  wore  factual. 

We  look  forward  to  receiving  your  detailed  cosaenta  regarding  the  adequacy 
of  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  at  a  later  date. 


Very  truly  yours. 


Project  Manager 

Alaska  Natural  Gee  Transportation 

System 

ELS  Task  Force 

cc:  Schoder  (w  enclosure) 

Leonard  vX 

Soulen 
No  Id  an 
Reading  Pile 
Hold  Pile  -  1540 

LLM :  RASoulen :  mn :  8/13/75 


August  5,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Room  5652 

Department  of  Interior 
C  St.  bet.  18th  &  19th  Sts. 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Re :  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  issued  by  the 

Department  of  Interior,  June  1975 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

Upon  the  issuance  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
by  the  Task  Force  of  which  you  are  Project  Manager,  the 
Arctic  Gas  Project  began  its  study  of  the  document  and  we 
will  prepare  our  comments.  We  are  not  yet  at  that  stage, 
of  course,  but  upon  beginning  the  examination,  I  ran  across 
the  fact  that  at  page  1268  of  Volume  2  of  Part  II,  relative 
to  Alaska,  in  Subsection  6. 1.1. 3  re  C,  the  statement  is  made 
that  "15  to  20  percent  of  the  total  (gas)  entering  the  line 
at  Prudhoe  Bay  will  be  used  in  this  manner  by  the  time  the 
gas  is  delivered  to  consumers  at  the  end  of  the  6000  mile 
system."  "In  this  manner",  refers  to  the  operation  of  the 
pipeline  systems  compressor  stations.  Since  this  total  is 
clearly  erroneous,  I  thought  that  I  should  call  it  to  your 
attention  immediately  and  you  may  wish  to  issue  an  errata 
so  that  you  do  not  receive  comments  on  this  erroneous  figure 
I  enclose  a  copy  of  the  booklet  "The  Arctic  Gas  Project"  and 
refer  you  to  Tables  1  and  2,  on  pages  A-l  and  A-2  of  the 
appendix.  In  those  tables  there  is  set  forth  the  actual 
energy  consumption  of  the  Arctic  Gas  system,  which  is  shown 
to  be  9.3%.  Table  1  shows  this  figure's  derivation  by 
delivery  points  and  table  2  breaks  it  down  among  the  various 
systems  which  make  up  the  total  Arctic  Gas  Project. 


If  your  people  would  like  to  have  a  discussion  relative 
to  the  derivation  of  those  figures,  I  would  be  pleased  to 
arrange  this  immediately.  As  you  can  imagine,  this  is  a 
very  important  facet  of  our  Project,  and  I  therefore  felt 
that  this  advance  comment  was  warranted  at  this  time  for  the 
purposes  described  above. 

We  very  much  appreciate  your  efforts  and  look  forward 
to  cooperating  with  you  in  whatever  way  is  possible. 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Study  Company 
dated  August  5,  1975 


See  the  response  to  the  written  comments  on  the  Alaska  section  of 
the  Draft  EIS  submitted  by  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
dated  October  10,  1975. 


Very  truly  yours , 

{.William  W.  Brackett 
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Test  loony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Washington,  D.  C. 

October  2,  1975 
by  Mr.  Ullliaa  W.  Brackett 
representing 

Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Coapany 


!! 


P  j 

1  3‘)pr'°se  hcl'°”  starting  the  counts  on  the-  state-  } 
jj  “Snt  itSelf  1  KOnld  li5=e  than!:  the  team  that  have  worked  j 
°"  thir"  He  think  thcy  have  ■*>:*•*  vary  diligently.  We  are 


appreciative  of  what  they  have  achieved. 


:  i! 


As  you  will  see,  we  do  not  always  agree  with  every 
•j  corn-rent,  bat  wa  certainly  appreciate  the  attitude  and  effort 
jj  Uley  h“‘'a  t^penced .  Otr  disagreu-aonts  are  not  that  bread, 
jj  We  reCOeni2a  team  in  a  Government  agency  which  ia 

jj  required  to  put  together  an  Environs!  Impact  Statement  must  j 
5  dBal  Wi“‘  “  aa£“iliar  «•“  “d  a  great  mass  of  material. 


"I 


|  "e  Can,t  e::peCt  every°ne  to  be  experts  in  every  field. 

A  pipeline  is  an  esoteric  area,  and  we  are  quite 
cognisant  of  that  fact.  We  also  know  we  have  presented  a  great  I 


mass  of  material,  and  the  team  has  made  a  strong  effort  to 


I 


<3  !'  digest  that  materiel. 

jj 

The  project,  of  course  in  the  Onited  States  particu- 
II  1Srly'  °£  tha  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  will  be  a 
\  2°°'ttile  PiPalin°  to  No=rth“»  «•»*.  It  will  be  buried  p  pe-  j 
ij  iin0'  chilled-  and  constructed  in  the  winter  with  environmental  i 
i|  considerations  for  wildlife. 

We  will  operate  on  the  basis  of  snow  road  construction1 
«  |  so  there  will  bo  no  permanent  road,  and  above-ground  facilities  i 
SE  will  bo  minimal.  Compresser  stations  will  be  perhaps  at 
r.}  jj  intervals  of  SO  miles.  Our  application  speaks  of  common ica-  * 

ti°n  t&w“r3  ot  intermediate  locations,  but  wo  are  actively 


1  ||  STATEMENT  OF  MR.  WILLIAM  W.  BRACKETT 

c  j: 

*■  [;  ALASKAN  ARCTIC  G7iS  PIPELINE  COMPANY 

v  P 

);  BRACKETT:  Your  Honor,  gentlexen  of  the  Panel, 

-  S  my  r.aras  is  William  W.  Erackett.  My  address  is  Suite  230,  1730 

**  !j  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  N.K.,  Washington,  D.  C.  I  am  Vice  Chair- 

v  ij  man  of  the  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  one  of  the 

'  jj  four  applicants  which  are  involved  in  the  Environmental  Impact 

G  jj  Statement, 

ii 

9  jj  As  you  know,  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Companv  and 

Ij 

•0  j;  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline,  Ltd.  are  related  coinpanios, 

; 

joined  as  applicants  by  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Companv, 

I  i 

\2  j|  Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic)  and  Northern  * 

j 

13  t.  Pipeline  Company. 

i  ■  .  i 

14  |j  latter  two  applicants  will  be  represented  today 

15  jj  and  speak.  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company,  our  other  fellow  ! 

10  |  applicant,  will  not  be  represented  here  todav,  as  thev  have 

l! 

17  already  testified  earlier. 

We  will  file  comments  ?t  a  later  date  in  writing. 


,, 

jp  |»  I  have  no  written  statement  today.  The  consents  I  make,  of 

j 

'.0  '  course,  are  on  behalf  or  the  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Con- 

2!  jj  P^ny,  although  my  oral  comments  will  relate  to  the  Canadian 
»■ 

22  li  portion  of  the  Droject  also. 

I!  „  . 

23  j;  Cur  written  comments  will  cover  Parts  I,  II,  III  and 

v;  j1  VI  and  possibly  VII  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

' J  ;  while  other  parts  will  be  covered  by  other  applicants. 


ii 


;  considering  the  use  of  satellite  communication,  which  would 
1  elimin''ta  tho  communication  towor  system.  That  is  not  a  final 
1  decision,  but  I  think  it's  quite  possible. 

'  There-  Kill  be,  I  think,  other  possible  acts  in  the 

?  ,  near  future  which  ray  eliminate  some  of  the  items  wo  spoke 
;  about  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

7  -j  1  think  t!,e  backdrop  of  the  Environmental  Impact 

0  Statement  is  the  need  of  this  nation  for  natural  gas  and  other 
3  ■  energy  sources.  Our  companies  at  this  time  are  basically 
so  jj  pipeline  distribution  companies  involved  in  the  supplying  of 
1;  natural  gas  to  the  various  areas  of  our  country-  from  coast  to 

«  ij  C°aSt'  ead  a  few  Prod veers  of  that  natural  gas  are  dedicated 

{; 

?.?*  *-0  t.ie  development  of  a  coroervation  effort, 

w  |  However,  no  ono  can  examine  the  energy  needs  of  our 

jj  nation  and  not  recognise  that  however  stringently  and  however 
;s  jj  diligently  and  however  expeditiously  you  develop  the  effort, 

<7  ,we  Will  need  additional  supplies  and  energy  for  this  nation, 
to  ij  Wow  thoss  applies  of  energy  are  to  some  extent 

,g  !|  across  the  board,  but  very  heavily  concentrated  in  the  area  of 
SO  ij natural  9as-  portion  of  our  fuel  shortage  problem 

si  j:  thiS  COanfcrl'  ls  duo  to  thQ  problem  of  shortage  of  natural 

^  'jsas. 

~  H 

'3  ■■  Curtailments  have  been  going  on,  as  this  Panel  is 

JW  1  ’'e11  £War6-  -hey  ars  *oin9  to  bc=°™  more  stringent  In  the  near 
_  -  future,  and  it  is  important  v,e  note  that  it  is  curtailments 
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:  which  cases  inability  to  meet  market  demands  of  a  fuel  that  we 

(.  have.  That  is  a  very  strict  and  very  important  environmental 

3  ‘  consideration. 
li 

It  is  also  necessary  that  the  supply  of  natural  gas 
;  in  question  bs  produced  on  a  timely  basis  in  order  to  avoid 

G  uce  of  energy  directed  to  the  reservoirs ,  which  will  diminish 

1 1 

y  the  production  of  the  oil  in  those  reservoirs. 


(i 


I  third;  ore  of  the  points  that  we  would  hope  to 


p  jl  address  more  strongly  is  the  question  of  whether  there  are  in 

ji 

SO  ;  fact  feasible  alternatives  to  the  bringing  to  market  of  these 
1 <  !•  supplies  of  natural  gas.  This  is,  of  course,  covered  in  the 
,2  j;  Statement. 


But  it  is  also  perfectly  clear  that  there  are  rot 


!i 


‘sufficient  other  supplies  of  natural  gas,  which’ is  one  ot  the 

ji 

--  ji  alternatives  mentioned.  It  is  also  perfectly  clear  there  is 
•i0  'i  alternative  energy  available  if  the  United  States  wishes  to 

ij 

.remain  as  dependent  as  it  is  on  OPEC  oil. 

.  t 

j;  We  think  that  these  subjects,  as  well  as  the  very 

i! drastic  effects  of  curtailments,  of  insufficiency  of  fuel,  and 
‘particularly  of  natural  gas,  are  not  sufficiently  addressed 

"  i;. 

(  : in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement?  that  the  backdrop  for 
.'|the  action  in  not  sufficiently  stressed. 

Wo  would  hope  that  thin  would  be  addressed  in  the 
...  !  final  Impact  Statement.  We  have  done  extensive  research.  Wo 
..  .  , have  concluded,  and  we  believe  the  Pane],  has  to  a  large  extent. 


4 


*  I 


9 

:0 


f  2 


1) 

21 


!  ) 


that  the  alternative  means  of  bringing  these  natural  gas 
supplies  to  market  are  net  as  desirable. 

We  have  discussed  ehe  exotic  ones,  the  submarines, 
etc.,  but  we  have  also  researched  those  which  are  stressed 
more  strongly,  particularly  liquification  and  tanker .ing,  and 
we  think  we  have  clearly  demonstrated  to  ourselves  that  these 
we  propose  are  environmental  and  preferable.  We  hope  the 
Statement  will  stress  that  fact. 

We  have  also  evaluated  other  routes.  We  think  that 
in  the  mention  of  alternative  routings  for  a  pipeline,  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  should  stress  more  strongly 
the  extent  to  which  our  route  is  thoroughly  researched;  the 
extent  to  which  the  other  routes  are  longer  and  thus  have 
greater  environmental  impacts  in  that  regard;  the  extent  to 
which  the  research  on  our  proposed  routing,  chosen  after 
extensive  consultation  with  environmental  experts  who  are  not 
our  employees  —  who  are  academic  consultants  and  who  have 
given  us  advice  to  merge  with  our  technical  and  economic  facts, - 
all  of  which  went  into  choosing  the  route  chosen. 

We  note  that  the  DEIS  refers  to  the  co-cal.led  Coastal 
route,  a  route  across  the  Coastal  Plain  in  Alaska,  but  some¬ 
what  closer  to  the  sec.  than  ours.  We  are  a  bit  surprised  it 
is  viewed  as  an  alternative  route.  We  viewed  it  as  a  variation 
of  our  prime  route,  and  wo  placed  the  line  further  back  from 
the  ocean. 


i!  ! 

*«  :  Our  environmental  consultants  were  mixed  as  between  ; 

j  the  foothills  route  and  the  coastal  routes.  The  route  we  chose 
1  is  shorter •  Wo  would  hope  that  would  bo  addressed  again  in 
.0  a  little  more  detail  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
b  ;;  The  bac!;drop  I  think  of  the  Environmental  Impact 

[ 

:  •!  Statement  also  ought  to  take  into  effect  the  degree  to  which 

7  j pipelines  have  operated  so  successfully  in  this  nation.  I  think. 

»i  J 

fi  | i my  colleague  will  address  himself  more  fully  to  that,  but  it  ! 

3  !; is  a  tried  and  true  method  of  transportation,  with  the  best 

i'l 

;0  ■■ safety  record  of  any  system  I  knew,  passing  mostly  underground 

.* unknown  throughout  all  parts  of  our  nation,  thousands  and 

■I 

-*£  li  thousands  of  miles. 

'  ! 

33  ..  Pipelines  have  very  little  above-ground  facilities 

y:.  ’  and  a  relatively  narrow  right  of  way  which  is  useable  for 
!|  cultivation.  Only  a  small  portion  will  have  to  be  cleared 

|i 

*3  .of  vegetation  during  the  construction  period. 


1 


We  have  carried  on  what  is  by  any  standards  a  huge 


j  » 


j; research  project,  well  over  $15. million  of  purely  environmental 
'9  jj  research.  That  number  is  climbing  every  day,  because  we  did 

-g  -not  stop  after  we  filed  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and 

|i 

»■••  •  our  extensive  Biological  Report  Serie.3.  We  are  continuing, 

•jo  'because  this  project  is  dedicated  to  the  proposition  that  we 
must  protect  the  environment  while  providing  the  nation  with 
~ .  the  energy  supplies  it  needs. 

....  ij  In  addition,  a  large  portion  of  our  engineering  work 


‘  j’  has  been  environmentally  oriented.  With  the  pipeline  perhaps 
•-  more  than  any  other  method  of  transportation  or  other  activity, 
2  ;i  the  two  come  together,  it  is  desirable  environmentally  that 

t  :i 

•'  ^  a  pipeline  not  float  and  that  the  ditch  not  fill  up  with  water. 
£  l  It  is  also  desirable  from  an  operating  point  of  view  that  the 
G  j;  two  considerations  come  together. 

y  !:  No  have  carried  on  a  massive  technological  program 

S  jj  for  engineering  and  environmental  purposes  because  the  two  come 

I  together. 

j 

As  I  read  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  my 

II  ,  . 

it  3  ij  conclusion  is  that  the  Draft  states  that  the  pipeline  which  we 
12.  |j  propose  can  be  done  on  the  basis  of  presently  known  technology; 

ij 

12  jj  that  i*-  can  and  will  produce  substantial  benefits  to  the  people 
X4  jj  °f  the  United  States,  and  I  would  note  parenthetically  that  to 
the  extent  that  our  native  people  live  near  our  proposed  pipe¬ 
line,  that  it  provides  the  opportunity  for  a  change  of  life¬ 
-style,  but  will  not  require  it.  We  think  that's  a  very  valid 
position  and  a  valid  opportunity  for  the  people. 

I  think  the  third  conclusion  I  would  draw  from  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  there  will  be  localized 


!3 

sat 

7.0 

21 

22. 

23 

24 


j changes  in  the  environment,  of  course,  but  they  will  be  tompor- 
;•  are  in  nature,.  However,  I  do  note  that  there  is  a  somewhat 

ij 

jj  negative  tonof  m  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  produced  by 
•  j  the  repetition  of  potential  ills,  as  the  form  of  the  Statement 

j 

il  is  repetitious. 


308 


il 

.  I! 


It  can  8or.;©tiia<?3  give  the  casual  reader  the  impression 

2  jj  that  he  is  reading  sis:  different  criticism,  when  he  is  reading 
\\  the  same  criticism  six  different  times. 

In  addition,  the  document  lists  only  potential  ills.  ; 

i 

S  !;  It  ic  not  a  list  of  potential  benefits  by  and  large. 

„  8  | 

C  j  Secondly,  and  this  I  think  is  a  criticism  of  our- 

?!  i 

7  {|  selves  to  some  extent  which  we  hope  will  be  addressed  in  the  j 

i?  .  j 

3  ji  fmal  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  there  is  a  very  great 
9  Jj  tendency  in  tills  document  to  list  potential  injuries,  no 

ii 

1G  j;  matter  how  unlikely.  j 

31  ’  For  example,  there  is  a  statement  relative  to  the 

ii  .  ! 

13  j potential  loss  of  the  Alaska  Coastal  Barrier,  beaches,  off- 

i1  ! 

J3  I*-  shore  islands  and  that  kind  of  thing  due  tc  project  related 

l| 

14  [!  activities .  This  is  all  alleged  to  possibly  being  a  major 

i! 

jr;  ,1  loss  of  habitats. 

VJ  I  The  fact  is  that  our  application  makes  it  clear  that 


v;e  have  no  plans  to  obtain  gravel  from  beaches,  ana  we  have 


53  (j developed  plans  to  prevent  oil  spills  and  contingency  plans  to 

il 

••  mitigate  them  if  thoy  do  occur.  We  think  this  is  an  example 
of  listing  a  potential  ill  without  qualifying  how  unlikely  it 
is. 

Secondly,  we  would  hope  that  there  would  be  somewhat 
of  a  geographical  sorting  out.  We  notice  in  Volume  1  there  is 


n  ; 


a  reference  to  disruption  of  scenic  streams  and  waterfalls. 


<j_;  )'0f  course  there  are  no  waterfalls  in  Alaska.  Probably  that' 


ii 

j! another  example  of  theoretically  potential  ills  which  are  not 
••  possible. 

Wo  think  the?;©  is  a  large  amount  of  speculation  in 

i! the  document.  Again,  it  is  an  unrelated  point  as  to  the  extent 

' 

‘j of  injury.  We  noticed  references  to  a  work  by  Mr.  Caiiff 
{! 

^ and  a  quote  of  him  that  there  could  be  a  90  percent  reduction 
i;  of  the  caribou  herd  w.ithin  five  to  ten  years.  Mr.  Califf's 


7 

0  j* work  has  been  substantially  refuted  in  documents  we  have  filed. 

ii 

9  ijWe  have  done  five  years'  worth  of  work,  whereas  Mr.  Calif f  was 
jj 

JO  j:  a  Canadian  and  biologist  operating  on  the  basis  of  surmise  end 


|| 

reference  to  printed  sources . 

8 

jj 


In  addition,  we  are  not  going  to  encounter  the  herd 

{> 

£3  ;;  during  migration,  and  will  not  bo  impacting  the  herd  during 


15 

1o 

VJ 

13 

VD 

r.o 


construction  in  the  winter;  and  with  respect  to  the  operations. 


I)  . 


r-j 


it  is  clear  there  will  be  no  appreciable  disturbance  of  the 
■•herds.  At  most  they  will  move  away  from  the  sites.  If  anyone 
‘cares  to  wander  around  the  Bay  and  watch  caribou  wandering 

Si 

!;  among  the  man-made  installations,  they  may. 

i 

h  * 

We  would  hope  that  the  final  tone  would  be  a  little 

M 

?  bit  loss  theoretical  and  more  zeroed  in  on  things  likely  to 

ii 

happen.  We  find  the  definition  of  non-mi t-igable  impacts  rather 

ji  curious.  It  includes  those  impacts,  apparently,  which  the 

] drafters  of  the  DEIS  believe  cannot  be  mitigated  because  they 
>• 

i.do  not  feel  other  mitigation  measures  are  effective. 

lj 

It  is  a  valid  definition;  in  addition,  however,  it 


1  ||  includes  those  impacts  vrhich  could  be  mitigated  if  we  were  to 

2  !'  apply  those  proposed  by  the  D£IS  team  —  but  it  includes 

3  j!  those  mi t is -table  impacts  as  non-mitigatable.  That  indicates 

4  jj  a  rather  low  degree  of  confidence  in  our  willingness  and 

5  !]  ability  to  learn. 

ii 

q  jj  I  would  hope  that  definition  would  be  somewhat 

ii 

•j  f  changed.  Only  those  tilings  the  team  concludes  are  not  subject 

ii 

$  |i  to  mitigation  should  be  included  in  that  category. 


l| 


We  think  that  there  has  been  somewhat  insufficient 


j!  attention  paid  to  the  mitigation  measures  that  we  have  pro- 
13  !' posed.  We  hope  with  somewhat  more  time  thi3  will  be  addressed 


52  j more  fully. 


il 


is  j 


14 


ii  Wildlife  Range.  Basically  we  feel  that  v;e  will  not  destroy 


We  recognise  we  propose  to  cross  the  Arctic  National 


I 

II  the  environment  in  the  range.  We  feel  that  there  is  substanti- 

i 

J ally  more  human  activity  than  is  generally  recognised,  and  that 


1! 


17  |! 


we  will  bring  a  benefit  to  chat  human  activity  without  signi- 


jj  ficant  change  or  degradation  to  the  Range. 

Finally,  on  the  subject  of  the  Technical  Review  Teams  : 


«3  j1 
19 

ii 

2Q  jj  which  are  proposed,  vs  feel  that  wo  must  operate  under  tne 
ii 

jj  rule  of  law  which  includes  pre-set  conditions  upon  us  by  the 

;i 

ij  Department  of  Interior,  which  grants  the  right-of-way. 


.13  !l 


We  are  fully  prepared  to  live  up  to  those  conditions. 
„  ^  |j  V.’e  also  will  carry  on  extensive  inspection  of  ourselves  by 

other  contractors  and  management  consultants.  We  expect  there 


jj  will  bn  inspection  by  the  relevant  Government  agencies.  They 
i j will  bo  confined  by  their  jurisdiction.  The  Department  of 
j]  the  Interior,  for  example,  has  jurisdiction  over  Federal  land, 
ij  not  others;  but  we  expect  that  inspection  to  take  place. 
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e 
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10 
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We  do  not  believe  that  there  can  be,  under  law  or 

Ii  under  justice,  ad  hoc  imposition  of  conditions  after  the  fact. 

!. 

•!j  We  must  be  able  to  know  what  the  conditions  imposed  upon  us 

jl 

ij  are  before  we  make  our  decision  whether  or  not  to  go  ahead 
j  with  the  pipeline.  We  do  not  read  the  suggestion  for  Ir.spec- 
i  tion  Teams  to  be  anything  more  than  coordination  of  inspection 
!  within  jurisdictional  limits. 

i 

The  cost  is  imposed  upon  the  taxpayer.  Were  it  to 
!|be  imposed  upon  us,  that  would  impose  the  cost3  upon  the  con¬ 
i'  sumer .  We  do  not  feel  able  to  take  the  position  of  a  legis- 
! leture  and  accept  a  provision  transferring  the  cost  from  the 
jj  taxpayer  to  the  consumer.  That  is  not  the  law  at  the  present 
time. 

On  the  basis  of  my  comments,  I  think  there  are  some 
changas  needed  in  the  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  but 
again  I  congratulate  the  team  for  their  hard  work  and  diligence 
;;  and  grasp  of  a  large  amount  of  material  in  a  short  tima. 


We  would  hope  that  the  Executive  Summary  will  also  be 


23  J; changed  to  conformity.  All  too  often  the  Executive  Summary 

j 

3 A  ,!la  a11  Ulat  ls  read,  and  we  hope  it  will  bo  changed  along  these 
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I  fear  I  * ve  run  over  on  my  time 


Thank  you  for  your 


*  i;  ti 

r  :i 
11 


/■?  };  any  questions  f 


JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Brackett.  Are  there 

of  the  Panel?  Since  there  are  none. 


jl 

y  ii  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Brackett. 

<r.  j|  Our  next  speaker  is  Dr.  Arden  B.  Walters  with  the 

ij 

-f  i  Southern  California  Gas  Company. 

of 

3  u 


10 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
at  the  Washington,  D.C.  Public  Hearing 
October  2,  1975 


The  whole  document  has  been  revised.  Refer  to  the  four  written 
comments  submitted  from  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company  dated 
October  28,  1975,  for  specific  comments  and  changes. 


(Statement  follows) 


Aiaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
Washington  Office  Suite  230  1730  Pennsylvania  Ave.N.W 
Washington, D  C.20006 
202  331-0933 

Williem  W  B^ackatt  Vica  Chairmen 


October  28,  1975 


COMMENTS  OF  ALASKAN  ARCTIC  GAS  PIPELINE  COMPANY 
RELATIVE  TO  PART  III  (CANADA)  OF  THE 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  REGARDING  THE 


The  Honorable  William  Lyons 
Deputy  Under  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Interior 
C.  St.  bet  18th  &  19th  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


ALASKA  NATURAL  gas  transportation  system  Re:  Attached  Comments  of  Arctic  Gas  Project  companies  relative 

to  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  United  States 

Department  of  Interior  regarding  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Trans¬ 

portation  System” . 


Dear  Mr.  Lyons, 

In  supplementation  of  its  comments  delivered  orally 
at  the  hearing  held  relative  to  the  above  referenced  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) ,  I  here  submit,  on  behalf 
of  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company  and  other  companies  of 
the  Arctic  Gas  Project,  which  is  the  subject  of  a  substantial 
portion  of  that  EIS,  multiple  copies  of  written  comments  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  EIS.  It  is  hopeful  that  these  comments  will  be 
useful  to  your  staff  in  making  the  corrections  and  amplifica¬ 
tions  required  to  produce  an  adequate  Final  EIS. 

In  basic  summary,  we  believe  that  the  standard  and 
research  information  available  establishes  that  the  very  limited 
number  of  significant  defects  or  apprehensions  of  significant 
deficiencies  suggested  in  the  EIS  relative  to  the  Arctic  Gas 
Project  are  not  well  founded  in  fact,  as  we  will  show  in  the 
comments.  The  required  corrections  indicated  thereby,  in  com¬ 
bination  with  the  basic  work  of  the  EIS,  demonstrate,  we  submit, 
that  the  natural  gas  pipeline  system  proposed  by  the  members  of 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  can  be  constructed  and  operated  in  a  man¬ 

ner  fully  protective  of  the  environment,  while  helping  to  bring 
this  28th  day  of  October,  1975  the  huge  natural  gas  resources  of  northern  Alaska  to  the  market 

areas  which  so  badly  need  that  gas,  to  replace  uncertain  supplies 
of  overseas  energy,  which  is  far  less  desirable  environmentally. 
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I  regret  the  volume  of  these  comments.  In  our  appli¬ 
cations  to  the  Department,  as  well  as  to  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  we  were  faced  with  the  difficult  job  of  paring  down 
six  years  (now  almost  7 *5 )  of  research  and  study,  to  present  a 
comprehensible  and  manageable  body  of  information.  In  the  bio¬ 
logical  area,  we  tried  to  solve  it  by  producing  our  Biological 
Report  Series:  a  34-volume  (and  still  climbing)  set  of  incredibly 
detailed  studies  upon  which  much  of  our  environmentally  related 
planning  has  been  based.  We  made  these  available  to  the  EIS 
staff,  as  well  as  a  number  of  other  backup  reports  in  engineer¬ 
ing  and  other  areas,  when  asked  questions  on  a  topic.  Thus,  our 
applications  and  supporting  exhibits  were  substantial,  but  not 
monumental,  in  bulk,  but  were  supplemented  by  "backup"  documents. 

However,  we  now  find  some  claims  of  insufficient  detail, 
relative  to  some  areas,  so  we  must  now  provide  further  summaries 
of  our  detailed  work,  which  accounts  for  much  of  the  bulk  of 
these  comments.  Multiple  backup  reports  listed  on  the  attached 
page  are  also  submitted  herewith. 

We,  of  course,  stand  ready  to  amplify  upon  any  points 
made,  either  in  further  written  submissions  or  orally. 

The  here  submitted  comments  deal  with  Parts  I,  II, 

III,  VI  and  VII  of  the  EIS.  The  comments  on  Parts  I  and  VI  are 
made  jointly  with  our  three  companion  applicants.  Those  com¬ 
panion  applicants,  for  pipelines  in  the  "contiguous  United  States", 
will  deal  separately  with  Parts  IV  and  V.  Those  companies  are: 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  -  Part  V 

Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Alaska)  -  Part  IV 

Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  -  Part  IV 

In  addition,  we  here  submit,  on  behalf  of  the  four 
companies  named  above,  comments  relative  to  the  "Executive 
Highlights"  volume  issued.  They  consist  of  a  two-page  general 
commentary,  followed  by  (pages  3-24)  a  revised  version  of  the 
original  text  (proposed  deletions  are  crossed  off,  proposed 
new  language  is  underlined) . 

As  noted  in  the  general  commentary,  a  summary  such  as 
the  "Executive  Highlights"  inevitably  badly  distorts  the  full 
"Statement",  in  compression.  Accordingly,  we  believe  there 
should  not  be  an  "Executive  Highlights"  and  urge  it  be  abandoned. 

If  not,  however,  it  should  be  changed  as  proposed. 

The  same  is  true  of  Part  I  -  Overview,  albeit  to  a 
lesser  extent.  It  too  compresses  and  distorts,  and  should  be 
abandoned.  We  submit  comments  on  it,  too  (but  not  a  redraft 
however) . 


Some  explanation  of  the  organization  of  the  comments 
submitted  herewith  may  be  helpful  to  you  and  your  colleagues. 

The  Part  I  comments,  following  the  introduction, 
proceed  in  page  number  order.  Since  the  DEIS  is  repetitious, 
the  comments  are  too,  to  some  extent,  although  we  have  not 
always  repeated  comments  each  time  they  are  germane.  Further, 
since  the  Part  I  "Overview",  and  the  other  "Parts"  (as  well  as 
the  "Executive  Highlights")  substantially  overlap  and  duplicate, 
we  sometimes  repeat  in  our  comments,  but  sometimes  not,  as 
exhaustion  set  in. 

The  comments  relative  to  Parts  II  and  III  are  in 
somewhat  different  form.  The  "Introduction"  to  the  Part  II 
and  III  comments  is  again  intended  to  give  an  overview,  to 
note  omissions,  and  instances  of  less  or  more  than  justified 
emphases,  and  to  comment  generally  on  the  EIS. 

Second,  the  basic  organization  of  the  "Detailed 
Comments"  to  Parts  II  and  III  is  by  "Part"  of  the  EIS;  with 
groupings  by  subject  matter  as  subdividions  of  the  comments  on 
each  Part  (Such  as  Part  II-Caribou  Comments;  Part  Ill-Operations 
and  Maintenance  Comments,  etc.)  A  summary  of  each  subject  group¬ 
ing  is  followed  by  page-by-page  comments  relative  to  each  subject 

Finally,  we  have  been  made  aware  of  a  report  dated 
March  15,  1975  by  "The  Aerospace  Corporation",  entitled  "Arctic 
Gas  Pipeline  Project,  Alaska  Arctic  Pipeline  Geotechnic  Evalua¬ 
tion,  Applicant:  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  apparently 
prepared  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior.  We  find  that  some  of  the  points  made  in  that 
report  have  been  carried  forward  into  the  EIS.  We  have  there¬ 
fore  found  it  necessary  to  comment  upon  that  "Aerospace"  Report 
too,  in  an  appendix  to  the  comments  submitted  here. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  be  in  touch  with  me,  or,  in 
my  absence,  with  Mr.  James  R.  Lowe  of  this  office,  if  we  can  be 
of  further  assistance. 

Very  truly  yours, 

/i 

William  W.  Brackett 

Enc. 

jcu 

cc:  Mr.  R.  Koenings 
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Preface 

These  comments  are  filed  on  behalf  of  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
("Alaskan  Arctic")  relative  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("DEIS") 
prepared  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Interior  ("DOI")  with  respect  to 
the  "Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System".  They  are  submitted  pursuant 
to  Federal  Register  notice  of  August  15,  1975,  in  amplification  and  supplemen¬ 
tation  of  oral  comments  made  at  public  hearings  conducted  by  the  DOI  on  October 
2-3,  1975.  These  comments  will  address  Parts  II,  III  and  VII  of  the  DEIS.  Alas¬ 
kan  Arctic's  three  companion  Applicants  (Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic), 
Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  and  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company)  will  file 
comments  addressed  to  Parts  IV  and  V.  Finally,  Alaskan  Arctic  has  joined  with 
these  three  companion  Applicants  in  the  filing  of  joint  comments  relative  to 
Parts  I  and  VI,  which  are  bound  separately. 


Introduction 


This  introduction  will  deal  with  certain  overall  observations  relative  to 
the  entire  DEIS  and  the  manner  of  preparation  thereof,  while  later  sections  of 
these  comments  will  deal  with  Parts  II  and  III.  The  reader  is  also  referred  to 
the  Introductory  comments  to  Parts  I  and  VI  for  further  views. 

An  environmental  impact  statement  is  not  an  "action"  document  i_.£.  ,  it  does 
not  grant  or  deny  any  right  or  privilege.  Rather,  it  is  an  evaluative  and  infor¬ 
mational  document  which  is  intended  to  form  the  basis  for  subsequent  decision 
making.  Here,  the  Applicants  which  desire  to  construct  and  operate  the  proposed 
natural  gas  pipeline  system  in  Alaska,  Canada,  and  many  of  the  contiguous  48 
States,  have  applied  to  the  Secretary  of  Interior  for  right-of-way  permits  to 
utilize  land  owned  by  the  United  States  of  America,  under  control  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  in  which  to  construct  and  operate  their  pipelines,  and 
upon  which  to  place  their  above-ground  facilities.  It  is  the  decision  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  relative  to  such  applications  which  constitutes  the 
"action",  based,  inter  alia,  upon  the  environmental  impact  statement.  Therefore, 
it  is  appropriate  that  the  environmental  impact  statement  has  not  reached  con¬ 
clusions  as  to  whether  or  not  the  pipeline  system  should  be  built,  and  has  not 
proposed,  much  less  attempted  to  impose,  conditions  upon  the  requested  permits. 

However,  a  fair  reading  of  the  DEIS  indicates  that  reasonable  conclusions 
to  be  drawn  from  such  document  are  as  follows: 

(1)  the  proposed  pipeline  system  can  be  constructed,  operated  and 
maintained  on  the  basis  of  presently-known  technology; 

(2)  the  proposed  system  will  bring  substantial  benefits  to  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  Canada.  Indeed, 
other  than  the  allegation  of  some  extremely  localized  environ¬ 
mental  effects,  which  will  be  discussed  and  in  part  disputed 


below,  the  only  "people  problems"  apparently  alleged  in  the 
DEIS  are  the  localized  creation  of  extra  demand  for  goods 
and  services  during  the  construction  period  (which  the 
DEIS  indicates  is  inconvenient  to  some,  but  a  boon  to  others) 
and  possible  pressures  on  native  peoples  toward  a  change 
in  life  style.  But  the  latter  possibility  can  occur  only 
if  such  native  peoples  choose  to  accept  the  opportunity  to 
change  their  life  style,  since  a  natural  gas  pipeline  cannot 
conceivably  force  such  change  and  clearly  will  not  try  to  do 
so;  and 

(3)  there  will  be  changes  to  the  environment  produced  by  the  enter¬ 
prise,  which  can  be  brought  to  clearly  acceptable  levels  by  appro¬ 
priate  mitigating  measures. 

The  comments  submitted  below  will  differ  with  the  DEIS  by  showing  that 
many  of  the  environmental  impacts  mentioned  as  possible  by  the  DEIS  either  will 
not  occur,  or  will  be  at  an  even  lesser  level  than  depicted  in  the  DEIS,  be¬ 
cause  of  natural  occurrences  or  mitigative  measures  to  be  applied.  In  this 
regard,  it  must  be  emphasized  that  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  has  for  the  past  five 
years,  in  Alaska  and  Canada  alone,  invested  well  over  15  million  dollars  in 
extensive  research  (biotic,  abiotic,  and  socio-economic)  to  construct  and 
operate  the  most  environmentally  desirable  line  in  order  to  bring  the  critically 
needed  gas  supplies  in  the  Arctic  to  markets  in  the  lower  48  of  the  United  States 
and  southern  Canada.  Such  research  was  conducted  by  a  group  of  highly  respected 
independent  scientists  with  vast  experience  in  the  North.  These  individuals, 
who  have  researched  the  literature  and  performed  field  and  laboratory  studies, 
have  concluded  that  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  has  taken  appropriate  steps  to  avoid 
or  mitigate  potential  adverse  environmental  impacts  and  that  if  Arctic  Gas  con¬ 
structs,  operates  and  maintains  its  pipeline  as  proposed,  such  pipeline  will  not 
have  a  serious  adverse  impact  on  the  environment.  Of  course,  this  does  not  take 
into  account  the  many  millions  of  dollars  invested  by  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  in 
engineering  (geotechnical,  etc.)  or  by  the  lower  48  systems  on  engineering  and 
environmental  studies. 

We  also  will  submit  some  information  and  suggest  some  corrections  which 
are  not  directly  relevant  to  the  Arctic  Gas  Project,  but  relate  to  background 
information,  in  an  effort  to  be  of  assistance  in  producing  a  more  accurate 
overall  document. 

Before  beginning  the  kinds  of  specific  demonstrations  discussed  above, 
certain  general  connnents  as  to  the  form  of  the  DEIS  seem  to  be  appropriate. 

First,  the  DEIS  is  in  classic  form,  utilizing  as  its  major  subheadings,  the 
provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  This  is  not,  of  course, 
objectionable.  But  it  is  also  true  that  the  subparagraphs  of  that  Act  were 
not  necessarily  drafted  with  an  eye  to  them  becoming  the  outline  for  an 
environmental  statement.  Accordingly,  the  use  of  that  form  (which  applicants 
also  used  in  their  submitted  environmental  report)  lends  itself  to  great 
repetition.  Therefore,  a  real  or  fancied  adverse  Impact  will  appear  not  once, 
but  many  times:  (1)  it  will  appear  as  an  impact;  (2)  then  as  a  description 
relative  to  a  mitigating  measure  to  be  applied;  (3)  then  possibly  as  an  adverse 
impact  which  cannot  be  fully  mitigated  (particularly  in  view  of  the  standards 
for  such  category  adopted  by  this  DEIS);  (4)  then  perhaps  as  an  irreversible 
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comnitment  of  long-term  resources  and  a  short  term  use  of  man's  environment. 

There  is  nothing  objectionable  to  such  repetition,  unless  the  reader  is  misled 
into  believing  that  he  or  she  has  read  about  several  adverse  impacts,  instead 
of  one.  This  can  occur  to  the  casual  reader,  and  perhaps  to  any  reader,  in 
view  of  the  substantial  length  of  the  document,  so  that  a  cautionary  note  seems 
to  be  in  order  on  this  subject,  in  the  final  EIS. 

Second,  the  nature  of  the  DEIS  is  necessarily  critical.  Quite  naturally, 
very  little  time  is  spent  on  a  discussion  of  ways  in  which  the  project  in 
question  will  not  impact  upon  the  environment  or  will  beneficially  impact  the 
environment.  Again,  the  casual  reader  will  be  struck  by  the  negative  tone  of  the 
document,  which  is  misleading.  One  solution  would  be  to  give  substantially 
more  emphasis  to  the  reasons  why  the  project  is  being  proposed  and  why  it  must 
be  considered  essential  in  the  national  Interest. 


It  is  also  not  clear  from  the  DEIS  that  not  all  environmental  impacts,  or 
change,  are  adverse,  and  there  is  also  little  quantification  of  the  alleged 
changes,  so  that  minor  points  appear  to  be  overstated.  This  is  also  true  of 
the  discussion  of  alternative  routes,  systems  of  transportation,  and  sources 
of  energy  for  the  nation.  This  leads  to  underestimation  of  the  value  of  the 
proposed  project,  and  overestimation  of  its  environmental  consequences,  oft 
a  relative  basis. 


The  part  on  "Alternatives"  is  the  place  where  such  matters  are  addressed, 
but  the  discussion  is  misleading.  Four  "alternatives"  are  set  forth,  but 
there  is  very  little  discussion  of  the  feasibility  of  those  alternatives. 

The  first,  i.e. ,  "use  of  other  gas  supplies"  is  not  an  alternative  at  all.  The 
nation  needs  all  the  domestic  gas  it  can  secure  to  meet  the  absolute  need  for 
gas  and  also  to  displace  imported  oil.  Even  if  Arctic  gas  sources  are  tapped, 
there  is  no  prospect  of  meeting  the  Nation's  need  for  gas.  Government  sources 
to  support  that  conclusion  abound,  but  none  seem  to  be  used  in  the  DEIS. 

The  second  alternative  -  use  of  "alternative  energy  sources"  -  is  probably 
viable,  but  is  it  desirable?  For  the  foreseeable  future,  the  "balancing" 
energy  supply  for  the  United  States  is  OPEC  oil,  with  the  related  aspects  of 
geo-political  control  of  price  and  supply  itself,  by  those  nations.  Enough 
said  as  to  the  desirability  of  such  an  "alternative";  but  not  enough  said 
in  the  DEIS,  unfortunately. 


Other  routes  or  systems  to  transport  the  Alaskan  gas  to  markets  in  the 
coterminous  United  States  are,  of  course,  discussed  extensively  In  the  DEIS, 
and  will  be  discussed  In  the  detailed  contents  upon  those  portions  of  the 
DEIS.  Suffice  It  to  say  In  this  Introduction  that  Arctic  Gas'  extensive  study 
of  those  alternatives  has  convinced  it  that  It  has  chosen  the  most  environmentally, 
economically  and  socially  desirable  route  and  method  of  transporting  the  Arctic 
gas  to  market.  One  caveat  must  be  noted,  however.  The  DEIS  treats  a  Coastal 
Route"  as  a  separate  route,  and  this  Is  discussed  below. 


Finally,  the  fourth  alternative  listed  by  the  DEIS  Is  "curtailment  of 
gas  supplies".  If  the  result  of  such  curtailment  Is  not  exercise  of  the  first 
two  alternatives  (use  of  other  gas  or  other  energy),  then  It  is  absolute  short¬ 
fall  of  energy  for  our  nation,  so  that  we  have  come  full  circle:  to  the  fact 
that  even  with  strong  conservation  efforts,  additional  supplies  of  gas  and 
other  energy-  particularly  pollution  free  gas-  is  urgently  needed.  The  DEIS 
puts  so  little  emphasis  on  this  central  fact  as  to  distort  the  result. 


Another  way  of  providing  a  more  balanced  viewpoint  of  the  proposed  action 
would  be  to  Include  a  description  of  the  existing  natural  gas  pipelines  In  the 
United  States.  The  United  States  is  honeycombed  with  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
miles  of  natural  gas  pipelines  in  rural  and  urban  areas.  They  pass  largely 
unseen,  beneath  the  ground,  with  a  safety,  efficiency  and  environmental  record 
unmatched  by  any  other  form  of  transportation  of  goods.  Agricultural  and  other 
activities  are  normally  carried  on  above  the  pipelines.  The  land  taken  for 
compressor  stations  and  other  facilities  Is  miniscule  compared  to  the  volume 
of  goods  moved,  or  compared  to  the  above-ground  facilities  required  for  other 
transportation  modes,  which  move  lesser  volumes  of  goods.  Subsurface  activities 
where  desirable,  are  carried  on  below  pipelines  In  some  Instances.  It  is  In  this 
context  that  the  proposed  project  must  be  viewed,  .i.e.,  a  comparison  of  loss 
of  the  valuable  assets  of  the  natural  gas  of  northern  Alaska  as  compared  to 
transmission  of  such  asset  by  pipeline,  and  in  the  context  of  comparison  of 
transmission  by  pipeline  and  by  other  modes  of  transportation.  All  this  must 
be  dealt  with  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  In  consideration  of  the 
applications  by  the  Arctic  Gas  Project,  but  we  submit  that  a  balanced  and 
complete  Final  EIS  should  more  clearly,  and  with  more  emphasis,  set  forth 
this  side  of  the  equation.  (See  also  the  Introduction  to  the  Comments  re- 
garding  Parts  I  and  VI,  relative  to  the  present  record  of  pipelines.) 
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The  DEIS  also  too  frequently  utilizes  wholly  speculative  impacts,  which 
are  overstated  and  contrary  to  the  comprehensive  scientific  evidence  compiled 
by  Arctic  Gas  and  publicly  available.  For  example,  it  provides  that  "(l)oss 
of  the  Alaska  coastal  barrier  beaches,  spits,  lagoons,  estuaries,  and  offshore 
islands  due  to  project-related  activities  (such  as  wharf  construction,  gravel 
removal,  and  pollution),  however,  would  constitute  a  major  loss  of  a  set  of 
habitats  constituting  part  of  a  relatively  rare  coastal  system"  (11-794). 
Arctic  Gas  has  absolutely  no  plans  to  obtain  gravel  from  the  barrier  beaches, 
spits  or  lagoons.  Nor  does  it  propose  to  construct  its  wharf  sites  on  the 
barrier  beaches  or  spits.  Finally,  with  respect  to  pollution,  Arctic  Gas  will 
utilize  comprehensive  plans  to  prevent  oil  spills  and  contingency  plans  to 
mitigate  impacts  should  an  oil  spill  occur. 


Moreover,  the  DEIS  is  misleading  because  it  cites  literature  which  plainly 
has  been  disproved  by  Arctic  Gas'  work.  For  example,  at  page  1-377,  the  DEIS 
states  that  "Calef  (1974)  suggests  that  the  combined  impacts  (potential 
impacts  associated  with  construction,  operation,  etc.)  could  result  in  a  90Z 
reduction  of  the  [Porcupine  caribou]  herd  within  5  to  10  years  unless  these 
impacts  are  substantially  dampened  by  strict  adherence  to  properly  designed 
mitigative  measures."  Scientific  evidence  gathered  over  five  years  of  intensive 
research  has  permitted  location  of  critical  areas  for  this  Herd,  and  deter¬ 
mination  of  its  movement  patterns  and  the  timing  of  migration,  calving,  etc. 

The  Herd  will  not  be  encountered  during  the  migration  or  calving  periods  and, 
therefore,  will  not  be  impacted  during  construction.  With  respect  to  operation, 
it  is  clear,  on  the  basis  of  the  disturbance  studies  conducted  that  there  will 
be  no  appreciable  disturbance  to  the  Herd. 

The  DEIS,  in  being  confined  to  actual  impacts  or  those  reasonably  fore¬ 
seeable,  should  not  include  those  which  are  not  even  remotely  possible.  For 
example,  the  DEIS  provides  that  " [cjonstruction-caused  disruption  of  drainage 
systems  could  cause  permanent  damage  to  scenic  streams  and  waterfalls  along 
the  route.  .  (1-513).  The  fact  is  there  are  no  waterfalls  along  the  proposed 

route  in  Alaska  or  Canada  and  this  type  of  comment  should  either  be  omitted 
or  the  actual  facts  so  stated. 


Arctic  Gas  has  also  noted  a  considerable  number  of  instances  in  which 
mitigative  or  protective  measures,  which  it  has  proposed  in  one  or  more  of 
its  documents,  are  proposed  by  the  DEIS,  without  notation  of  Arctic  Gas* 
previously  expressed  intention  to  carry  out  such  measures.  Again,  this 
leads  to  the  appearance  that  a  much  greater  amount  and  number  of  new  or 
previously  unconsidered  steps  are  required  than  is  actually  the  case.  Simi¬ 
larly,  potential  impacts  are  frequently  described,  £.£. ,  animal  harassment, 
as  they  would  be  if  there  were  no  legal  limitations  already  existing. 


The  cumulative  effect  of  such  features  le  the  appearance  of  far  more 
needed  changes  In  the  proposed  action  of  Arctic  Cas  than  Is  actually  the 
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First,  Applicant  will  not  be  able  to  begin  its  construction  and  operation 
activities  until  it  has  secured  necessary  governmental  approvals,  including 
an  appropriate  right-of-way  permit  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  which 
will  relate  to  the  Federal  lands  which  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  De¬ 
partment.  Some  of  the  government  agencies  having  jurisdiction  over  the  pro¬ 
posed  project,  including  the  Secretary,  are  expected  by  the  Applicant  to  impose 
"guidelines"  or  "stipulations"  as  conditions  to  the  exercise  or  rights  conveyed 
by  the  permits  issued.  Other  agencies  operate  under  statutes  and  regulations 
which  applicant  must  also  follow. 

This  pattern  of  pre-set  ground  rules  is  acceptable  and  proper.  The 
Applicant  can  examine  such  standards  under  which  it  will  be  required  to 
operate  and  can  determine,  In  advance,  whether  It  believes  it  can,  and  can 
afford  to,  operate  under  such  standards.  Its  decision  to  proceed  or  not 
to  proceed  can  be  made  in  light  of  such  applicable  standards.  This  is  the 
typical  pattern  of  conduct  under  the  rule  of  law. 

Applicant  also  fully  expects  that  some  or  all  of  the  governmental 
agencies  which  have  jurisdiction  will  desire  that  there  be  inspection  of 
applicant's  actual  operations,  to  Insure  compliance  with  the  pre-set 
conditions,  and  with  existing  laws  and  regulations.  But,  there  would, 
under  an  individual  Inspection  pattern,  be  a  multiplicity  of  applications 
of  hopefully  compatible  standards. 

It  is  in  the  above  context  that  applicant  reads  the  proposal  in  the 
DEIS  for  "technical  review  teams".  Applicant  interprets  such  proposal 
to  be  a  suggestion  that  the  multiplicity  of  governmental  agencies  having 
jurisdiction  over  a  given  stretch  of  pipeline  coordinate  whatever  inspec¬ 
tion  efforts  they  carry  on.  If  this  is  the  function  of  any  "team",  this  could 
lead  to  economy  of  inspection  operations  for  the  governmental  agencies  involved, 
and  could  help  insure  that  the  standards  for  inspection  be  consistent,  and 
applied  in  such  effective  why  as  will  insure  compliance  with  pre-set  condi¬ 
tions,  but  with  minimum  possible  loss  of  production  efficiency. 

Arctic  Gas  wllf/L  be  pleased  to  work 'with  the  agencies  involved  to 
ease  their  task  of  inspection,  when  they  are  on  any  given  work  site 
in  Alaska,  or  in  their  access  to  such  sites.  In  addition,  as  more  fully 
outlined  in  its  application  to  the  Department  of  Interior  and  supporting 
exhibits,  and  in  information  subsequently  furnished,  Applicant  has  outlined 
the  very  substantial  inspection  efforts  which  it  will  carry  on.  While 
overall  construction  management  will  be  performed  by  the  Applicant,  detailed 
construction  management  may  well  be  performed  by  a  management  firm  and 
actual  construction  spreads  will  be  mounted  by  contractors.  Both  contractors 
and  manager  will  be  required  to  have  their  own  inspectors,  to  assure  compli¬ 
ance  with  standards.  In  addition,  however,  Applicant's  staff  and  consult¬ 
ants  will  also  provide  engineering,  environmental,  and  socio-economic 
inspection  personnel  who  will  be  with  each  spread  and  other  work  installation, 
to  insure  compliance  with  Applicant's  own  standards  and  with  its  commitment 
to  obey  the  above  described  pre-set  permit  conditions,  statutes  and 
regulations . 


Applicant  will  be  pleased  to  insure  that  each  of  the  above  inspection 
groups  will  cooperate  with  any  government  inspector  or  "team"  of  inspectors,  so 
long  as  such  activities  are  confined  to  lawful  and  appropriate  limits. 

Applicant  recognizes,  of  course,  that  governmental  inspection  is  subject 
to  jurisdictional  limitations.  For  example.  Applicant  recognizes  that  the 
Department  of  Interior  has  authority  and  responsibility  to  enforce  its 
standards  only  relative  to  lands  under  its  control:  that  is,  federal  lands 
administered  by  the  Department,  and  not  relative  to  state  lands  or  private 
lands,  while  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  and  Federal  Power  Commission  have 
more  broad  authority  geographically.  Similarly,  the  State  of  Alaska  has  no 
jurisdiction  outside  its  boundaries,  and  sharply  limited  powers  and  respon¬ 
sibilities  relative  to  Federal  lands  within  its  boundaries. 

Applicant  does  not  read  the  suggestion  in  the  DEIS  to  be  that  the 
"technical  review"  teams  go  beyond  normal  inspection  limits  or  should  attempt 
to  impose  additional  restrictions  or  requirements,  ad  hoc  or  otherwise,  after 
grant  of  permits,  or  to  be  that  such  teams  should  attempt  to  usurp  or  interfere 
with  the  responsibility  of  Applicant  and  its  delegates  to  carry  out  the  project, 
within  the  bounds  of  pre-set  conditions  and  relevant  legal  (statute  and  regula¬ 
tions)  standards.  Inspection  is,  of  course,  expected,  but  if  applicant  is 
to  proceed,  it  must  discharge  its  duty  of  efficiently  constructing  the  pipeline 
project  on  the  basis  of  its  own  work,  within  the  bounds  of  applicable  law,  regu¬ 
lations  and  pre-set  conditions. 
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PART  III  -  CANADA 


(ii) 


I  Introduction 


Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Ltd.  (Canadian  Arctic)  submits  the  follow¬ 
ing  comments  on  the  Department  of  Interior  (DOI)  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  Canada  (DEIS). 

Such  comments  have  been  grouped  as  follows:  Wildlife/Fisheries;  Air 
Quality;  Ecosystems;  Engineering;  Socio-Economic  Factors;  and  General. 
Reference  to  the  DEIS  is  made  by  page  number  and  quotation. 

A  review  of  the  DEIS  as  it  pertains  to  Canada  makes  clear  that  the 
drafters  did  not  utilize  all  of  the  relevant  information  available  to 
them;  moreover,  it  should  be  noted  that  there  have  been  extensive  hear¬ 
ings  in  Canada  on  the  impact  of  the  Canadian  Arctic  line  in  the  Terri¬ 
tories  (  In  re  Mackenzie  Valley  Pipeline  Inquiry),  and  these  hearings 
have  amplified  upon  much  of  the  material  covered  in  the  initial  application. 
Additional  hearings  will  shortly  begin  before  the  National  Energy  Board 
of  Canada  (In  the  Matter  of  an  Application  by  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline 
Limited  for  a  Certificate  of  Public  Convenience  and  Necessity  for  the 
Construction  and  Operation  of  a  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  under  File  No. 
155-C46-1),  covering  all  phases  of  the  Canadian  Arctic  application. 

Arctic  Gas  is  convinced  that  there  will  be  a  minimum  impact  on  wildlife 
and  fisheries  with  the  mitigative  measures  that  are  proposed.  The 
mitigative  measures  are  practical  and  are  enforceable  and  will  be  effec¬ 
tive  . 

Air  quality  will  be  little  affected  by  the  pipeline,  and  the  greatest 
concern  expressed  in  the  DEIS  regarding  the  effect  of  SO2  is  not  a 
factor,  since  the  gas  being  carried  in  the  pipeline  (and  thus  used  as 
fuel)  will  contain  little  or  no  sulphur. 

Ecosystems  are  discussed  in  the  DEIS,  and  the  theoretical  treatment  is 
satisfactory.  The  main  concern  is  that  the  Report  treats  the  pipeline 
route  in  Canada  as  a  "pristine  wilderness",  which  is  not  correct. 

The  engineering  section  contains  many  inaccuracies.  Engineering  matters 
have  been  discussed  at  the  hearings  concerning  the  impact  of  the  pipe¬ 
line  north  of  the  60th  parallel  and  have  also  been  covered  in  great 
detail  in  responses  to  the  Canadian  Pipeline  Assessment  Group  and  the 
National  Energy  Board  in  Canada,  and  to  the  DOI-FPC  Joint  Task  Force  in 
the  United  States.  The  additional  material  provided  to  these  agencies 
answers  the  concerns  raised  in  the  DEIS. 

Where  appropriate,  we  are  herewith  supplying  as  appendices  reports  and 
other  pertinent  documents  which  we  believe  fully  answer  the  concerns 
raised  by  the  DEIS. 


Much  of  the  material  in  the  DEIS  regarding  socio-economic  factors  seems 
contradictory.  Comments  are  provided  to  clarify  the  situation  antici¬ 
pated  for  Canada. 

The  general  section  covers  a  multitude  of  comments  in  the  DEIS  where 
further  data  or  clarification  would  be  helpful  to  the  Report. 

Part  III  of  the  DEIS  should  be  corrected  (i.e.. ,  additions,  deletions, 
or  omissions)  to  reflect  the  comments  contained  herein.  Where  possible, 
comments  made  and  material  furnished  by  applicant  relative  to  Parts  I 
and  II  and  the  "Aerospace  Report  which  are  responsive  to  statements  in 
Part  III  of  the  DEIS,  are  not  repeated  here,  but  that  is  not  always 
true. 


II  Wildlife/Fisheries  Summary 


SUBJECT:  CARIBOU 


The  general  subject  of  wildlife,  as  covered  in  Part  III,  is  treated  here 
by  providing  Comments  where  statements  are  found  in  error  or  where  there 
has  been  new  information  obtained. 

There  has  been  too  much  importance  placed  by  the  Department  of  Interior 
on  impact  analysis  based  on  numerical  methods.  Moreover,  as  hereinafter 
discussed,  the  Department  has  not  given  appropriate  attention  to  the  ex¬ 
tensive  field  and  laboratory  work  undertaken  by  Canadian  Arctic. 

For  example,  it  is  assumed  that  moose  will  be  driven  from  a  corridor  20 
miles  wide  as  a  result  of  pipeline  activity.  This  is  an  incorrect  and 
oversimplified  approach,  since  it  fails  to  consider  the  kind  of  habitat 
involved  and  the  disturbance  effect  on  moose.  Certainly  experience  in 
Canada  is  that  moose  are  not  moved  away  by  such  activities  as  geophysi¬ 
cal  exploration  (using  both  vehicles  and  explosives)  and  that  they  tend 
to  utilize  the  resulting  clearings  and  new  vegetation  in  them. 

There  are  many  misunderstandings  with  regard  to  caribou,  and  a  precis 
is  attached  as  Appendix  A  which  summarizes  material  presented  in  Vols. 

4,  5,  7,  22,  23,  and  32  of  the  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series. 

There  are  some  errors  in  fact  in  the  Report,  and  these  are  noted  in  the 
following  pages,  so  that  they  can  be  corrected. 


Page  III  -  594 


Statement : 


The  entire  area  is  in  the  seasonal  range  of  the  Bluenose 
caribou  herd".  .  . 


Response: 

Only  rare  stragglers  of  the  Bluenose  herd  occur  in  this  area.  They  are 
occasionally  found  in  the  southern  part  of  the  route  near  Travaillant  Lake. 


Page  III  -  595 

Statement:  "This  is  not  noted  as  a  wintering  area  for  caribou  and 

there  are  no  major  calving  areas  along  this  section." 

Response: 

This  area  is  delineated,  particularly  that  to  the  north  and  east  of 
Travaillant  Lake,  to  be  year-round  range  for  woodland  caribou,  barren 
ground  caribou,  and  for  feral  reindeer.  Reference:  Prescott  et  al. 
March  1973;  Caribou  Range  -  Atlas  of  Wildlife  Habitat  Inventories . 
Canadian  Wildlife  Service. 

Page  III  -  598 

Statement:  "Due  to  a  lack  of  mature  spruce  forests,  woodland  caribou, 

which  depend  on  mature  forests,  are  absent  over  most  of 
this  section." 

Response: 

Woodland  caribou  are  absent  over  most  of  this  section.  Vol.  25  of  the 
Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series  treats  woodland  caribou  and  notes 
the  important  populations  along  the  pipeline  route. 

The  statement  should  be  omitted. 

Page  III  -  980 

Statement:  "However,  certain  topographic  features  within  a  landacape 

such  as  crossing  of  the  Plrth  and  other  rivers  .  . 

Response: 

The  pipeline  crossing  of  the  Firth  Is  below  the  concentrated  caribou 
crossing  areas  in  the  mountains  and  foothills.  This  also  applies  to 
other  rivers  on  the  North  Slope  drainage. 
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Page  III  -  980 


"The  former,  particularly,  includes  Increased  human 
activity  (peak  sunnier  manpower  of  5,000  men)  .  . 


Response : 


The  only  summer  construction  in  any  area  associated  with  caribou  would 
involve  work  around  the  staging  sites  on  the  north  coast,  or  the  con¬ 
struction  within  the  fenced  boundaries  of  a  compressor  station.  The 
peak  summer  manpower  at  any  station  is  estimated  to  be  in  the  order  of 
200  men.  In  all  cases  the  men  will  be  required  to  remain  on  the  base  of 
construction;  that  is,  the  staging  site  or  the  compressor  station  site. 
Pipeline  construction  will  be  limited  to  winter  months  when  the  bulk  of 
the  caribou  herd  is  far  to  the  south  (See  Appendix  A). 

Page  III  -  981 

Statement:  "Both  Geist  (1971)  and  Skoog  (1968)  have  shown  the  damage 

caused  by  aircraft  harassment;  the  caribou's  winter 
energy  expenditures  are  raised,  with  a  consequent  decrease 
in  the  survival  rate  of  the  newly  born  young." 

Response: 

These  references  are  good  theoretical  analysis  of  the  impact  of  harass¬ 
ment  on  wildlife.  Applicant  has  now  in  effect  aircraft  flight  regulations 
which  will  make  sure  that  there  is  no  disturbance  to  caribou.  Experiments 
carried  out  by  the  Applicant  on  disturbance  Indicate  that  caribou  are 
not  disturbed  if  aircraft  fly  over  five  or  six  hundred  feet  above  them. 

The  present  Arctic  Gas  requirements  are  that  aircraft  fly  not  lower  than 
2,000  feet  over  northern  areas,  thus  precluding  the  concern  with  regard 
to  harassment.  The  impact  of  harassment  is  clearly  great,  but  the  DEIS 
should  reflect  that  Arctic  Gas  operations  have  been  planned  to  avoid 
harassment . 


Page  III  -  982 


Present  accessand  hunting  pressures  constitute  no  threat 
to  the  herd,  but  this  situation  could  change  as  a  result 
improved  human  access  and  increased  travel." 


Response: 


The  present  access  provided  from  the  Dempster  Highway  poses  a  far  more 
serious  threat  to  the  caribou  herd  tha-n  would  any  pipeline  facility. 

The  Dempster  Highway  crosses  winter  range  and  migration  routes,  and  will 
be  a  source  of  long-term  vehicular  disturbance  and  access  for  hunting. 

The  pipeline  will  provide  no  such  continued  access  because  there  is  no 
permanent  road  required  for  the  pipeline,  and  the  pipeline  airstrips  will 
be  barred  from  public  use. 


Page  III  -  982 


"These  results,  however,  relate  to  short-term  trials  and 
the  effects  of  long-continued  noise  emmission  could  induce 
more  fundamental  adverse  effects  on  the  animals'  behavior, 
or  they  might  adapt  to  the  noise." 


Response: 


It  is  true  that  Arctic  Gas'  disturbance  studies  of  compressor  station 
noise  were  short-term  trials. 

However,  Arctic  Gas  studies  documented  not  only  a  gross  response  of  caribou 
to  compressor  station  noise,  but  details  of  their  fundamental  daily  behavior 
patterns  during  test  and  control  periods.  We  have  concluded  that  if  normal 
behavior  patterns  are  not  affected  by  a  short-term  disturbance,  it  is  unlikely 
that  a  basic  change  would  occur  over  time.  It  is  generally  accepted  that  animals 
respond  most  markedly  to  a  disturbance  when  first  exposed  and  that  ungulates 
tend  to  habituate  to  disturbances  which  do  not  harm.  Thus,  in  essence,  we 
have  tested  the  most  likely  disturbance  condition  and  have  found  that  there 
was  no  effect  on  fundamental  behavior.  If  there  is  no  effect  on  fundamental 
behavior  in  the  short  term,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  there  would 
be  in  the  longer  term. 


Page  III  -  1340 


Statement: 


Response: 


"(A)nimals  normally  winter  in  Upper  Peel  and  Porcupine  River 
drainages,  although  in  some  years  the  bulk  of  the  herd  winters 
well  south  of  the  proposed  pipeline  route." 


The  bulk  of  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd  winters  well  south  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  route  in  all  years.  The  Upper  Peel  and  Porcupine  River  drainages 
,  are  well  south  of  the  pipeline  route. 

B.  SUBJECT:  GRIZZLY  BEARS 


Page  III  -  998 


"Any  development,  whether  directly  attributable  to,  or  pre¬ 
cipitated  by  the  pipeline  project,  would  undoubtedly  result 
in  eventual  extermination  of  the  grizzlies  from  some  areas,  : 
matter  what  management  policies  were  followed." 


Response : 


This  assessment  of  the  impact  on  grizzlies  appears  to  disregard  that  pipeline 
construction  will  occur  during  the  winters  when  bears  are  denning,  thus 
(  eliminating  the  bear-man  confrontations  during  that  period.  Furthermore, 
it  is  known  that  the  major  grizzly  denning  areas  are  well  south  of  the 


10 


proposed  pipeline  route.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  DEW  line  sites  which 
have  been  located  for  many  years  along  the  coast  have  not  resulted  in  the 
extermination  of  bears.  The  operation  of  the  pipeline  would  require  fewer 
people  at  any  site  than  there  are  presently  at  the  DEW  line  locations.  The 
statement  is  in  conflict  with  a  comment  in  the  Report,  page  VI-60,  which 
says  "Most  grizzlies  do  survive  in  the  presence  of  development." 


C.  SUBJECT:  MOOSE  AND  DEER 
Page  III  -  594-595 

Statement:  "Moose  are  abundant  in  their  preferred  habitat,  particularly 

along  the  Mackenzie  River." 

Response: 

No  mention  was  made  that  the  preferred  winter  habitat  for  moose  is  in  the 
I  islands  area  in  the  Mackenzie  River  and  the  valleys  of  the  Mackenzie  River 
tributaries.  Reference:  Prescott  et^  nl . ,  1973.  Atlas  of  Wildlife  Habitat 
Inventory  Moose;  Canadian  Wildlife  Service.  Wooley  et  al. ,  1973,  in  Reid, 
D.E.  (ed) .  Preliminary  reports  on  monitoring  studies  conducted  at  Chick 
Lake,  N.W.T.,  1973.  Report  Prepared  by  NESCL  for  CAGSL. 

There  will  be  no  Impact  on  the  moose  on  islands  in  the  Mackenzie  River 
by  the  pipeline  or  its  facilities  because  the  line  is  to  be  built  to  the 
east  side  of  the  river  and  well  removed  from  the  islands. 

Page  III  -  596 


Statement:  "Mammals  along  this  220-mile  section  are  essentially  the 

same  species  as  those  found  throughout  the  rest  of  the 
length  of  the  proposed  prime  route." 

Response: 

This  is  not  correct,  as  there  are  no  grizzly  bears,  arctic  fox,  sheep, 
polar  bears,  or  marine  mammals  in  this  section  of  the  route. 


IX 


Page  III  -  986-987 

Statement:  "Kucera  (1974)  considered  a  corridor  20  miles  (32  Km)  wide 

centering  on  the  proposed  pipeline  route,  extending  Kucera' s 
calculation  all  along  the  pipeline  route  and  allowing  two 
square  miles  per  moose,  we  reach  a  number  of  moose  (31)  that 
might  be  supported  on  the  lost  habitat." 


Response: 

There  is  no  scientific  basis  for  this  method  of  calculating  the  number  of 
moose  eliminated  by  the  pipeline.  It  makes  no  reference  to  the  relationship 
between  upland  areas  and  riparian  areas,  nor  does  it  relate  specifically 
to  such  things  as  wharf  site  locations  or  borrow  pits,  some  of  which  may 
be  required  in  areas  of  moose  habitat;  many  others  will  be  located  in  areas 
that  are  not  utilized  by  moose. 


Clearing  of  the  right-of-way  will  improve  the  moose  habitat  over  the  short 
and  long  term. 


Page  III  -  1402 

Statement:  "Conflicts  with  moose  along  the  proposed  Interior  Route 

would  be  confined  to  the  summer  months  when  no  construc¬ 
tion  would  be  in  progress,  rather  than  occur  throughout 
the  year  as  would  be  the  case  along  the  proposed  Prime 
Route." 


Response: 

The  prime  versus  interior  route  impacts  are  apparently  reversed  in  this 
statement.  Some  summer  construction  would  be  required  along  the  interior 
route.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  interior  route  would  involve 
pipeline  and  facilities  locations  in  more  confined  areas  and  that  there 
would,  therefore,  more  likely  be  occurrence  of  conflict  during  both  summer 
and  winter  along  the  Interior  Route  as  opposed  to  the  prime  route.  There 
would  be  no  summer  construction  of  the  pipeline  on  the  Prime  Route,  and 
in  total,  little  or  no  impact  on  moose  for  this  route. 


Page  III  -  983 

Statement:  "It  seems  reasonably  conservative  to  assume  this  winter  range 

has  an  average  carrying  capacity  of  15  deer  per  square  mile." 


Response: 

The  estimate  of  15  deer  per  square  mile  appears  high  for  this  portion  of  the 
Canadian  northwest,  and  there  is  no  basis  for  making  this  estimate.  Further¬ 
more,  the  method  of  calculating  the  number  of  deer  lost  is  fictitious  for 
the  following  reasons : 
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(1)  Deer  habitat  Is  not  spread  evenly  along  the  pipeline  route. 

(2)  White-tailed  deer  prefer  openings,  and  the  edge  of  the  pipeline 
should  increase  available  forage. 


The  statement  should  be  omitted. 

D.  SUBJECT:  PALL  SHEEP 
Page  III  -  592 

Statement:  "Grizzly  bears  are  common  on  the  uplands,  and  Dali  sheep  at 

higher  elevations." 

Response: 

This  statement  is  erroneous,  as  Dali  sheep  are  not  common  but  are  found 
in  isolated  populations.  The  total  population  of  the  Mt.  Goodenough  herd, 
which  is  the  largest  herd,  is  estimated  at  500  animals  (Nolan  and  Kucera, 
1974).  The  pipeline  route  has  been  kept  about  a  mile  from  the  extreme 
outer  edge  of  the  Dali  sheep  range. 


\b 


Page  III  -  593 

Statement:  "The  complex  of  mammalian  species  here  is  not  substantially 

different  from  that  encountered  along  the  first  sections 
of  the  Prime  Route." 


Response: 

The  complex  of  mammalian  species  east  of  Ft.  McPherson  differs  considerably 
from  those  found  on  the  Yukon  coastal  plain  between  the  Richardson  Mountains 
and  the  Mackenzie  Delta.  Several  species  which  are  predominant  in  the  latter 
areas  are  not  found  or  are  rare  east  of  Ft.  McPherson.  These  include  Dali 
sheep,  caribou,  grizzly,  and  white  fox.  Species  which  are  abundant  east 
of  Ft.  McPherson,  mainly  marten  and  beaver,  are  not  found  in  the  coastal 
plain.  The  wildlife  complex  east  of  Ft.  McPherson  is  more  similar  to  that 
near  Travaillant  Lake. 


Page  III  -  1098 

Statement:  " (d) isturbance  by  pipeline-related  activities  along  the 

coastal  segment  of  the  proposed  route  could  reduce 
their  populations  (Dali  sheep,  grizzlies,  and  polar 
bears) ." 

"(i)f  extensive  hunting  by  pipeline  personnel  during 
the  winter  construction  season  were  allowed  ..." 
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"In  addition,  harassment  of  wildlife  from  low-flying 
helicopters  and  other  aircraft  by  project  personnel 
could  occur." 


Response: 

Dali  sheep  wll  not  be  disturbed  by  activites  along  the  coastal  segment 
of  the  proposed  route  in  Canada.  Studies  have  shown  that  they  do  not 
exist  in  chat  area.  Further  studies  in  1975  have  shown  that  there  were, 
for  this  year  (1975)  at  least,  no  polar  bears  denning  along  the  pipeline 
route,  and  for  other  years,  they  have  been  numbered  in  the  two's  and 
three's.  Reference:  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  32, 

Chapt.  2. 

There  is  a  comment  on  excessive  hunting  by  pipeline  personnel  and  the 
impact  on  moose.  It  has  been  clearly  stated  in  the  application  that 
rifles  will  not  be  allowed  on  the  working  spreads.  Further,  there  is 
noted  harassment  of  wildlife  as  another  impact  from  low-flying  heli¬ 
copters  and  other  aircraft.  Again,  Arctic  Gas  is  now  operating  under 
strict  aircraft  regulations  in  Canada,  which  call  for  a  minimum  altitude 
of  2,000  ft.,  and  specifies  areas  of  concern  which  must  be  avoided.  It 
has  been  demonstrated  that  the  2,000  ft.  limitation  on  aircraft  over¬ 
flights  provides  a  safe  margin  against  disturbance  effects  (See  Appendix 
B). 

These  kinds  of  general  undocumented  statements,  which  are  contrary  to  the 
evidence,  and  Applicant's  intended  method  of  operation,  should  be  omitted 
from  the  DEIS. 


IS 


Page  III  -  1270 

Statement:  "Noise  sources  such  as  compressor  turbines  and  uncontrolled 

aircraft  could  have  short-term  effects  on  caribou  during 
calving  and  cause  range  displacement  of  bears,  wolverine^, 
and  Dali  sheep." 


Response: 

No  compressor  station  is  located  within  the  sphere  of  influence  of  Dali 
sheep  range  in  Canada,  and  furthermore,  contrary  to  consnents  in  the  second 
paragraph  on  this  page,  increased  access  will  not  be  provided  to  the  Mt . 
Goodenough  sheep  population.  That  population  is  not  open  to  sport  hunting 
at  the  present.  Disturbance  resulting  from  compressor  stations  will  be 
restricted  to  a  radius  of  a  mile  or  two  around  the  stations  so  that  there 
would  be  little  impact  on  the  more  than  4,000  square  miles  used  for  caribou 
calving. 
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The  DEIS  states  the  noise  impact  from  compressor  stations  would  be  restricted 
to  small  areas  around  the  stations.  Aircraft  altitude  will  be  regulated, 
and  there  is  no  evidence  that  there  will  be  displacement  of  "bears,  wolverines 
and  Dali  sheep." 
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Page  III  -  1402-1403 

Statement:  "The  interior  route  would  also  essentially  avoid  the  range  of 

Dali  sheep." 


Response: 

The  interior  route  goes  through  major  Dali  sheep  ranges.  It  is  the  coastal 
route  which  avoids  the  range  of  the  Dali  sheep. 


Uo 


E.  SUBJECT:  FURBEARERS 
Page  III  -  589 

Statement:  "The  table  is  incorrect." 


Response: 


Beaver  are 
Biological 
Reference : 
Press. 

Page  III  - 


found  in  1A,  that  is,  the  interior  alternative  route.  Reference: 
Report  Series,  Vol.  8.  River  otter  are  found  in  1,  1-A,  and  2. 
Banf ield,  A.W.F. ,  1974,  Mammals  of  Canada.  University  of  Toronto 

590 


Statement:  "The  table  is  incorrect." 


it 


Response: 

Black  bear  are  found  in  Pipeline  Segment  2,  Richards  Island  supply  line. 
Reference:  Banfield,  A.W.F.,,  1974,  Mammals  of  Canada.  Univ.  of  Toronto 

Press.  They  have  also  been  recorded  by  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  consultants, 
Renewable  Resources  Consulting  Services  Ltd. 

Page  III  -  592 


aj. 


Statement:  "(T)he  proposed  Prime  Route  runs  10-12  miles  inland  from  the  coast 

through  the  foothills  and  their  mature  coniferous  forests. 

These  forests  contain  black  bear,  lynx,  squirrels,  and 
especially  marten." 


Response : 

The  prime  route  from  Blow  River  to  the  Fish  River  is  not  situated  in 
"mature,  coniferous  forests".  The  vegetation  at  this  point  is  tundra, 
with  shrubs  in  stream  valleys,  and  the  mammalian  species  are  grizzly 
bear,  arctic  ground  squirrel,  and  fox — red  and  arctic.  Forested  areas 
are  found  in  the  stream  valleys  to  the  south.  The  text  should  be  corrected 
or  the  whole  reference  omitted. 


2.3 


Page  III  -  594 

Statement:  "(t)his  section  is  essentially  north  of  the  moose  range." 

Response : 

This  statement  is  incorrect,  because  moose  are  found  throughout  the  area. 
Reference:  Ruttan  (1974),  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  9. 
Moose  are  found  as  far  north  as  Holmes  Creek. 


2.4- 


Page  III  - 
Statement : 
Response: 
This  is  in 
Page  III  - 
Statement: 


"Forest  species,  including  black  bear,  lynx,  squirrels," 

contradiction  to  Table  2. 1.2. 7-9.  The  text  is  correct. 

594 

"(m)arten  are  numerous,  particularly  in  areas  east  of 
Travaillant  Lake.-' 


Response: 


n<o 


There  are  no  data  cited  to  show  that  marten  are  any  more  abundant  east  of 
Travaillant  Lake  than  anywhere  else  in  this  general  area. 


Page  III  -  597 

Statement:  "(W)etland  species  such  as  beaver,  muskrat,  otter,  and  mink 

are  not  numerous  since  their  preferred  aquatic  habitats 
are  much  less  widespread  than  along  the  remainder  of  the 
proposed  Prime  Route." 

Response: 

This  is  not  correct.  Several  areas  are  considered  Class  I  and  II  habitat 
by  Dennington  et^  al.  (1973;  Atlas  of  Wildlife  Inventory  Maps-Beaver. 
Canadian  Wildlife  Service) .  No  data  have  been  presented  to  show  that 
otter  are  any  less  abundant  here  than  in  other  areas  that  the  pipeline 
crosses.  Mink  and  muskrat  are  more  common  in  the  Mackenzie  Delta  than 
they  are  here,  but  that  is  the  only  area  along  the  route  where  this  is 
true. 

Page  III  -  992 

Statement:  " (A)nd  the  density  of  muskrats,  as  indicated  by  an  annual 

yield  of  fur,  estimated  at  50  square  miles.” 

Response: 


2.7 
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The  statement  is  unclear.  If  the  statement  is  meant  to  indicate  an  analysis 
of  pipeline  impact,  the  approach  of  using  averages  is  misleading. 
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Page  III  -  994 
Statement 


"Their  abundance  In  the  north  is  dependent  upon  the  abundance 
of  caribou." 


Response: 


The  abundance  of  wolves  in  the  north  is  dependent  upon  caribou  only  in  the 
northern  Yukon  and  within  the  major  range  of  the  Bluenose  caribou  herd. 
Wolves  in  the  Mackenzie  Valley  are  not  dependent  on  caribou,  and  turn  to 
moose  as  their  major  food  source. 


Page  III  -  995 
Statement 


"Foxes  depend  largely  on  the  small  herbivores  as  prey.  Their 
numbers  tend  to  fluctuate  with  prey  populations." 


Response: 
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Arctic  foxes  that  move  out  onto  the  pack  ice  in  winter  are  not  dependent 
on  small  herbivores  as  prey;  rather,  they  depend  on  carrion. 


Page  III  -  1000 
Statement 


"It  is  assumed  that  wolverines  would  be  eliminated  along 
a  ten-mile  wide  corridor  parallel  to  the  pipeline." 


Response: 


The  suggestion  that  all  wolverines  within  this  ten-mile-wide  corridor  along 
the  pipeline  will  be  eliminated  is  entirely  unsubstantiated  and  contrary 
to  the  opinions  of  qualified  experts.  There  is  no  evidence  that  this  would 
result  in  "a  loss  to  the  population  of  30  animals,  representing  nearly  one- 
third  of  the  average  number  of  pelts  exported  annually  from  the  N.W.T." 
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Page  III  -  1505 


Statement : 


Response: 


"Crossing  this  area  would  likely  result  in  reduction 
in  numbers  of  some  species,  including  the  wolverines." 


31. 


It  is  unlikely  that  the  pipeline  will  have  any  impact  on  wolverines  since 
they  are  a  highly  mobile,  sparsely  populated  mammal  which  would  not  likely 
be  encountered  on  the  route. 


Page  III  -  1509 


Statement: 


Response: 


"Impacts  on  mammals  would  be  greater  where  the  corridor 
departs  from  the  highway." 


The  incremental  effect  of  the  pipeline  on  mamnals  cannot  be  assumed  to  be 
as  simple  as  indicated  in  this  paragraph,  and  as  Dr.  A.W.F.  Banfield  has 


33 


pointed  out,  there  may  on  occasion  be  synergistic  effects  resulting  from 
multiple  intrusions  into  mammal  habitat. 

F.  SUBJECT:  BIRDS 


Page  III  -  1006 


Statement : 


Response: 


"•(t)he  lesser  snow  goose  migrates  ...  through  southern 
Alberta  and  Saskatchewan,  to  the  midwest  of  the  United  States.' 


The  snow  goose  migrates  through  the  western  part  of  Montana,  Oregon,  and 
Utah,  to  California. 

Page  III  -  1009  and  1010 
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Statement  : 


Response: 


"  (m)uch  of  this  critical  feeding  area  would  be  lost  if 
activities.  Including  aerial  flights  over  the  area,  were 
permitted  between  mid-August  and  mid-October."  This  is 
a  reference  to  the  staging  areas  for  the  snow  geese. 


These  general  statements  are  contrary  to  the  snow  goose  disturbance  studies 
which  have  been  undertaken,  and  the  dates  mid-August  and  mid-October  are 
the  extremities  over  many  years.  Normally,  the  feeding  period  is  about 
three  weeks  on  the  coast.  Reference:  Biological  Report  Series,  Vol.  27, 
1974. 

Page  III  -  1010 

Statement:  "The  pipeline  would  increase  potential  disturbance  in  the 

Hay  Lake  area." 

Response: 

The  pipeline  route  is  about  4  miles  to  the  east  of  the  eastern  extremity 
of  the  Hay  Lake  complex,  thus  avoiding  close  proximity  to  the  lakes.  The 
lakes  themselves  extend  some  20  miles  west  of  that  area  and  there  should  be 
negligible  impact. 

Page  III  -  1011 

Statement:  ",  •••65  percent  of  more  than  1,000  mute  swans  found 

dead  in  England  were  collision  casualties,  and  two-thirds 
of  these  were  killed  by  wires." 

Response: 

The  impact  on  birds  in  very  heavily  inhabited  country  like  England  with 
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all  its  industrial  development  has  no  apparent  relevance  to  the  impact  on 

birds  in  a  relatively  uninhabited  area  like  the  Canadian  arctic.  Applicant  I  ^ 

is  seriously  considering  the  possibility  of  using  a  satellite  system  of  B-37 

communication.  If  the  satellite  system  is  used,  it  will  eliminate  the  need 

for  communication  towers  and  avoid  any  potential  impacts. 


Page  III  -  1016 

Statement:  "Assuming  impacts  on  nesting  ducks  would  extend  up  to 

5  miles  on  either  side  of  the  pipeline.  .  ." 


Response: 

No  basis  exists  for  such  an  assumption;  in  fact,  there  is  evidence  that 
nesting  ducks  are  not  disturbed  in  close  proximity  to  many  industrial 
activities  in  the  Canadian  prairie  areas. 

This  observation  has  also  been  outlined  by  LGL,  Ltd.,  Applicant's 
ornithological  consultant,  in  a  statement  prepared  for  the  Department 
of  Public  Works  regarding  the  impact  of  highways  on  waterfowl.  The  D0I 
statement  should  be  omitted. 

Page  III  -  1018 

Statement:  "Because  of  apparent  vulnerability  of  some  species  in 

this  group  to  habitat  pollution,  as  from  chlorinated  - 
hydrocarbon  pesticides,  there  is  a  possibility,  although 
not  well  documented,  that  pollution  hazards  affecting 
survival  could  equal  or  exceed  those  faced  by  waterfowl." 

Response: 

This  is  a  speculative  statement  with  regard  to  shorebird  vulnerability. 
Moreover,  Applicant  does  not  Intend  to  utilize  pesticides.  Every  possible 
effort  will  be  made  to  prevent  spills  of  pollutants,  and  contingency  plans 
are  being  developed  in  the  unlikely  event  of  a  spill. 


Page  III  -  1019-1020 

Statement:  "The  term  "species"  (as  related  to  endangered  or  threatened) 

is  expanded  to  include  recognized  viable  races  or  subspecies. 
Whooping  crane,  Eskimo  curlew,  ..." 

Response: 

This  list  of  endangered  species  is  that  promulgated  by  the  U.S.  It  is 
not  the  Canadian  list,  and  this  should  be  so  noted. 

Page  III  -  1023 

Statement:  "Such  a  conflict  appears  to  exist  at  Campbell  Lake." 
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Response: 

Raptors  are  already  impacted  at  Campbell  Lake  by  traffic  to  the  Inuvlk 
airport  and  by  the  Mackenzie  Highway  which  runs  between  the  nests  and 
the  proposed  pipeline  right-of-way. 

The  statement  should  be  omitted  or  put  in  the  proper  context. 

G.  SUBJECT:  FISH 
Page  III  -  568 

Statement:  "Table  2. 1.2. 7-1." 

Response: 
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Arctic  cisco  should  be  Included  in  this  list. 
Page  III  -  569 


Statement: 


"Streams  with  springs  are  also  used  for  spawning  sites  by  the 
Arctic  char  in  the  fall  and  the  Arctic  grayling  in  the  spring." 


Response: 

The  Applicant  is  not  aware  of  any  grayling  spawning  area  which  is  associated 
with  springs.  This  species  typically  spawns  in  tundra  streams,  which  are 
frozen  to  the  bottom  in  winter.  The  statement  should  be  omitted.  Reference: 
Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series,  Vol.  16. 
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Page  III  -  573 

Statement:  "Arctic  grayling  are  known  to  use  Chick  Lake  and  the  Great 

Bear  and  Liard  Rivers  in  this  manner." 


Response : 

Extensive  study  by  the  Applicant  at  Chick  Lake  indicates  that  few,  if  any, 
grayling  remain  in  Chick  Lake  during  the  winter.  Most  migrate  downstream 
to  the  Mackenzie  River.  Reference:  Tripp  and  McCart,  1974;  Arctic  Gas 
Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  20,  Chapt.  I. 

Page  III  -  574 

Statement:  "Table  2.1. 2. 7-3." 

Response: 

This  table  is  incomplete  if  it  is  the  author's  intention  to  include  all 
species  present  in  the  Mackenzie  Basin.  For  example,  the  whitefish  genu6 
Prosopium  has  been  entirely  omitted.  Other  species  known  to  occur  In  the 
Mackenzie  Basin  Include  the  round,  mountain,  and  pygmy  whlteflshes.  The 
table  should  be  omitted,  or  if  retained,  clearly  define  the  area  referred 
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Page  III  -  576 

Statement:  Table  2. 1.2. 7. 4. 

Response: 

This  table  Includes  a  great  deal  of  misinformation. 

Applicant  Is  not  aware  of  any  data  which  would  Indicate  that  Arctic  char 
are  ever  found  in  the  Great  Bear  River. 

Many  of  the  species  listed  as  frequenting  the  smaller  streams  are  con¬ 
fined  to  the  mouth  areas,  close  to  the  Mackenzie  River.  Any  species 
occurring  locally  in  the  Mackenzie  Is  likely  to  enter  fhe  mouths  of 
tributary  streams.  For  example,  most  of  the  species  listed  for  Ver¬ 
milion  Creek,  where  the  Applicant  is  presently  conducting  detailed 
studies,  have  never  been  taken  more  than  a  few  hundred  yards  upstream  of 
the  mouth.  The  two  most  abundant  species,  which  spawn,  rear,  and  over¬ 
winter  in  the  stream,  are  not  listed.  These  are  grayling  and  slimy 
sculpin.  The  round  whitefish,  common  in  the  lower  reaches  of  the  stream, 
has  been  omitted.  See  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  16.  The 
statement  should  be  omitted  or  corrected  as  noted  above. 


Page  III  -  580 

Statement:  Table  2. 1.2. 7-5. 

Response: 

It  is  difficult  to  see  why  Lac  La  Martre  is  included  in  this  table.  It 
is  160  miles  east  of  the  pipeline  route,  and  there  is  no  possibility  of 
this  fishery  ever  being  affected  by  pipeline  development.  It  should  be 
omitted. 
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Page  III  -  889 

Statement:  "However,  in  a  recent  report  by  McMahon  and  Cartier  (from 

Environmental  Protection  Board,  p.  229,  Vol.  IV)..." 

Response: 

This  wording  suggests  that  the  methanol  toxicity  studies  by  McMahon  and 
Cartier  were  carried  out  under  the  auspices  of  the  EPB .  These  studies 
were  funded  by  Arctic  Gas  and  are  included  in  Vol.  15  of  the  Biological 
Report  Series.  The  statement  should  be  corrected. 


4% 


Page  III  -  893 

Statement:  "The  degradation  of  oxygen -consuming  wastes  may  be  much 

slower  than  in  temperate  zones,  because  there  is  little 
oxygen  available  in  the  streams." 

Response: 

Arctic  Gas  data  (Biological  Report  Series,  Vols.  16  and  19)  indicate 
that  running  waters  usually  have  relatively  high  oxygen  concentrations, 
even  when  subjected  to  an  extended  ice  cover.  The  statement  should  be 
corrected. 
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Page  III  -  954 

Statement:  "Impact  of  Increased  Turbidity  and  Siltation  ..." 

"Winter  construction  would  increase  turbidity  dramati¬ 
cally  during  the  following  spirng  thaw." 

Response : 

This  whole  section  greatly  exaggerates  the  potential  effects  of  sedimen¬ 
tation.  For  example,  on  page  957,  paragraph  2,  it  is  suggested  that 
sediment  flowing  from  upstream  crossings  on  tributaries  might  have  a 
significant  effect  on  sediment  loads  in  the  Mackenzie  River.  Conditions 
in  the  Mackenzie  River  demonstrate  that  this  assertion  is  plainly  with¬ 
out  foundation.  The  Applicant  has  done  extensive  studies  regarding 
sedimentation  and  is  well  aware  of  the  concerns  for  aquatic  ecosystems. 
These  are  described  in  the  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  15,  Chapt.  4. 
The  Applicant  has  outlined  measures  to  reduce  short-term  sedimentation 
and  does  not  anticipate  any  long-term  problems.  The  section  should  be 
rewritten  and  the  impact  of  pipeline-caused  turbidity  and  sedimentation 
put  in  proper  context  with  the  natural  conditions. 
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Page  III  -  963 

Statement:  "Blockage  of  waterways  would  be  detrimental  to  these  species." 


Response: 

The  Applicant  does  not  plan  any  structures  in  streams  which  are  likely 
to  block  upstream  passage  of  fish.  The  only  possible  exception  is 
planned  for  Great  Bear  River,  where  a  berm  will  be  used  in  the  installa¬ 
tion  of  the  crossing.  Methods,  including  the  use  of  culverts  in  the 
berm,  are,  however,  being  devised  to  ensure  that  there  will  be  no 
velocity  barriers  to  fish  at  this  site. 


SI 


Page  III  -  963 

Statement:  "These  structures  represent  potential  blockages  to  fish 

migrations. " 

Response : 

Aquatic  Environments,  fisheries  consultant  to  the  Applicant,  does  not 
foresee  any  possibility  of  wharves  blocking  fish  movements.  Each 
wharf  site  will  be  examined  during  the  final  design  stage,  and  if 
any  difficulties  are  foreseen,  mitigative  measures,  including  site 
selection,  can  be  introduced  into  the  final  design. 


Page  III  -  963 


Statement:  "Two  foreseeable  potential  barriers  to  fish  movement  are 

velocity  barriers,  particularly  from  culverts  ..." 


Response: 

The  Applicant  will  undertake  to  ensure  that  velocities  in  culverts  do 
not  exceed  the  switraning  performance  capabilities  of  fish  moving  upstream. 
In  any  case,  very  few  culverts  are  planned  for  the  route.  In  finalizing 
the  route  alignment,  sites  of  culvefts  will  be  visited  and,  where  fish 
are  found,  culverts  will  be  designed  to  ensure  safe  passage. 
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Page  III  -  964 

Statement:  "Those  streams  with  less  than  4.0  ppm  dissolved  oxygen 

would  be  most  critical." 


Response: 


The  Applicant  has  expended  great  effort  in  locating  spawning  and  over¬ 
wintering  areas.  Special  precautions  will  be  taken  to  ensure  that  such 
areas  are  avoided.  In  the  unlikely  circumstance  that  this  is  not  possible, 
strict  controls  to  assure  the  maintenance  of  subchannel  flow  will  be 
instituted  to  mitigate  any  potential  adverse  effects  of  construction  on 
fish  overwintering  downstream  of  the  pipeline  crossing. 


s\ 


Oxygen  levels  in  running  water  are  often  very  high,  even  in  late  winter. 
Reference:  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series,  Vols.  16  and  19. 

Sewage  disposal  and  fertilizer  use  will  be  controlled  to  ensure  that 
excessive  quantities  do  not  enter  natural  waters. 


increased  fishing  pressure  by  employees  of  the  proposed 
project  during  the  seven-year  construction." 


Response: 

Arctic  Gas  has  taken  the  position  that  Arctic  Gas  personnel  and  con¬ 
tractors  will  not  be  permitted  to  fish.  This  fact  should  be  noted  in 
the  DEIS. 


\SS 


Page  III  -  1100 

Statement:  "Another  potential  area  for  wilderness  designation  is  the 

Martin  River  area." 


Response: 

On  February  21,  1975,  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  filed  an  amendment  to  its 
application  with  the  National  Energy  Board  of  Canada,  which  described  a 
new  route  east  of  Ft.  Simpson.  The  Martin  River  is  not  on  the  new 
routing  of  the  pipeline;  therefore,  the  statement  should  be  omitted. 

The  amendment  document  has  previously  been  furnished  to  DOI. 
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Page  III  -  1100 

Statement:  "Another  good  canoeing  stream  is  the  Great  Bear  River, 

"The  Liard  River  is  becoming  increasingly  popular." 


Response: 

It  is  not  likely  that  the  pipeline  crossing  of  the  Great  Bear  River 
would  be  observable.  There  is  already  much  natural  slumping  along  this 
river.  The  Liard  River  is  not  on  the  new  routing.  The  DEIS  should  be 
corrected  to  reflect  these  facts. 
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Page  III  -  1337 

Statement:  "There  is  an  upstream  spawning  migration  of  salmon  in  the 

autumn,  and  a  spring  downstream  migration." 

Response: 

All  evidence  shows  that  salmon  do  not  migrate  upstream  in  tributaries  as 
far  as  the  pipeline  route.  This  statement  should  be  omitted. 


Page  III  -  1099 

Statement:  "A  possible  impact  on  sport  fishing  could  come  from 


Page  III  -  1397 


Statement: 


"Turbidity  and  siltation  from  pipeline  construction  would 
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be  swept  downstream  into  the  Old  Crow  and  Porcupine 
Rivers,  ..." 


Ill  Air  Quality  Summary 


Response: 

Applicant's  research  indicates  chat  the  Old  Crow  River  crossing  is  dry 
during  the  winter,  when  construction  would  take  place.  This  is  also 
true  of  most  of  the  smaller  tributaries  to  the  Porcupine.  It  is  un¬ 
likely  that  winter  construction  would  have  a  significant  lnaedlate 
effect  on  sediment  loads  in  the  Porcupine.  Reference:  Arctic  Gas 
Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  16. 
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The  route  of  the  proposed  pipeline  across  northern  Canada  lies  in  an 
area  where  the  baseline  air  quality  is  good. 

The  DEIS  asserts  that  the  sulphur  dioxide  emissions  from  compressor 
stations  will  be  harmful  to  lichens,  which  in  turn  will  be  harmful  to 
caribou.  As  discussed  hereinafter,  this  is  without  foundation  since, 
with  the  known  sulphur  content  of  the  gas,  the  sulphur  dioxide  emissions 
from  compressor  stations  will  not  be  harmful  to  lichens. 


Page  III  -  1462 

Statement:  "The  fish  fauna  west  of  the  Continental  Divide  is  similar 

to  that  reported  for  the  Porcupine  River  drainage  sec¬ 
tion." 

Response: 

The  best  source  of  Information  on  the  fish  fauna  along  alternative 
corridors  is  Griffiths,  Sekerak,  and  Jones  (1974),  Distribution  of  fish 
species  along  alternative  gas  pipeline  corridors  in  Alaska,  Yukon  Terri¬ 
tory,  and  Northwest  Territories.  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series 
Vol.  17.  We  note  that  this  Is  not  included  in  the  DOI  list  of  references. 
The  DEIS  should  reflect  this  additional  information. 


During  construction,  vehicular  emissions  and  dust  along  the  route  will 
unavoidably  occur  as  a  result  of  construction  and  aircraft  activity. 

Small  amounts  of  unburned  hydrocarbons,  oxides  of  nitrogen,  carbon  mono¬ 
xide,  carbon  dioxide,  sulphur  dioxide,  sulphur  trioxide,  water  vapour, 
and  suspended  particulates,  will  be  generated  as  a  result  of  operation 
of  vehicles,  construction  machinery,  and  support  facilities  associated 
with  construction  activities.  The  emissions  from  such  operations  will 
<o0  have  only  a  small  effect  on  the  general  air  quality.  They  are  small  in 

magnitude,  are  distributed  over  a  relatively  wide  area,  and  are  tran¬ 
sitory  in  nature.  About  10  percent  of  the  weight  of  all  exhaust  emission 
will  be  water  vapour.  This  may  possibly  result  in  the  formation  of  ice  fog 
under  very  cold  winter  temperatures, with  inversions , and  where  there  is  light 
wind.  Although  the  presence  of  ice  fog  may  briefly  restrict  visibility 
in  local  areas  for  very  short  periods,  it  is  not  considered  to  be 
harmful  to  the  environment,  nor  will  it  have  any  significant  effect  on 
construction  activity.  The  construction  phase  will  not  have  any  long¬ 
term  impact  on  air  quality. 


SUBJECT:  AIR  QUALITY 


might  be  possible  in  an  area  *5  mile  downwind  from  a 
construction  site  in  a  narrow  valley. " 


Page  III  -  733 


Response: 


Statement:  "Ice  fog  can  occur  at  temperatures  of  -4°F." 


Page  III  -  769 

Statement:  "In  areas  where  temperatures  of  -22°F  occurred  in  con¬ 

junction  with  temperature  inversion  and  low  wind  velocity 
...  would  cause  ice  fogs  at  times." 


Page  III  -  774 

Statement:  "Ice  fog  forms  whenever  a  source  of  water  vapour  is 

available  and  air  temperature  is  -25°  or  lower." 


Response: 

Among  this  variety  of  temperatures  that  the  DEIS  claims  will  cause  ice  fog, 
we  believe  the  correct  temperature  is  -22°F.  The  three  requirements  for 
ice  fog  are:  1)  presence  of  water,  2)  temperature  below  -22°F,  and  3) 
presence  of  nuclei  for  the  ice  to  form  around  with  extremely  stable 
(inversion)  atmospheric  conditions.  With  natural  gas  as  the  turbine 
fuel  and  probably  very  few  nuclei,  there  may,  in  fact,  be  no  ice  fog. 

This  ties  in  with  observations  In  northern  Canada,  where  ice  fogs  are 
rare  at  similar  stations. 


There  is  no  basis  given  for  this  statement,  and  we  have  no  calculations 
which  would  lead  us  to  believe  that  it  is  even  in  the  right  order  of 
magnitude.  The  calculations  have  been  done  with  regard  to  compressor 
stations,  which  Involve  some  30,000  hp  in  a  concentrated  area,  and  which 
we  believe  would  be  more  intense  than  the  temporary  impact  of  exhaust 
pollutants  from  a  construction  crew.  On  the  basis  of  the  calculations 
for  the  compressor  stations,  we  believe  that  the  figures  given  here  are 
high  by  a  factor  of  at  least  5  to  10.  Perhaps  the  most  important  point 
is  that  the  construction  crew  is  moving  and  the  impact  of  pollutants 
would  be  over  a  very  short  time  and  also  would  be  there  when  the  ground 
is  covered  with  snow. 


Page  III  -  1109 

Statement:  "Concentrations  of  gases  In  the  exhaust  at  the  point  of 

emission  are  estimated  not  to  exceed  220  ppm  for  nitrogen 
oxides,  10  ppm  for  CO,  5  ppm  for  unburned  hydrocarbons, 
and  1  ppm  for  SOx." 

Response: 
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See  Appendix  C. 


Page  III  -  934 


Statement : 


"Turbine  exhaust  at  compressor  stations  would  include 
about  1  ppm  of  sulphur  dioxide  and  some  lichen  kill  could  be 
expected,  and  later,  long-term  cumulative  effects  of 
continuing  exposure  at  low  sulphur  dioxide  concentrations 
could  have  effects  not  now  predictable  (Hernandez, 

1974)." 


Response: 

As  detailed  in  Appendix  C,  this  statement  is  incorrect.  References  to 
sulphur  dioxide  damage  should  be  omitted  from  the  report. 


Page  III  -  1107 

Statement:  "However,  to  provide  an  order  of  magnitude  figure  concen¬ 

tration  of  10,000  Mg/m3  per  cubic  meter  of  NOx 
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IV  Ecosystems  Summary 

The  DOI  report  includes  a  good  review  of  the  state  of  knowledge  of 
arctic  ecosystems. 

The  report  errs,  however,  in  describing  so  much  of  the  proposed  corridor 
as  an  area  of  wilderness  or  an  area  virtually  untouched  by  man.  This  is 
wrong. 


SUBJECT:  ECOSYSTEMS 

Page  III  -  525 

Statement:  "Each  system  is  in  a  state  of  balance  and  change  in  one 

component,  whether  natural  to  the  system  or  induced  by 
man,  has  far-reaching  consequences  to  the  total  system." 

Response : 


The  pipeline  follows  a  natural  transportation  corridor  along  the  arctic 
coast  and  up  the  Mackenzie,  a  corridor  which  has  been  used  for  thousands 
of  years  by  man  and  for  many  decades  by  industrial  man.  Industrial  (or 
non-native)  intrusion  into  the  north  began  with  the  whalers  in  the  mid 
nineteenth  century.  They  were  active  all  along  the  arctic  coast,  with 
Herschel  Island  being  one  of  the  main  overwintering  ports.  Shortly 
after,  the  fur  traders  moved  down  along  the  Mackenzie,  bringing  with 
them  some  of  the  tools  of  the  day,  such  as  guns,  which  were  employed  by 
the  local  people  in  their  day-to-day  activities. 


This  section  deal6  with  the  concepts  of  ecosystems  and  the  fact  that  all 
parts  of  the  system  are  Interrelated  and  that  an  impact  on  one  has  far- 
reaching  impacts  on  all  other  parts  of  the  total  ecosystem.  There  is, 
however,  a  belief  by  respected  experts  in  the  biological  community  that 
arctic  ecosystems  are  tough  and  capable  of  withstanding  impact,  and  it 
is  well  known  that  natural  perturbations  can  be  very  great  in  the  arctic 
ecosystem.  It  should  be  pointed  out,  therefore,  that  changes  do  not 
necessarily  occur  to  the  whole  system  as  a  result  of  a  man-made  change 
in  one  component. 


Exploration  began  for  oil  in  1919,  and  a  discovery  was  made  at  Norman 
Wells  in  1920.  The  Canol  project,  which  included  widespread  geophysical 
work  and  wildcat  drilling  up  and  down  the  Mackenzie  from  Norman  Wells, 
began  in  1942.  This  project  involved  the  construction  of  an  oil  pipe¬ 
line  and  a  highway  some  660  miles  across  to  Whitehorse.  There  were 
military  installations  of  towers  along  the  arctic  coast  in  the  mid- 
1940' s.  The  DEW  line  stations  involved  the  construction  of  buildings, 
airstrips,  and  other  facilities  all  along  the  arctic  coast,  beginning  in 
1935  with  construction  and  with  operation  beginning  in  mid-1957.  Much 
of  the  support  for  this  project  was  by  air.  Exploration  for  oil  and  gas 
was  recommenced  in  the  mid-1950's,  reached  a  fairly  extensive  level 
along  the  Mackenzie  River  in  the  mid-1960's,  and  moved  into  a  quite 
intensive  program  on  the  Peel  Plateau  and  along  the  arctic  coast,  and 
particularly  around  the  Mackenzie  Delta,  after  1968. 

Winter  roads  were  constructed  along  the  east  side  of  the  Mackenzie  in 
the  1940's  and  again  in  the  1960's.  A  telephone  communications  line  to 
Inuvik  along  the  east  side  of  the  Mackenzie  has  been  in  service  for 
several  years. 

Commercial  air  service  has  been  provided  to  settlements  in  the  Northwest 
Territories  and  Yukon  for  many  years,  with  Norman  Wells  and  Inuvik 
having  paved  airports  with  modern  facilities.  The  Inuvik  airport  had 
39,116  aircraft  movements  in  1974  (reference:  Aviation  Statistics 
Centre,  Statistics  Canada). 

This  is  the  country  through  which  the  proposed  pipeline  will  go.  It  is 
not  a  wilderness  from  the  standpoint  of  human  activities,  wildlife  habi¬ 
tat,  or  landscape;  and  it  bears  the  marks  of  man's  activity  over  many 
years. 


Page  III  -  925 

Statement:  "The  most  critical  impact  would  be  on  the  total  wilder¬ 

ness  ecosystem  represented." 

Response : 

See  the  introductory  comment.  This  statement  should  be  omitted  from  the 
report. 
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Page  III  -  1100 

Statement:  "...and  the  compressor  stations  would  eliminate  the 

Coastal  Region  as  wilderness  area." 

Response: 

See  the  introductory  comment.  This  statement  should  be  omitted  from  the 


report . 


Page  III  -  1103 


Statement: 


Response: 


1  (T)he  linear  alignment  of  the  proposed  pipeline  would 
have  high  visual  impact  from  an  aircraft  or  elevated  vantage 
point  in  the  mountains." 


The  pipeline 
introductory 


would  be  only  one  of  the  clearings 
comment.  This  statement  should  be 


in  the  area.  See  the 
omitted  from  the  report. 
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V  Engineering  Summary 


The  DEIS  raises  several  questions  in  the  area  of  engineering,  particu 
larly  frost  heave  and  slope  stability.  As  discussed  below.  Applicant 
has  devoted  over  five  years  of  research  in  these  and  related  engineering 
areas  and  is  convinced  that  they  pose  no  threat  to  the  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  line.  In  this  regard,  we  answer  below 
the  specific  concerns  raised  by  the  DEIS  or,  where  appropriate,  reference 
reports  or  attach  data  further  supporting  our  analyses. 

One  of  the  principal  areas  focused  upon  by  the  DEIS  is  the  construction 
of  snow  roads.  Applicant  is  convinced  that  it  can  construct  snow  roads 
in  order  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the  vegetative  mat  covering  the 
work  zone.  Tests  have  been  conducted  at  Inuvik  and  Norman  Wells,  and 
the  method  is  routinely  used  by  oil  and  gas  exploration  companies.  All 
evidence  shows  that  snow  roads  can  be  constructed  over  typical  northern 
terrain.  The  reports  of  those  tests  are  referenced  in  the  comments  which 
follow,  or  are  attached  as  appendices. 


SUBJECT:  ENGINEERING 
Page  III  -  422 

Statement:  "A  conspicuous  example  of  slope  instability  and  mass 

movement  can  be  seen  where  the  proposed  pipeline  route 
crosses  the  Peace  River  in  Alberta  near  Milepost  1112..." 

Response: 

The  crossing  of  the  Peace  River  is  cited.  However,  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  figure  cited.  Figure  2.1.2.2-44,  p.  III-260,  shows  that  the 
alignment  follows  an  existing  right-of-way  of  an  operating  gas  trunk 
pipeline.  No  problems  have  been  experienced  with  this  pipeline.  Such 
a  notation  should  be  Included  in  the  DEIS* 

Page  III  -  772 

Statement:  The  main  paragraph  is  a  discussion  on  the  impact  of  water 

requirements  for  snow  roads  and  for  camps. 


Response : 

See  Appendix  D. 
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Page  III  -  817 

Statement:  "The  raised  permafrost  table  would  act  as  a  barrier  to 

subsurface  groundwater  flow  across  the  pipeline." 

Response: 


The  idea  of  a  pipeline  acting  as  a  barrier  has  been  overemphasized  in 
the  DEIS.  Experiments  by  Arctic  Gas  show  that  the  permafrost  table 
above  the  pipe  is  not  greatly  higher  than  adjacent  permafrost  tables, 
and  that  the  water  flow  in  the  active  layer  is  very  slow.  This  flow 
may  run  parallel  to  the  pipeline  for  a  very  short  distance,  but  the 
normal  unevenness  in  topography  will  allow  it  to  move  across  the  pipe¬ 
line  without  much  lateral  displacement.  A  similar  concern  is  expressed 
on  page  III-827,  where  there  is  apparently  a  misunderstanding  on  the 
amount  of  water  flowing  through  near  surface  layers.  The  statement 
should  be  omitted  from  the  DEIS. 


Page  III  -  820 

Statement:  " . . . (S) ignif icant  quantities  of  unfrozen  water  can  be  present 
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in  fine-grained  (permafrost)  soils.  If  the  ground  tem¬ 
perature  were  lowered  by  the  chilled  gas,  part  of  this 
water  would  freeze,  causing  the  ground  to  heave." 


Response: 


Response: 

The  DEIS  commentary  apparently  Ignores  the  fact  that  Applicant  has  stated 
design  measures  will  be  taken  for  each  and  every  one  of  the  four  major 
factors  cited.  With  the  application  of  these  measures,  Arctic  Gas  foresees 


I 
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Applicant  does  not  consider  this  a  problem.  The  most  heave  that  this 
would  cause  for  a  worst  case  situation  (pipe  operating  at  the  coldest 
temperatures  in  the  warmest  permafrost)  would  be  2  to  A  inches.  This 
does  not  cause  concern.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  A  inches  is  a 
potential  maximum  total  heave  and  that  the  differential  heave  along  the 
pipe  due  to  this  total  heave  would  always  be  less  than  A  Inches. 
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Page  III  -  841 


Statement: 


"An  index,  here  termed  the  SPG  index,  has  been  devised  to 
combine  the  evaluation  of  three  elements  (slopes,  perma- 
frost,  and  geology)  ..." 


The  statement  should  be  omitted,  or  the  order  of  magnitude  of  thawing 
indicated  with  the  notation  that  no  problem  is  caused. 


Page  III  -  821 

Statement:  "(H)eaving  caused  by  seasonal  freezing  of  thawed,  frost 

susceptible  soils  in  and  adjacent  to  the  trench  ..." 


Response: 

Applicant  does  not  anticipate  any  heave  problems  related  to  seasonal 
freezing  of  thawed  soils  in  and  around  the  trench.  Once  the  pipeline  is 
operational,  the  only  thawed  material  will  be  that  in  the  active  layer, 
which  will  be  well  above  the  top  of  the  pipeline.  There  will,  there¬ 
fore,  be  no  effect  on  the  pipeline  from  this  source.  Prior  to  going 
into  operation,  the  active  layer  may  penetrate  to  about  the  top  of  the 
buried  pipe  (this  would  pertain  to  a  pipeline  lying  inactive  for  one  or 
two  summer  thaw  seasons),  but  for  similar  reasons  again,  this  should 
pose  no  problem  from  frost  heaving  when  it  freezes  in  the  winter  or  at 
the  startup  of  the  system.  The  only  other  possible  concern  would  be  the 
situation  when  spring  meltwater,  during  the  first  spring  after  construc¬ 
tion,  runs  into  the  void  spaces  into  the  ditch  in  between  the  frozen 
chunks  of  backfill  and  freezes.  There  could  be  some  minor  heave  due  to 
volumetric  expansion  of  this  water  upon  freezing.  The  maximum  amount  of 
heave  of  the  pipe  that  could  result  from  this  would  be  in  the  order  of  1 
inch,  but  in  all  probability  would  be  less  than  to  of  an  inch.  This 
amount  of  heave  is  not  of  concern.  At  the  three  test  sites  operated  by 
the  Applicant  in  permafrost,  there  has  been  no  observation  of  any  such 
problems  of  heave. 
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Response: 

An  Index  celled  the  Slopes.  Permafrost,  end  Geology  Index  has  »een  devised 
for  the  Csnadisn  portion  of  the  route,  in  order  to  present  in  a  simplif 
end  generalized  way  the  potential  impacts  on  the  environment  *nj  “  ‘he 
pipeline."  It  should  be  noted  that  the  DOI  has  not  prepared  a  similar  index 
for  slopes  for  the  Alaskan  portion  of  the  route. 

The  index  is  determined  by  the  summation  of  factors  relating  to  the  engineering 
geology  of  slopes  along  the  right-of-way  and  a  rating  of  from  0  to  !0  is 
obtained.  According  to  the  DEIS,  a  rating  of  greater  than  6.5  is  a  very 
high  potential  impact. 

The  index  rating  ignores  several  critical  factors  which  to  a  large  measure, 
really  control  the8po tent ial  response  of  sloping  terrain.  Some  of  these 
factors  are: 

(1)  Possibility  of  classification  of  thin  veneers  of  fine-grained  soils 
over  bedrock  or  till  as  fine  grained  ice  rich  soils. 

(2)  Surface  cover  such  as  amount  and  type  of  vegetation  and  depth  of  peat. 

(3)  The  presence  or  absence  of  toe  erosion  at  the  base  of  the  slope. 

(4)  Aspect  of  slope,  that  is,  is  it  north  or  south  facing. 

The  Index  is  therefore  not  of  great  value  and  in  some  cases  may  be  misleading. 
Page  III  —  862 
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This  question  has  been  discussed  in  FPC/DOI  Question  6,  series  1,  and  BLM 
question  A,  a  copy  of  which  is  being  lodged  simultaneously  herewith.  The 
DEIS  should  be  corrected. 


Page  III  -  825 

Statement:  "Construction  and  maintenance  of  the  pipeline  and  related 

facilities  could  significantly  affect  adjacent  slopes." 


tponse: 

le tailed  discussion  of  the  Interrelationships  of  permafrost 
jpes ,  and  seismic  aspects  is  given  in  Section  4.2.6,  p.  95,  of  the  NESCL 
mrt,  "Slope  Stability  in  Permafrost  Terrain.  This  Report  is  being  1  g 
nultaneously  herewith  and  should  be  Incorporated  into  the  DEIS. 
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Page  III  -  916  &  918 


Page  III  -  1376 


Statement:  "The  effectiveness  of  roads  of  compacted  snow  or  ice  is 

inadequately  known  with  respect  to  protecting  terrain  and 
vegetation,  especially  on  slopes." 


Statement:  "...There  are  no  presently  comprehensive  theories  that 

predict  the  heave  and  heaving  pressure  likely  to  be 
generated. " 


"The  capability  of  snow  and  ice  roads  to  withstand  heavy 
traffic  on  moderate  to  steep  grades  is  not  supported  by 
tests. . 
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Response: 

Such  tests  have  been  undertaken  at  the  snow  road  test  site  at  Inuvik, 
and  a  report  is  available  which  describes  this  test  in  detail.  Also, 
see  Appendix  D. 


sponse : 

plicant' s  method  of  calculating  the  heave  of  the  pipe  is  more  of  an 
gineer ing  method  of  analysis  rather  than  a  comprehensive  theory;  hov¬ 
er,  it  does  embrace  the  prediction  of  heave,  and  heave  rate  and  its 
lationship  to  pressure.  Our  method  for  predicting  heave  has  proven  to 
sufficiently  accurate  for  engineering  purposes,  as  shown  in  the 
nterlm  Report  on  Frost  Effects  Study",  March  1975  which  is  being  lodged 
mniMmoni.clv  hprpwich.  This  material  should  be  noted  in  the  DEIS. 


SO 


Page  III  -  136A 


Statement:  "If  the  right-of-way,  access  roads  and  other  supporting 

facilities  were  kept  clear  of  snow,  deeper  seasonal 
freezing  would  result  and  could  lead  to  increased  ground - 
icing  formation  in  winter." 

Response : 

This  statement  is  only  correct  in  those  areas  where  the  active  layer  is 
thick  enough  that  seasonal  freezing  does  not  penetrate  to  the  perma¬ 
frost.  It  does  not  apply  to  all  those  northern  areas  of  the  pipeline 
where  the  active  layer  is  completely  frozen  each  winter  and  where  it  is 
quite  normal  for  there  to  be  no  thawed  zone  between  the  surface  frost 
and  the  permafrost.  This  same  comment  applies  to  the  statement  made  at 
the  top  of  page  III-1365  with  regard  to  depth  of  seasonal  frost.  The 
statement  should  be  clarified. 


Page  III  -  1376 

Statement:  "Instability  of  Slopes,  Including  Cut  Slopes." 


Response: 


Specific  comments  are  made  in  this  section  with  regard  to  cut  slopes  and 
what  could  happen  if  nothing  was  done.  Applicant  has  cited  in  great 
detail  the  design  options  that  can  be  exercised  to  prevent  undesirable 
Impacts,  depending  on  terrain  conditions.  These  are  contained  in  the 
application  and  in  responses  to  question  24,  of  the  Pipeline  Application 
Assessment  Group  and  Question  15  of  the  joint  FPC/DOI  Task  Force  which 
are  attached  hereto  as  Appendix  E. 
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age  III  —  1376 


The  location  of  the  ground-water  table  in  the  discontin¬ 
uous  permafrost  zone  is  presently  unknown  along  tne  major 
portion  of  the  proposed  route." 


sponse: 

is  comment  is  generally  true;  however,  this  lack  of  information  does 
t  unduly  hamper  Applicant  because  one  can  simply  assume  that  the 
oundwater  table  is  at  the  ground  surface,  so  that  the  worst  case 
tuation  can  be  analyzed  in  this  regard.  As  progress  is  made  toward 
e  final  mile  by  mile  design  for  a  specific  route,  more  information 
11  be  obtained  on  the  location  of  the  groundwater  table.  This  should 
noted  in  the  DEIS. 


T>\ 


Page  III  -  1389-1390 


Statement: 


Response: 


"The  impact  of  snow  roads  cannot  be  predicted  for  slopes, 
and  the  probability  is  high  that  damage  to  the  moss-peat 
layer,  and  thermokarst  erosion  resulting  from  changed 
thermal  regimes  ..." 


Jlicant  has  run  snow  road  testa  at  Inuvik  over  typical  northern  terrain 
:h  steep  slopes.  The  results  of  these  tests  have  been  reported.  Snow 
ids  can  be  built  over  Irregular  terrain  with  little  damage  to  vegeta- 
an.  The  statement  should  be  omitted. 
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,  VI 


Socio-Economic  Factors  Summary 

The  socio-economic  analysis  in  the  DEIS  does  not  show  an  appreciation 
of  the  large  change  which  has  already  taken  place  in  the  Canadian  arctic 
and  which  is  continuing.  Further,  the  analysis  of  the  impact  of  no 
pipeline  is  erroneous,  since  without  the  pipeline,  the  present  spur  of 
oil  and  gas  exploration  would  decrease  or  stop,  and  there  would  be 
larger  unemployment  and  economic  hardship  than  presently  exists.  In 
any  event,  the  pipeline  will  provide  the  opportunity  for  the  native 
people  to  go  to  a  wage  economy,  if  they  should  so  wish. 

No  consideration  appears  to  be  given  to  the  spinoff  benefits  which  would 
result  from  the  proposed  pipeline. 


SUBJECT:  SOCIO-ECONOMIC  FACTORS 


Page  III  -  654 

Statement:  "No  significant  changes  in  the  level  of  activity  and 

economic  return  from  agriculture,  forestry,  commercial 
fishing,  mining,  and  oil  and  gas  development  are  foreseen 
in  the  period  through  1985  if  the  proposed  pipeline  is 
not  built." 

Response: 

This  analysis  is  inaccurate  in  the  contention  that  there  will  be  no 
significant  change  in  the  level  of  exploration  and  development  in  the 
Mackenzie  if  the  pipeline  is  not  approved.  This  is  in  disagreement  with 
the  application  to  the  National  Energy  Board  of  Canada,  Section  14. c,  item 
3.8.2.  The  conclusion  which  follows  this  analysis  on  page  655  is  therefore 
misleading.  Certainly,  if  the  pipeline  were  not  approved,  there  will  be  a 
decrease  in  exploration  and  development  activity.  Even  if  the  observation 
about  the  levels  of  activity  were  correct,  it  would  still  be  a  relative 
decline  in  economic  activity,  since  if  there  is  no  pipeline,  a  large 
expansion  in  exploration  and  development  would  not  be  realized.  The  Impact 
statement  should  be  corrected. 

Page  III  -  1033 

Statement:  "If  the  pipeline  is  built,  the  most  significant  impact 

would  be  chiefly  on  the  secondary  facilities  in  the  large 
centers  on  the  pipeline  route  (Inuvik,  Fort  Simpson, 

Aklavik) ." 

Response: 

Although  Aklavik  would  benefit.  Applicant  has  not  predicted  that  benefit 
to  be  large  in  relation  to  the  other  communities  such  as  Ft.  Simpson  and 
Norman  Wells.  In  the  relevant  section  of  the  Gemini  North  study,  Book 
II,  Vol.  4,  Chapt.  VI,  p.  285,  (herein  submitted)  Aklavik  is  not  even  men¬ 
tioned.  The  centers  selected  for  operating  headquarters  are  Inuvik,  Norman 
Wells,  and  Ft.  Simpson.  The  DEIS  should  be  corrected. 

Page  III  -  1075 

Statement:  "For  example,  it  is  unreasonable  to  expect  a  native 

northerner  to  move  his  family  to  Inuvik  to  gain 
permanent  wage  employment  if  conditions  there 
encourage  alcohol  abuse,  ..." 


Response:  ^ 

We  believe  that  this  analysis  is  faulty.  First,  many  natives  are  re¬ 
locating  to  centres  such  as  Inuvik  and  continue  to  do  so,  and  secondly,  I 
the  characteristics  of  the  native  labour  force  are  constantly  changing.  ■ 

The  most  critical  variable  to  the  rate  of  participation  is  education  and  I Jr 
training,  and  Applicant  is  making  a  significant  effort  to  alter  this 
variable.  The  so-called  inherent  characteristics  can  and  will  be 
accommodated  by  an  enlightened  employment  policy.  The  statement  should  I 
be  omitted.  0 


Page  III  -  1072 

Statement:  "After  all  proposed  construction  would  be  finished  and 

the  proposed  line  would  come  into  full  operation,  the 
demand  for  local  labor  would  be  insignificant." 


community  in  the  northern  region  might  result  quite 
rapidly  in  a  serious  local  unemployment  problem." 

Response : 

This  statement  is  completely  without  foundation.  There  is  no  analysis 
leading  up  to  it,  no  fuller  discussion  of  precisely  what  is  meant  or 
what  would  be  the  contributing  factors.  There  is  not  even  a  reference 
to  a  source  which  could  account  for  such  a  conclusion.  The  statement 
should  be  omitted. 

Page  III  -  1255 

Statement:  "An  adverse  impact  could  be  imposed  on  this  income  if  a 

large  percentage  of  it  were  lost  to  the  local  economy 
through  income  leakage  due  to  direct  purchasing'  of  goods 
from  outside  of  the  region." 


Response: 

Depending  on  the  success  of  Applicant's  training  program,  up  to  200 
northerners  could  be  employed  full  time  during  the  operations  and  main¬ 
tenance  phase.  Given  the  characteristics  of  the  native  northern  labour 
force,  especially  its  general  lack  of  skills,  this  would  be  a  significant 
beneficial  impact.  The  fallout  benefits  of  supporting  services  are  not 
even  mentioned.  The  DEIS  should  be  corrected. 


%(c 


Response : 

Leakage  is  not  an  adverse  effect;  it  is  simply  a  less  favourable 
possible  result.  It  is  a  failure  to  maximize  the  positive  effects.  In 
the  case  of  the  N.W.T.,  it  could  be  argued  that  a  certain  amount  of 
leakage  is  desirable  so  as  to  avoid  as  much  as  possible  the  local  effects 
of  inflation  as  a  result  of  vastly  increased  demand.  The  DEIS  should 
be  corrected  accordingly. 


Page  III  -  1243 


Page  III  -  1285 


Statement:  "Educational  programs  that  would  train  local  residents 

for  the  various  jobs  connected  with  construction,  main¬ 
tenance  and  operation  of  the  proposed  pipeline,  would 
probably  produce  more  skilled  and  semi-skilled  personnel 
than  could  be  absorbed  by  the  overall  economy  in  the 
region  ..." 


Statement:  Table  7. 1.2. 8  -1. 

Response : 

There  are  no  units  of  measure  on  this  table. 


Response: 

This  analysis  is  inconsistent  with  that  discussed  previously,  and  is 
still  inaccurate.  Regardless  of  how  successful  Arctic  Gas  training 
programs  are,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  there  will  be  an  excess  of 
skilled  and  semi-skilled  northerners  once  construction  is  completed. 
There  is  such  a  large  shortage  now  of  skilled  native  people,  and  there 
is  such  a  small  supply  of  even  potential  trainees,  that  it  is  incon¬ 
ceivable  that  the  harmful  impact  alluded  to  here  will  occur.  The  DEIS 
should  be  corrected  in  line  with  the  above. 


Page  III  -  1245 

Statement:  "Changes  in  the  local  economy  of  a  relatively  large 


Page  III  -  1344 

Statement:  It  is  likely  that  the  potential  Income  that  would  accrue 

to  residents  from  the  harvest  of  caribou  and  furs  over  a 
20-year  period  would  exceed  the  projected  income  from 
proposed  pipeline  operation  and  geophysical  exploration 
combined . " 

Response: 

This  is  an  unsubstantiated  assertion  and  should  be  omitted  from  the 

report . 


322 


-  35  - 


-  36  - 


VII 


SUBJECT:  GENERAL 


Page  III  -  64  and  66 

Statement:  "Control  survey  would  be  bv  helicopter  parties  usinq 

electronic  distance-measuring  devices  ••• 


Response: 

Applicant  now  plans  to  use  orthophoto  mosaics.  Reference:  Testimony  of  P 
,  ta,  before  FPC,  June  9.  1975,  p.  3351-3353.  A  correction  should  be 
made  in  the  DOI  report. 


Page  III  -  65 

Statement:  "The  arctic  winter  construction  rone  would  comprise  all 

of  the  approximately  740  miles  of  the  proposed  route 
north  of  latitude  65°  N." 


Response: 

Arctic  construction  will  be  used  north  of  the  65th,  but  in  addfti°"’ 
will  also  be  used  where  appropriate  south  of  65°  and  down  to  the  60th 
parallel  north. 


15 


Page  III  -  93 

Statement :  "...equipment  list  for  Calgary  may  be  inaccurate..." 

Response: 

The  Calgary  list  is  inaccurate  and  a  corrected  list  is  attached  as 
Appendix  F. 


Page  III  -  98 


Statement: 


". . . (M)ajor  responsibility  for  maintenance  would  be 
vested  in  the  "Maintenance  Information  System"..." 


Page  III  -  100 


Statement: 


"Contingency  plans  are  not  nou  developed  for  the  proposed 
pipeline  project  ..." 


Response : 


Contingency  plans  are  discussed  in  the  responses  to  the  Pipeline  Appli¬ 
cation  Assessment  Group,  and  are  attached  as  Appendix  G. 


Page  III  -  425 
Statement: 

Response: 

The  proposed  right-of-way  does  not  cross  any  bank  segments  in  which 
these  terrain  units  are  exposed.  This  should  be  noted  or  the  sentence 


"The  Canol  formation  fit  Middle  Devonian  age,  contains 
bituminous  units  that  are  subject  to  spontaneous  igni- 
tion....  Tertiary  lignite  beds  in  the  Port  Norman  area 
are  subject  to  combustion..." 


Page  III  -  518 


Statement: 


"The  proposed  pipeline  system  would  rival  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  transcontinental  railways  in  its  geograph  c 
scope;  in  the  opening  of  primitive  wilderness  areas;  and 
in  its  effects  on  environmental  systems  ..." 


Response: 

This  pipeline  system  cannot  realistically  be  compared  to  the  construction 
of  the  transcontinental  railways.  In  the  first  place,  it  has  been 
pointed  out  that  the  area  through  which  the  pipeline  is  panned  is  not  a 
primitive  wilderness  and  has  already  been  subjected  to  jet  age  travel 
and  industrial  activity  on  the  ground.  The  environmental  impacts  of  the 
pipeline  will  be  several  orders  of  magnitude  less  than  that  of  a  trans 
continental  railway.  This  statement  should  be  omitted  from  the  report. 


Response: 

The  maintenance  information  system  is  just  a  data  collection  system  in 
which  the  data  collected  are  utilized  by  computer  in  order  to  present 
information  pertaining  to  the  condition  of  equipment  in  the  field.  Res¬ 
ponsibility,  therefore,  for  maintenance  is  vested  in  the  field  mainten¬ 
ance  personnel,  and  this  should  be  noted  in  the  report. 
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Page  III  -  622 


Statement: 


».  .  .  with  the  drilling  of  the  first  oil  well  at  Norman 
Wells  and  the  building  of  a  refinery  at  this  site  in  the 
early  1920's." 


isponse: 

le  refinery  at  Norman  Wells  was  not  built  until  the  Ute  iMOV  For 
lat  matter,  the  oil  was  not  discovered  at  Norman  Wells  in  1919  as  the 
'IS  states,  but  in  1920.  The  DEIS  should  be  corrected. 


affect  fish  populations.  It  should  further  be  noted  that,  for  the  great 
proportion  of  the  pipeline  in  Canada,  it  runs  through  areas  which  are  amply 
supplied  with  water,  in  particular  all  of  that  portion  which  runs  parallel 
to  the  Mackenzie  River  and  from  which  water  can  be  drawn  with  no  great 
concern  at  any  time  of  the  year.  The  DEIS  should  be  changed  to  reflect 
these  facts. 

Page  III  -  773 

Statement:  "Long  winter  darkness,  storms,  blowing  snow,  warm  fog  and 

ice  fog,  and  low  temperatures  are  hazardous  to  all  flying 
operations,  especially  in  late  winter  ..." 


Page  III  -  632  and  633 


Response: 


Statement:  Maps. 

Response: 

The  two  mope  have  been  transposed  and  do  not  match  the  figure  descriptions 
given.  This  should  be  corrected  in  the  DEIS. 


IOO 


Page  III  -  702 


Statement : 


"The  first  modem  industrial  event  In  the  Mackenzie 
Valley  was  the  drilling  of  an  oil  well  at  Norman  Wells 
in  1919  and  the  construction  of  a  refinery  there  the 
next  year." 


Response: 

As  noted  above,  this  is  incorrect. 


IOI 


Page  III  -  772 

Statement;  "Mining  of  snow  frdm  land  areas.  .  ." 

Response: 

The  matter  of  water  availability  is  raised  in  several  places  throughout 
the  report  It  should  be  reiterated  that  the  major  requirement  for  water 
be  Ilrl,  in  the  winter  before  the  small  lakes  and  streams  have  frozen 
up!  because  It  Is  at  this  time  that  the  snow  roads  will  ^  " 

more  Arctic  Gas  has  undertaken  water  resources  studies  which  outline 

lakes CQrrl vers  where  water  can  be  removed  with  minimum  environmental 
impact  Arctic  Gas  maintains  that  no  water  will  be  removed  from  those 
s^eas  whl^re  overwintering  areas  of  fish  or  from  streams  where  there  a  e 
any  downstream  requirements  for  overwintering  fish.  However,  In  the  event 
Inch  ^e!  tt  taken  It  -ill  be  done  in  such  .  fashion  as  to  not  adversely 


loa. 


We  have  Just  received  information  from  Avcon  (consultants  on  northern  flying) 
regarding  air  logistics  for  the  northern  part  of  Canada,  and  on  page  7, 
the  weather  for  Inuvik,  Aklavik,  and  Norman  Wells  is  sumnarized  on  a  yearly 
basis.  For  Inuvik,  it  is  shown  that  out  of  365  days  in  the  year,  there 
may  be  problems  for  12.2  days,  or  3.3Z  of  the  time.  In  Aklavik,  there 
may  be  problems  for  13.2  days,  or  3. 61  of  the  time;  while  at  Norman  Wells, 
the  problem  days  are  6.4  or  1.8Z  of  the  time.  Flying  has  been  the  approved 
way  of  travel  for  many,  many  years  in  the  Canadian  arctic.  The  safety 
record  is  good,  and  we  do  not  regard  the  above  figures  as  indicating 
particularly  serious  weather  conditions  Jor  flying.  Furthermore,  the 
averages  throughout  the  year  are  not  greatly  different  on  a  month-by-month 
basis.  The  Avcon  report  is  submitted  simultaneously  herewith. 

The  statement  in  the  DEIS  should  be  omitted. 

Page  III  -  773 

Statement:  "The  lack  of  roads  necessitates  barge  transportation  on 

the  Mackenzie  River  and  along  the  Beaufort  Sea  coast  for 
heavy  equipment. . . " 

Response: 

Even  if  a  highway  were  to  be  built  along  the  Mackenzie  River,  barge 
transportation  would  be  preferred  because  it  is  much  cheaper  and  has 
greater  capabilities  in  terms  of  size.  The  sentence  should  be  omitted. 
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Page  III  -  775 

Statement:  "Access  to  the  coast,  either  from  the  Mackenzie  River  ... 

always  requires  icebreaker  support  and  usually  demands 
opportunism  in  ship  movements." 

Response: 

This  description  is  apparently  based  on  ice  conditions  in  northern 
Alaska,  rather  than  on  ice  conditions  which  are  found  normally  on  either 
side  of  the  Mackenzie  Delta.  Shipping  coming  from  the  Mackenzie  does 
not  normally  require  icebreakers,  and  it  is  only  rarely  that  icebreakers 
are  in  the  general  area. 


105* 


Page  III  -  902 

Statement:  "The  primary,  immediate,  direct,  short-term  effect  would 

be  the  destruction  of  the  vegetation  of  the  right-of-way, 


Response: 

This  statement  is  incorrect.  There  will  be  some  disturbance  on  much  of 
the  right-of-way;  however,  the  only  place  where  there  will  be  destruc¬ 
tion  of  the  vegetation  is  immediately  over  the  ditch  line.  The  use  of 
winter  roads  will  protect  most  of  the  right-of-way  from  severe  distur¬ 
bance  of  vegetation.  The  DEIS  should  be  corrected. 

Page  III  -  953 


lOt 


Page  III  -  776 

Statement:  "There  is  no  background  of  experience  for  the  construc¬ 

tion  of  a  high-pressure,  refrigerated  pipeline  at  the 
ambient  temperatures  characteristic  of  northern  Alaska 
and  Canada." 

Response: 

There  is  a  great  deal  of  experience  available  for  pipelines  in  northern 
Alberta,  where  the  temperatures,  at  least  occasionally,  are  as  low  as 
along  the  arctic  coast.  There  is  further  experience  available  on  the 
construction  and  operation  of  pipelines  in  the  Soviet  Union.  It  is  cor¬ 
rect  that  refrigerated  trunk  lines  have  not  been  built. 


\0<o 


Page  III  -  867 

Statement:  "...  Pipeline  construction  activities  will  impact  agricul¬ 

tural  soils  to  a  variable  degree  ranging  from  complete 
destruction  to  partial  burial  by  addition  of  thin 
layers  of  excavated  subsoils  and  soil  parent  material." 


Response : 
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Statement:  "In  terms  of  the  objective  of  the  proposed  ecological 

reserves,  the  complete  protection  of  the  ecosystems, 
the  impact  on  the  45-mile  segment  traversed  would  be 
major." 


Response: 

Some  sites  of  the  IBP  have  been  extended  to  incorporate  a  portion  of  the 
pipeline  so  that  the  impact  could  be  monitored.  The  Firth  River  site  is 
a  very  large  site,  and  the  pipeline  would  certainly  not  have  a  major  impact 
on  that  site.  The  DEIS  should  be  corrected  or  the  statement  omitted. 
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Page  III  -  980 


Statement:  "Certain  topographic  features  within  a  landscape,  such  as 

crossings  of  the  Firth  and  other  rivers,  or  passes  between 
drainage,  are  considered  to  be  important,  and  any  loss  of 
such  features,  especially  within  the  calving  areas,  could 
trigger  unexpected  behavioural  responses." 

Response: 


no 


There  is  no  foreseen  loss  of  such  topographic  features  as  outlined  in 
this  paragraph.  The  statement  should  be  omitted. 


This  is  incorrect.  There  is  worldwide  experience  in  pipelining,  and  it 
is  quite  normal  in  agricultural  areas  to  continue  cropping  over  pipe¬ 
lines  after  they  have  been  installed.  Furthermore,  the  resulting  crop 
production  ranges  from  slightly  less  to  slightly  better  over  the  pipeline 
as  a  result  of  the  ditching  activities.  Certainly,  there  would  never  be 
complete  destruction  of  the  agricultural  soil.  This  statement  should  be 
corrected  or  omitted. 


Page  III  -1023-1024 

Statement:  "At  Inuvik,  only  ten  miles  from  the  lake,  there  are 

planned  three  airstrips,  a  wharf,  a  supply  depot,  a 
helicopter  pad,  a  field  storage  facility,  and  a 
communication  tower." 


I 
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Response: 

There  are  no  plans  on  the  part  of  Arctic  Gas  to  build  three  airstrips  at 
Inuvik.  Inuvik  is  already  served  by  the  major  paved  MOT  strip,  which 
Arctic  Gas  will  utilize,  by  a  lake  in  which  float  planes  are  landed,  and 
by  a  small  airstrip  in  the  village  itself.  We  would  see  no  need  to  add 
further  airstrips  in  this  area.  This  statement  should  be  omitted. 

Page  III  -  1094 

Statement:  "It  would  cross  only  two  areas  that  have  been  the  subject 

of  previous  archaeological  surveys — the  Oscar  Creek-Chick 
Lake  area  and  the  Ochre  and  Johnson  River  area  (Miller, 
1974)." 

Response : 

Another  well-known  site  is  on  the  Firth  River,  and  is  quite  close  to  the 
proposed  pipeline  crossing.  This  site  was  investigated,  together 
with  others  along  the  Yukon  coast,  by  an  archaeological  team  working  for 
Arctic  Gas  this  summer.  The  DEIS  should  be  corrected. 


Ill 


Page  III  -  1097 

Statement:  "The  clearing  of  the  proposed  right-of-way  would  create 

an  unbroken  120-ft  ,  wide  (36  m)  swath  through  the  boreal 
forest,  thus  severely  impairing  the  photographic  appeal 
of  the  scenery." 


Response: 

This  does  not  represent  the  true  facts  along  the  Mackenzie  River  valley, 
where  there  is  already  and  has  been  for  several  years  a  major  clearing 
for  the  communications  line,  a  winter  road  which  has  been  utilized  over 
many,  many  winters  and  which  runs  the  full  length  of  the  river,  together 
with  numerous  seismic  lines,  since  the  whole  area  has  been  prospected 
for  oil  and  gas.  The  pipeline  right-of-way  would  simply  be  just  another 
clearing  in  an  area  which  already  has  several  openings.  In  any  event, 
the  statement  should  be  omitted  because  it  reflects  the  personal  attitude 
of  the  author  only. 
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Page  III  -  1101 

Statement:  "Where  the  proposed  route  parallels  the  Mackenzie  Highway 

or  other  planned  or  existing  roads,  it  could  eliminate 
some  of  the  potential  campsites  for  highway  travellers." 

Response: 

This  is  speculative.  The  impact  of  construction  activity  would  be  in 
winter  and  would  not  be  an  impact  on  recreational  quality.  The  long¬ 
term  impact  in  the  form  of  noise  from  compressor  stations  would  be 
relative  to  a  small  area  Immediately  surrounding  each  station.  The 
statement  should  be  omitted. 


114- 


Page  III  -  1134 


Statement : 


"Such  evaluation  la  doubly  difficult  In  the  case  of  a 
Canadian  pipeline  because  the  environmental  stipulations 
and  codes  to  which  pipelines  are  constructed  la  the 
United  States  are  not  enforceable  in  Canada. 
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Response: 

This  is  true,  since  the  Canadian  environment  will  be  evaluated  In  Canadian 
hearings  by  Canadian  standards. 


Page  III  -  1230 

Statement:  "If  mitigating  measures  are  unsuccessful  (as  they  are 

likely  to  be  at  some  places)  .  .  •  could  result  in 
serious  impact  such  as  liguifaction. . .  and  accelerated 
erosion  along  as  much  as  800  miles  of  the  route  north 
of  M.P .  600  on  the  mainline  and  on  the  supply  lines. 


Response: 

There  is  no  basis  for  this  statement.  The  mitigating  measures  have  been 
tested  at  various  locations  and  there  is  a  good  deal  of  experience  in 
permafrost  construction  in  the  arctic,  so  that  there  is  no  reason  to 
believe  that  the  mitigating  measures  would  be  so  unsuccessful  as  to 
allow  disaster  along  800  miles  of  the  route. 

The  statement  should  be  put  in  the  proper  context. 


Illo 


Page  III  -  1237 

Statement:  "The  most  critical  impact  on  a  long-term  basis  would  be 

the  cumulative  effects  of  recurring,  accidental  discharge 
of  fuel  oil  and  toxic  chemicals  into  streams." 


Response: 

There  is  no  basis  for  such  a  statement,  since  the  main  fuel  for  the  pipeline 
will  be  the  gas  which  is  being  transported  in  the  pipeline.  There  are 
requirements  for  only  very  small  quantities  of  other  fuels  and  lubricants 
at  the  compressor  stations.  The  Mackenzie  River,  for  at  least  the  last  40 
years,  has  been  the  main  shipment  artery  for  all  of  the  fuel  used  up  and 
down  the  Mackenzie  area,  and  the  requirement  of  the  pipeline  will  be 
insignificant. 


U7 
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Page  III  -  1785 

Statement:  Table  8. 1.2. 8.1 

Response: 

There  appears  to  be  some  discrepancy  In  the  miles  of  pipeline  shown  here. 
The  first  four  columns  appear  to  be  miles  of  pipeline  In  Canada,  while 
the  last  three  columns  appear  to  be  total  miles  of  pipeline  Involved  In 
each  particular  option,  that  is,  both  U.S.  and  Canada. 


Alternatives  -  Parts  m  -  1289  through  1903 

Earlier  sections  of  these  comments  relative  to  Part  III  of  the  Draft 
EIS  have  related  to  subjects  which  have  relevance  to  the  alternative 
corridors  and  routes  discussed  in  pages  1289-1903  of  Part  III,  as 
well  as  to  applicant's  Prime  Route.  In  addition,  in  some  instances, 
particular  reference  has  been  made,  under  the  specialized  subheadings 
set  forth  earlier,  to  statements  made  in  the  draft  EIS  in  those  pages 
relative  to  the  alternative  pipeline  routes. 

In  this  section,  comments  peculiarly  relevant  to  the  alternative 
routes  will  be  the  major  topic.  Only  those  routes  which  are  covered 
in  Part  III  will  be  discussed  herein.  Applicant  has  not  concentrated 
on  detailed  comments  relative  to  these  alternative  routes,  but  instead 
will  stress  points  of  more  overall  interest  and  significance,  in  most 
instances.  Lack  of  comment  does  not  necessarily  indicated  agreement 
particularly  since  many  points  commented  upon  relative  to  other 
portions  of  Parts  2  and  3  are  repeated  in  the  DEIS  relative  to  alterna¬ 
tive  routes. 

Reference  is  particularly  made  to  the  Comments  of  the  Arctic  Gas  Project 
relative  to  Alternative  Routes  in  relation  to  that  topic  in  Parts  I 
and  VI  of  the  DEIS. 

Interior  Route 

The  discussion  at  page  III  -  1406  should  note  the  effect  of  wage  employ-  ■ 
ment  for  Old  Crow  residents  during  the  operations  period,  which,  in  H 

combination  with  the  self  contained  nature  of  applicant's  construction,  woi^j-d  ifl 
ameliorate  any  "boom  and  bust"  effect.  The  same  would  be  true  of  Aklavik,0 
of  course. 

At  pages  1406-1407,  it  is  not  probable,  but  certain,  that  exploration 
activities  would  be  curtailed  or  ceased  if  no  pipeline  were  authorized. 

As  covered  elsewhere,  no  effect  on  caribou  migration,  except  in  small 
particular  areas  on  the  Interior  Route,  could  be  expected.  (Page  1409 
and  also  pages  1410-11) . 

On  the  same  page,  the  repetition  of  risk  of  archeological  sites  is  again  H yXX. 
unjustified. 

At  pages  1411,  references  to  loss  of  recreation  areas  and  Arctic  Natural 
Wildlife  Range  "wilderness"  elimination  are  unsupported  and  incorrect,  as 
discussed  elsewhere. 

Pages  1411-12,  elimination  of  communication  towers  is  likely,  by  use  of 
a  satellite  system. 


A.  Fort  Yukon  Corridor 

A  number  of  passages  from  pages  1413-1520  are  not  acceptable  to  Applicant, 
as  contrary  to  facts  discovered,  but  will  not  be  listed  here  since  they 
have  been  covered  by  subject  elsewhere  in  Comments  filed.  These  include 
references  to  water  problems,  extinction  of  vegetation,  injury  by  oper¬ 
ation  and  maintenance  activities,  fire,  air  pollution,  wildlife  disturb¬ 
ance,  noise,  archeological  destruction,  migration  pattern  of  caribou  and 
impact  on  recreation  areas. 

Fairbanks  Corridor 

Again,  many  passages  have  been  corrected  elsewhere.  Note  must  again 
be  made  of  unsupported  statements  regarding  permafrost  effects  (page 
1640-41),  mass  wasting,  water  problems  (pj  1656),  effect  on  wildlife 
(pages  1659-1663) ,  changes  in  breeding  a»d  foraging  habits  of  animals 
(page  1667),  and  archeological  damage  (page  1668). 

B.  Southern  Canadian  Corridors 


Each  of  the  "southern  Canadian"  alternative  routings  discussed  in  the 
DEIS  (pages  1672-1775) ,  except  the  Moose  Jaw  Corridor,  has  the  character¬ 
istic  of  (a)  requiring  a  longer  line  from  the  junction  of  the  east  and 
west  delivery  lines^  to  Kingsgate,  and  (b)  not  following  existing  gas 
pipelines  to  nearly  as  great  a  (and  in  some  cases,  any)  degree.  Thus,  the 
flexibility  of  possible  interchange  and  use  of  any  future  excess  capacity 
would  be  lessened,  as  would  use  of  the  corridors  chosen  in  the  United 
States. 


ns 


Babbage  Bight  Corridor 

This  corridor  is  related  only  to  a  north  arctic  coast  liquefaction  plant 
and  tanker  system.  That  system  is  not  economic,  but  the  corridor  is 
similar  to  the  Prime  Route  of  applicant,  in  many  respects. 


Comparison  of  Impacts  for  All  Alternatives 

As  noted,  the  table  on  page  1785  is  not,  and  apparently  does  not  purport 
to  be,  strictly  accurate. 

Many  of  the  same  alleged  impacts  as  have  been  discussed  and  disputed  earlier 
are  repea ted,  such  as  allegedly  mammal  rich  area  crossed  by  the  Prime 
Route  (page  1814),  "severe"  impact  on  birds  (page  1816),  allegedly  bad 
social  and  economic  impacts  (page  1820)  and  destruction  of  alleged  wilder 
ness  on  the  Prime  Route  (page  1833),  which  is  incorrect. 


HI 


Consultation,  Coordination  and  Review 

See  Comments  relative  to  Part  VII  of  the  DEIS. 


I 
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Alternative  42  inch  Supply  Lines 

Since  Applicant  believes  that  many  impacts  of  the  "Prime"  system  have 
been  overstated,  the  passages  on  page  1779-80  are  considered  to  be  over¬ 
stated  too,  although  gently  put. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  impacts  of  looping  are  not  much  different 
for  different  size  pipe:  they  are  just  likely  to  occur  earlier  if  smaller 
pipe  is  first  used.  (It  is  unlikely  that  expansion  of  available  supplies 
would  ultimately  put  throughput  between  the  capacity  of  a  42  inch  and  a 
48  inch  line,  so  that  use  of  the  latter  would  only  obviate  need  for  looping) 
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B.  Grizzly  Bears 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Alaska  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
Relative  to  the  Canada  Volume 
of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
October  28,  1975 


II  Wildlife/Fisheries 
A.  Caribou 

1.  Statement  revised  to  read  "The  area  skirts  the  seasonal 
range  of  the  Bluenose  Caribou  herd."  See  FEIS,  page  237. 

2.  Statement  revised  (FEIS,  see  page  227)  to  incorporate 
suggested  change. 

3.  Statement  revised  to  state  the  known  localities  where  wood¬ 
land  caribou  occur,  (FEIS,  see  page  227). 

4.  Statement  revised  (FEIS,  see  pages  425,  426)  to  include  the 
change  suggested. 

5.  Reference  to  specific  numbers  of  summer  personnel  deleted 
from  FEIS  (see  page  427). 

6.  The  draft  statement  (FEIS,  see  page  427)  changed  as  it 
includes  no  errors  of  fact  and,  further,  it  cannot  be 
assumed  aircraft  controls  can  be  completely  effective. 

An  additional  reference,  (McCourt  and  Horstraan,  1974) 
has  been  added  both  in  support  of  the  statement  and  as  a 
reflection  of  Applicant's  research  on  the  caribou  problem. 
The  Applicant's  mitigation  measures  appear  in  Section  4  of 
the  FEIS. 

7.  Minor  revision  and  reorganization  made  (FEIS,  see  page  427) 
to  clarify  the  greater  role  of  the  Dempster  Highway  in 
providing  human  access  to  the  caribou  herd. 

8.  The  Applicant's  argument  that  caribou  behavior  not  affected 
by  compressor  station  noise  on  a  short-term  basis  will  not 
be  affected  in  a  longer  term  may  perhaps  prove  to  be  correct 
but  we  do  not  know  this.  Therefore,  the  draft  statement  is 
allowed  to  stand  and,  with  regards  to  Applicant's  research 
revised  only  in  a  minor  way,  in  accordance  with  the  facts, 
to  read,  "These  results,  however,  relate  to  short-term 
trials.  Whether  caribou  will  adapt  to  long-continued  noise 
emission  or  will  be  adversely  affected  was  not  addressed  by 
these  tests."  (FEIS,  see  page  427.) 

9.  Revision  made,  (FEIS,  see  page  619)  to  reflect  the  Porcupine 
Herd  winters  "...  well  south  of  the  pipeline  route." 


10.  The  draft  statement  is  a  fair  appraisal  of  the  grizzly 
bear  problem  and  the  critical  comments  of  the  Applicant 
are  not  in  conflict,  therefore,  the  statement  remains 
basically  unchanged  although  reworded  in  a  minor  way  in 
the  interest  of  making  it  clear  that  it  does  not  apply 
only  to  the  construction  period,  (FEIS,  see  pages  432,  433) 

C.  Moose  and  Deer 

11.  Comments  on  moose  were  reworded  somewhat,  (FEIS,  see  page 
227)  but  distribution  in  the  Southern  Mackenzie  Region  was 
stated  simply  in  terms  of  areas  where  moose  are  "abundant" 
or  "common".  The  additional  comments  suggested  by  the 
Applicant  are  worthwhile  but  for  some  inexplicable  reason 
were  not  included. 

12.  Statement  revised,  (FEIS,  see  page  227)  to  eliminate  the 
careless,  overly  generalized  comment  on  "some  species". 

This  portion  of  the  statement  was  revised  in  response  to 
the  East  Fort  Simpson  route  change. 

13.  The  statement  criticized  was  deleted  from  the  FEIS, 

(see  page  429). 

14.  The  statement  criticized  was  deleted  from  the  FEIS, 

(see  page  637). 

15.  As  suggested  by  the  Applicant,  the  draft  comments  on 
range  carrying  capacity  for  deer  were  deleted  from  the 
FEIS,  (see  page  428). 

D.  Dali  Sheep 

16.  Draft  statement  revised  to  read,  "Grizzly  bears  are  common 
on  the  uplands  and  Dali  sheep  are  found  at  higher  eleva¬ 
tions."  (FEIS,  see  page  222). 

17.  Draft  revised  to  include  Applicant's  comments  on  mammal 
distribution  east  of  Fort  Macpherson,  (FEIS,  see  page  222). 

18.  The  draft  statement  has  not  been  changed.  Hunting  is  a 
problem  and  even  though  the  Applicant  controls  firearms 
on  work  spreads  circumvention  of  the  ingenuity  of  avid 
hunters  may  not  be  possible.  Further,  the  project  will 
probably  attract  many  people  over  whom  no  control  is 
possible.  With  respect  to  aircraft  disturbance,  the 
comment  was  applied  to  a  broader  range  of  the  public 
than  "project  personnel".  The  Applicant's  mitigation  of 
hunting  and  aircraft  disturbances  is  treated  in  Section 
4  of  the  FEIS. 


19.  Draft  statement  not  considered  to  require  change  as  it 
is  consistent  with  Arctic  Gas  Environmental  Statement 
(Fig.  4.9-6)  and  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series. 
Vol.  22  (Feist,  £t  al). 

20.  The  draft  statement  is  correct  even  though  the  Interior 
Route  has  more  Dali  sheep  range  than  the  proposed  route, 
therefore,  it  is  allowed  to  stand  unchanged.  (FEIS,  see 
page  592). 

E.  Furbearers 


32.  The  draft  statement  was  not  changed  in  the  FEIS,  (see 
page  706)  as  the  view  that  wolverines  would  "likely" 

be  affected  is  believed  to  be  correct.  The  Applicant's 
view  that  such  is  "unlikely"  leaves  equal  grounds  for 
uncertainty.  That  there  would  be  some  reduction  of  wol¬ 
verines  seems  a  truism  in  view  of  their  historical  re- 
r  sponse  to  humans  and  their  activities. 

I 

33.  Draft  statement  qualified  to  indicate  "in  most  instances' 
impacts  on  mammals  would  be  greater  where  the  pipeline 
route  departs  from  the  highway,  (FEIS,  see  page  707). 


21.  Table  corrections  made  in  accordance  with  Applicant's 
information,  (FEIS,  see  page  224). 

22.  Table  correction  made  in  accordance  with  Applicant's 
information,  (FEIS,  see  page  225). 

23.  Draft  statement  revised  to  incorporate  Applicant's  cor¬ 
rections,  (FEIS,  see  page  222). 

24.  Draft  statement  corrected  to  include  correction  regarding 
moose  distribution,  (FEIS,  see  page  222). 

25.  Black  bear,  lynx  and  at  least  one  squirrel  species  are 
listed  on  the  table.  There  is  no  apparent  inconsistency 
between  text  and  table  and  both  remain  in  FEIS  unchanged 
(see  page  222  et  seq.). 

26.  Statement  revised  to  eliminate  comparison  with  areas  east 
°i  Travaillant  Lake,  (FEIS,  see  page  222). 


F.  Birds 

34.  Draft  statement  revised  to  include  migratory  information 
provided  by  Applicant,  (FEIS,  see  page  435). 

35.  Draft  statement  is  considered  valid  and  remains  unchanged 
in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  436).  It  is  supported  by  Schweins- 
burg  in  Biological  Report  Series,  Vol.  14.  All  resting 
and  feeding  snow  geese  were  disturbed  by  overflights  of 

a  Cessna  at  all  altitudes  up  to  10,000  feet. 

36.  Draft  statement  not  changed,  (FEIS,  see  page  436). 

37.  Draft  statement  retained  in  FEIS,  (see  page  437). 

38.  Draft  statement  revised  to  consider  ducks  as  impacted 
only  one  mile  on  either  side  of  the  right-of-way  and  the 
number  of  ducks  affected  reduced  to  20,000  over  the  1000 
miles  of  pipeline  considered,  (FEIS,  see  page  438). 


27. 


Draft  statement  revised  in  accordance  with  information 
on  wetland  species  provided  by  the  Applicant  (FEIS,  see 

na  op  7  77  ^ 


Draft  statement  revised  to  delete  reference  to  pesti¬ 
cides,  (FEIS,  see  page  439)  and  to  moderate  the  specula¬ 
tive  aspects. 


28.  Draft  statement  corrected  to  clarify  meaning  (FEIS.  see 
page  430). 


Draft  statement  rephrased  to  make  more  explicit  that  it 
applies  to  U.S.  law  on  endangered  species,  (FEIS,  see 
page  439). 


29.  Draft  statement  revised  to  reflect  wolf  is  dependent  u 
either  moose  or  caribou,  (FEIS,  see  page  431). 

30.  The  Applicant's  notation  re  carrion-feeding  foxes  does 
not  negate  the  draft  statement  and  it  is  retained  in  t 
FEIS,  (see  page  431). 


31.  The  basis  for  the  estimate  on  wolverines  is  stated  and 

it  is  acknowledged  there  is  no  way  of  proving  it  without 
performing  the  experiment,  as  is  true  with  all  such  pre¬ 
dictions.  No  substantive  change  has  been  made  in  the 
draft  comment,  (FEIS,  see  page  433). 


41.  Although  a  "minor  revision"  was  indicated  for  the  raptors 
at  Campbell  Lake  it  appears  the  draft  statement  remains 
unchanged  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  441).  The  fact  that 
peregrines  are  persisting  in  the  presence  of  disturb¬ 
ances  at  this  time,  however,  does  not  negate  the  need 
to  anticipate  the  effects  of  planned  developments  which 
may  be  synergistic. 

G.  Fish 

42*  Arctic  cisco  added  to  Table  2. 1.2. 7—1  as  suggested  by 
Applicant,  (FEIS,  see  page  209). 
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43.  Draft  statement  changed  to  read,  "Spring-fed  streams 
are  used  also  as  spawning  sites  by  Arctic  Char,  (FEIS, 
see  page  205) . 

44.  Draft  statement  revised  to  delete  reference  to  Chick 
Lake,  (FEIS,  see  page  210). 

45.  Draft  statement  revised  to  indicate  at  least  48  species 
of  freshwater  and  anadromous  fishes  have  been  reported 
from  the  Mackenzie  River  system,  (FEIS,  see  page  210). 

Table  2. 1.1. 7-3,  (FEIS,  see  pages  213,  214)  changed  to 
include  mountain  whltefish,  round  whitefish,  inconnu 
and  Peamouth. 

46.  Agree  with  Applicant's  comments  with  respect  to  Table 

2.1. 2. 7- 4  except  for  the  position  that  many  of  the  fish 
species  shown  as  inhabitants  are  found  only  near  the  stream 
mouths  and  should  not  be  included.  Arctic  char  has  been 
deleted  from  the  table  for  the  Great  Bear  River  and  Arctic 
grayling  and  humpback  whitefish  added  for  Vermilion  Creek 
as  suggested  by  Applicant,  (FEIS.  see  page  214). 

47.  Reference  to  Lac  La  Martre  deleted  from  text  and  Table 

2.1.2. 7- 5,  (FEIS,  see  page  217). 

48.  The  draft  statement  changed  only  to  indicate  the  refer¬ 
enced  research  data  of  McMahon  and  Cartier  are  "in"  not 
"from"  the  Environment  Protection  Board  publication,  al¬ 
though  it  does  not  seem  to  make  much  difference.  On  the 
face  of  it  all  this  implies  is  the  writer  used  a  second¬ 
ary  rather  than  the  primary  source. 

49.  The  draft  statement  is  retained  without  change,  (FEIS, 
see  page  385). 

50.  This  section  is  in  no  conflict  with  facts,  does  not  exag¬ 
gerate  the  sedimentation  problem  and  therefore  has  not 
been  rewritten.  Minor  changes  have  been  made  in  wording 
and  the  sentence,  (DEIS,  see  page  957)  reading  "This  would 
cause  a  heavy  load  of  sediments  and  turbidity  to  proceed 
down  the  Mackenzie"  has  been  deleted. 

51.  The  draft  statement  does  not  indicate  there  will  be  stream 
blockage  but  only  the  fact  it  will  be  detrimental  if  it 
occurs.  The  statement  has  not  been  changed. 

52.  The  draft  statement  speaks  of  potential  blockage  of  streams 
by  berms,  wharves  and  barges  and  does  not  say  blockage  must 
occur.  The  statement  has  not  been  changed. 

53.  The  Applicant's  assurance  of  mitigation  of  the  problem 
of  velocity  barriers  to  fish  movements  is  accepted  but 
this  requires  no  change  in  the  statement  on  the  potential 
barrier. 


64.  An  estimate  Gf  compressor  stack  emissions  is  provided 
in  the  FEIS,  (see  pages  493,  494). 

IV.  Ecosystems 

65.  In  closer  conformity  with  the  basic  outline,  consider¬ 
able  reorganization  of  the  DEIS  has  been  made,  and  some 
new  material  added,  for  the  FEIS.  The  descriptions  of 
vegetation  includes  a  treatment  of  "Human  Influences  on 
Existing  Vegetation"  (FEIS,  see  page  201  £t  seq. )  which 
gives  some  perspective  to  past  impacts  on  wilderness 
along  the  lines  suggested  by  the  Applicant's  comments 
under  "Ecosystems  Summary".  Also  see  "Unique,  Sensitive, 
and  (or)  Threatened  Ecosystems  or  Communities,  (FEIS, 
see  page  204).  The  treatment  on  ecosystems  appears 
under  "Ecological  Considerations",  Section  2. 1.2.8  (FEIS, 
see  page  242  et  seq.).  It  is  believed  the  FEIS  treat¬ 
ment  of  ecosystems  is  a  balanced  appraisal  of  the  general 
nature  of  potential  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  project. 

66.  The  draft  statement  criticized  by  the  Applicant  is  re¬ 
stated  to  read,  "The  impact  would  be  major  on  wilderness 
values  and  moderate  to  minor  on  the  natural  ecosystem 
characteristics  which  the  ecological  reserves  and  wild¬ 
life  range  would  preserve",  (FEIS,  see  page  400). 

67.  The  draft  statement  is  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page 

490) . 

68.  Draft  statement  revised  to  clarify  the  fact  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  pipeline  would  be  additive  to  the  visual  impact 
created  by  highway  and  seismic  lines.  (FEIS,  see  page 

491) . 

V.  Engineering 

69.  The  draft  statement  has  been  modified  to  reflect  only 
the  strong  probability  that  landslides  exist  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  proposed  crossing.  Documented  examples 
of  landslides  at  presumably  similar  river  crossings  have 
been  included  by  addition  of  four  references.  Man-made 
features  were  not  considered  in  the  discussion,  (FEIS, 
see  pages  121,  124). 

70.  Draft  statement  retained  (FEIS,  see  page  325).  except 
for  deletion  of  final  sentence  on  depth  of  water  freez¬ 
ing  as  a  consequence  of  snow  removal  from  ice-covered 
lakes . 

71.  The  draft  statement  has  been  rewritten,  (FEIS,  see  page 
358)  although  the  basic  evaluation  remains  the  same. 


54.  The  draft  statement  is  elementary,  straightforward  and 
correct  and  has  not  been  changed  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page 
419). 

55.  The  draft  statement  on  increased  fishing  pressure  has 
not  been  changed.  The  Applicant's  mitigation  measures 
appear  in  Section  4  of  the  FEIS. 

56.  All  references  to  the  Martin  River  have  been  deleted 
as  no  longer  applicable,  (FEIS,  see  page  490). 

57.  The  draft  statement  regarding  the  Great  Bear  River  is 
retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  491)  and  the  reference 
to  the  Liard  River  deleted. 

58.  This  draft  statement  on  salmon  migration  is  irrelevant 
and  has  been  deleted  from  the  FEIS,  (see  page  618). 

59.  The  draft  statement  did  not  distinguish  "significant 
immediate  effect  on  sediment  loads  in  the  Porcupine" 
from  sedimentation  which  might  occur  in  the  thaw  season 
following  construction  or  later.  While  winter-dry  streams 
would  avoid  the  major,  immediate  impact  the  potential, 
subsequent  erosion  and  sedimentation  and  turbidity  threats 
to  spawning  and  nursery  areas  of  the  Old  Crow  and  Porcu¬ 
pine  Rivers  must  be  anticipated.  The  draft  statement 

is  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  636). 

60.  The  suggested  reference  on  fish  distribution  (Griffiths, 
Sekerak  and  Jones,  1974)  has  been  included  in  the  FEIS, 
(see  pages  691,  820). 

III.  Air  Quality 

61.  The  three  draft  statements  concerning  temperature  of  ice 
fog  formation  require  a  single  change.  The  temperature 
of  -25°F  mentioned  (DEIS,  see  page  774)  has  been  changed 
to  -22°F  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  326). 

62.  It  is  agreed  that  sulphur  dioxide  damage  to  plants  is 
unlikely.  The  DEIS  comments  have  been  rewritten  .and  an 
analysis  presented  which  is  in  agreement  with  that  of 
the  Applicant,  (FEIS,  see  pages  406,494).  Although  it 

is  concluded  there  will  be  no  long-term  effects  on  lichens 
the  cautioning  comment  quoted  from  Hernandez  (1974)  is 
retained,  based  on  the  argument  that  we  do  not  know  the 
long-term  cumulative  effects  of  very  low  levels  of  sulphur 
dioxide. 

63.  The  draft  statement  on  NOx  concentration  has  been  deleted 
in  a  completely  new  treatment  of  Section  3. 1.2. 4  -  air 
quality,  (FEIS,  see  page  492  et  seq. ) . 


72.  The  draft  statement  is  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page 
357)  as  there  is  lack  of  agreement  with  the  Applicant's 
view  that  heave  is  not  a  problem. 

73.  Draft  statement  retained  in  FEIS,  (see  page  357). 

74.  Draft  statement  retained  in  FEIS,  (see  page  359).  Appli¬ 
cant's  mitigation  measures  appear  in  Section  4  of  the 
FEIS. 

75.  Draft  statement  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  365, 

368  et^  seq.  )  . 

76.  The  draft  statement  on  "Earthquakes  and  Active  Faults" 
is  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  370,  372). 

77.  The  draft  treatment  of  snow  roads  has  been  rewritten 
incorporating  results  of  the  Inuvik  road  tests  (FEIS, 
see  pages  395-399). 

78.  The  draft  statement  when  read  in  complete  context  appears 
to  be  clearly  stated.  The  specific  statement  singled 
out  by  the  Applicant  has  been  clarified  in  the  second 
paragraph  under  "Roads  and  Airstrips",  (FEIS,  see  page 
627). 

79.  The  draft  statement  evaluates  potential  impacts  and  is 
retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  pages  630,  631).  Mitigation 
measures  are  to  be  found  in  Section  4  of  the  FEIS. 

80.  There  are  many  remaining  uncertainties  concerning  frost 
heave,  as  discussed  under  "Permafrost  Thawing  and  Frost 
Heave",  (FEIS,  see  page  628  et  seq.).  To  the  paragraph 
from  which  the  Applicant  quotes  the  following  sentence 
has  been  added:  "Further,  the  Applicant  has  not  demon¬ 
strated  that  a  buried,  chilled  pipeline  can  be  operated 
safely  in  the  permafrost  region,  especially  in  the  dis¬ 
continuous  permafrost  zone."  (FEIS,  see  page  630). 

81.  No  change  required  in  FEIS,  (see  page  630).  Applicant's 
plans  are  recorded  in  Section  4  of  the  FEIS  (Mitigation). 

82.  Draft  statement  revised  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  634)  to 
include  mention  of  Inuvik  tests. 

VI.  Socio-Economic  Factors 

83.  Draft  statements  revised  as  suggested  by  Applicant,  (FEIS, 
see  pages  265,  266). 

84.  Draft  statement  revised  as  suggested  by  Applicant,  (FEIS, 
see  page  450). 
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85.  The  draft  statement  is  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  pages 
473.  479). 

86.  Draft  statement  modified  to  reflect  actual  number  of 
employees  during  construction  versus  operations,  (FEIS, 
see  page  473). 

87.  Draft  statement  qualified  in  minor  way,  (FEIS,  see  page 
582). 

88.  Draft  statement  retained  in  FEIS,  (see  page  582). 

89.  Draft  statement  clarified  by  rewording  to  reflect  impact 

is  on  the  economy,  not  on  income,  (FEIS,  see  page  587). 

90.  Correction  made  to  Table  7. 1.2. 8-1,  FEIS,  see  page  598). 

91.  Minor  rewording  of  draft  statement  to  indicate  it  was 

quoted  from  source  materials.  It  is  a  considered  opinion, 
no  doubt  partly  subjective  and  may  or  may  not  be  valid 

in  the  future  20  years. 

92.  Draft  statement  changed  in  conformance  with  Applicant's 
information,  (FEIS,  see  page  36). 

93.  Draft  statement  not  changed,  (FEIS,  see  page  36). 

94.  Table  1.1. 2. 7-2  has  been  changed  in  conformance  with 

Applicant's  corrections,  (FEIS,  see  page  51). 

95.  Draft  statement  revised,  (FEIS,  see  page  53). 

96.  Draft  statement  retained  in  FEIS,  (see  page  54). 

97.  The  draft  discussion  of  "Other  Geologic  Hazards"  has 
been  rewritten  and  expanded,  (FEIS,  see  pages  124,  125). 

98.  The  draft  statement  does  not  appear  in  the  FEIS. 

99.  Draft  statement  corrected  in  FEIS,  (see  page  247). 

100.  Figures  2. 1.2. 9-2  and-3  corrected  in  FEIS,  (see  pages 
252,  253). 

101.  Correction  made  in  FEIS.  (see  page  292). 

102.  The  draft  statement  is  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page 

325) .  Mitigation  measures  are  treated  in  Section  4  of 
the  FEIS. 

103.  Draft  statement  revised  to  delete  some  phrases  criticized 
by  the  Applicant  and  to  add  some  Applicant-furnished 
facts  on  percentage  of  non-flying  days,  (FEIS,  see  page 

326) . 


117.  The  draft  statement  in  total  is  a  fair  appraisal  of  a 
widely  recognized  potential  problem  and  is  retained  in 
the  FEIS,  (see  page  580). 

118.  Draft  Table  8. 1.2. 8-1  has  been  corrected  and  revised 

and  appears  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  787)  as  Table  8. 1.2. 9-1. 

119.  The  draft  statement  has  been  modified  in  the  FEIS,  (see 
page  640)  to  read  "...  leaving  the  community  with  a 
reduced  economic  base  ...". 

120.  The  draft  statement  has  been  reworded  slightly  without 
changing  the  meaning,  (FEIS,  see  page  640). 

121.  The  draft  statements  criticized  are  consistent  with  Appli¬ 
cant's  comment  within  the  critical  statement  itself  and 
are  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  pages  641,  642). 

122.  Draft  statement  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  641). 
Salvage  operations  may  diminish  but  not  prevent  archae¬ 
ological  damage  under  unfavorable  conditions  of  winter 
construction. 

123.  The  entire  draft  statement  referring  to  the  Arctic  Wild¬ 
life  Range  in  Alaska  has  been  deleted  from  the  Canadian 
FEIS,  (see  page  642). 

124.  Draft  statement  modified  in  FEIS,  (see  page  642)  to  indi¬ 
cate  possibility  of  a  satellite  communication  system. 

125.  Responses  to  Applicant's  criticisms  of  the  draft  state¬ 
ment  as  pertaining  to  his  proposed  route  have  been  applied 
equally  and  consistently  to  the  FEIS  treatment  of  the 
Fort  Yukon,  Fairbanks  and  other  alternative  Corridors 

and  Routes. 

126.  The  Applicant's  comments  regarding  the  Southern  Canada 
Corridors  are  no  doubt  true  but  carry  no  implication  of 
required  change  in  the  environmental  impact  evaluation 
of  the  several  corridors  or  options.  The  draft  state¬ 
ment  has,  however  been  considerably  reorganized  and 
revised  for  the  FEIS. 

127.  The  Applicant's  comments  regarding  the  Babbage  Bight 
Corridor  are  acknowledged  and  the  implication  accepted. 

The  restriction  of  this  Corridor  to  the  Arctic  coast 
has  been  emphasized  in  the  FEIS. 

128.  The  draft  statement  regarding  the  "Alternatives  of  42- 
inch  Supply  Line"  is  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  pages 
784,  785). 


104.  Sentence  added  to  draft  statement  to  indicate  Applicant's 
preference  for  river  barge  transportation,  (FEIS,  see 
page  326). 

105.  Draft  statement  revised  to  clarify  the  need  for  ice 
breaker  support,  (FEIS,  see  page  326). 

106.  The  draft  statement  is  considered  to  be  correct  but  a 
phrase  was  added,  (FEIS,  see  page  327)  to  reflect  experi¬ 
ence  with  non-refrigerated  pipeline  construction  in  north¬ 
ern  Alberta. 

107.  The  entire  draft  section  on  soils  has  been  revised  in 
the  FEIS,  (see  page  373-375). 

108.  Draft  statement  revised  and  corrected,  (FEIS,  see  page 
390). 

109.  The  draft  statement  is  considered  to  be  correct  and  is 
retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  414).  It  is  irrelevant 
that  some  sites  have  been  extended  to  include  proposed 
right-of-way  in  order  to  monitor  effects.  This  is  laud¬ 
able  and  takes  advantage  of  an  opportunity.  It  does  not 
follow  that  IBP  objectives  encourage  pipeline  crossings 
of  sites  in  order  to  monitor  effects. 

110.  The  draft  statement  has  been  rephrased  slightly  to  indi¬ 
cate  most  caribou  activity  lies  south  of  the  proposed 
route,  but  basically  the  idea  expressed  is  believed  to 
be  correct  and  is  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  425). 

111.  Regrettably,  the  criticism  of  the  number  of  airstrips 
at  Inuvik  was  overlooked  and  remains  uncorrected  in  the 
FEIS,  (see  page  441). 

112.  Draft  statement  revised  to  include  the  Firth  River  site 
mentioned  by  the  Applicant,  (FEIS,  see  page  488). 

113.  Draft  statement  tempered  somewhat  by  stating  the  right- 
of-way  would  "reduce  photographic  appeal",  (FEIS,  see 
page  490)  rather  than  "severely  impair".  One  cannot 
agree  with  the  criticism  that  such  statements  "should 
be  omitted  because  it  reflects  the  personal  attitude 

of  the  author  only". 

114.  The  draft  statement  is  retained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page 
491). 

115.  Requires  no  comment. 

116.  The  draft  statement  has  been  revised  and  put  in  context 
in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  577). 


129.  See  Item  #118  above  regarding  the  table  on  DEIS,  page 
1785. 

Applicant's  specific  references  to  "alleged  impacts" 
as  being  incorrect  are  not  acceptable  and  all  are  re¬ 
tained  in  the  FEIS,  (see  page  785  et  seq. ) . 

130.  Part  VII,  (DEIS)  comments  noted  and  require  no  response. 
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I  regret  the  volume  of  these  comments.  In  our  appli¬ 
cations  to  the  Department,  as  well  as  to  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  we  were  faced  with  the  difficult  job  of  paring  down 
six  years  (now  almost  7*s)  of  research  and  study,  to  present  a 
comprehensible  and  manageable  body  of  information.  In  the  bio¬ 
logical  area,  we  tried  to  solve  it  by  producing  our  Biological 
Report  Series:  a  34-volume  (and  still  climbing)  set  of  incredibly 
detailed  studies  upon  which  much  of  our  environmentally  related 
planning  has  been  based.  We  made  these  available  to  the  EIS 
staff,  as  well  as  a  number  of  other  backup  reports  in  engineer¬ 
ing  and  other  areas,  when  asked  questions  on  a  topic.  Thus,  our 
applications  and  supporting  exhibits  were  substantial,  but  not 
monumental,  in  bulk,  but  were  supplemented  by  "backup"  documents. 

However,  we  now  find  some  claims  of  insufficient  detail, 
relative  to  some  areas,  so  we  must  now  provide  further  summaries 
of  our  detailed  work,  which  accounts  for  much  of  the  bulk  of 
these  comments.  Multiple  backup  reports  listed  on  the  attached 
page  are  also  submitted  herewith. 

We,  of  course,  stand  ready  to  amplify  upon  any  points 
made,  either  in  further  written  submissions  or  orally. 

The  here  submitted  comments  deal  with  Parts  I,  II, 

III,  VI  and  VII  of  the  EIS.  The  comments  on  Parts  I  and  VI  are 
made  jointly  with  our  three  companion  applicants.  Those  com¬ 
panion  applicants,  for  pipelines  in  the  "contiguous  United  States", 
will  deal  separately  with  Parts  IV  and  V.  Those  companies  are: 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  -  Part  V 

Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Alaska)  -  Part  IV 

Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  -  Part  IV 

In  addition,  we  here  submit,  on  behalf  of  the  four 
companies  named  above,  comments  relative  to  the  "Executive 
Highlights"  volume  issued.  They  consist  of  a  two-page  general 
commentary,  followed  by  (pages  3-24)  a  revised  version  of  the 
original  text  (proposed  deletions  are  crossed  off,  proposed 
new  language  is  underlined) . 

As  noted  in  the  general  commentary,  a  summary  such  as 
the  "Executive  Highlights"  inevitably  badly  distorts  the  full 
"Statement",  in  compression.  Accordingly,  we  believe  there 
should  not  be  an  "Executive  Highlights"  and  urge  it  be  abandoned. 

If  not,  however,  it  should  be  changed  as  proposed. 

The  same  is  true  of  Part  I  -  Overview,  albeit  to  a 
lesser  extent.  It  too  compresses  and  distorts,  and  should  be 
abandoned.  We  submit  comments  on  it,  too  (but  not  a  redraft 
however) . 


October  28,  1975 


The  Honorable  William  Lyons 
Deputy  Under  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Interior 
C.  St.  bet  18th  &  19th  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Re :  Attached  Comments  of  Arctic  Gas  Project  companies  relative 

to  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  United  States 

Department  of  Interior  regarding  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Trans¬ 

portation  System" . 


Dear  Mr.  Lyons, 

In  supplementation  of  its  comments  delivered  orally 
at  the  hearing  held  relative  to  the  above  referenced  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) ,  I  here  submit,  on  behalf 
of  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company  and  other  companies  of 
the  Arctic  Gas  Project,  which  is  the  subject  of  a  substantial 
portion  of  that  EIS,  multiple  copies  of  written  comments  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  EIS.  It  is  hopeful  that  these  comments  will  be 
useful  to  your  staff  in  making  the  corrections  and  amplifica¬ 
tions  required  to  produce  an  adequate  Final  EIS. 

In  basic  summary,  we  believe  that  the  standard  and 
research  information  available  establishes  that  the  very  limited 
number  of  significant  defects  or  apprehensions  of  significant 
deficiencies  suggested  in  the  EIS  relative  to  the  Arctic  Gas 
Project  are  not  well  founded  in  fact,  as  we  will  show  in  the 
comments.  The  required  corrections  indicated  thereby,  in  com¬ 
bination  with  the  basic  work  of  the  EIS,  demonstrate,  we  submit, 
that  the  natural  gas  pipeline  system  proposed  by  the  members  of 
the  Arctic  Gas  Project  can  be  constructed  and  operated  in  a  man¬ 
ner  fully  protective  of  the  environment,  while  helping  to  bring 
the  huge  natural  gas  resources  of  northern  Alaska  to  the  market 
areas  which  so  badly  need  that  gas,  to  replace  uncertain  supplies 
of  overseas  energy,  which  is  far  less  desirable  environmentally. 
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Some  explanation  of  the  organization  of  the  comments 
submitted  herewith  may  be  helpful  to  you  and  your  colleagues. 

The  Part  I  comments,  following  the  introduction, 
proceed  in  page  number  order.  Since  the  DEIS  is  repetitious, 
the  comments  are  too,  to  some  extent,  although  we  have  not 
always  repeated  comments  each  time  they  are  germane.  Further, 
since  the  Part  I  "Overview",  and  the  other  "Parts"  (as  well  as 
the  "Executive  Highlights")  substantially  overlap  and  duplicate, 
we  sometimes  repeat  in  our  comments,  but  sometimes  not,  as 
exhaustion  set  in. 

The  comments  relative  to  Parts  II  and  III  are  in 
somewhat  different  form.  The  "Introduction"  to  the  Part  II 
and  III  comments  is  again  intended  to  give  an  overview,  to 
note  omissions,  and  instances  of  less  or  more  than  justified 
emphases,  and  to  comment  generally  on  the  EIS. 

Second,  the  basic  organization  of  the  "Detailed 
Comments"  to  Parts  II  and  III  is  by  "Part"  of  the  EIS;  with 
groupings  by  subject  matter  as  subdividions  of  the  comments  on 
each  Part  (Such  as  Part  II-Caribou  Comments;  Part  Ill-Operations 
and  Maintenance  Comments,  etc.)  A  summary  of  each  subject  group¬ 
ing  is  followed  by  page-by-page  comments  relative  to  each  subject. 

Finally,  we  have  been  made  aware  of  a  report  dated 
March  15,  1975  by  "The  Aerospace  Corporation",  entitled  "Arctic 
Gas  Pipeline  Project,  Alaska  Arctic  Pipeline  Geotechnic  Evalua¬ 
tion,  Applicant:  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  apparently 
prepared  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior.  We  find  that  some  of  the  points  made  in  that 
report  have  been  carried  forward  into  the  EIS.  We  have  there¬ 
fore  found  it  necessary  to  comment  upon  that  "Aerospace"  Report 
too,  in  an  appendix  to  the  comments  submitted  here. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  be  in  touch  with  me,  or,  in 
my  absence,  with  Mr.  James  R.  Lowe  of  this  office,  if  we  can  be 
of  further  assistance. 

Very  truly  yours, 

/C 

William  W.  Brackett 

Enc. 

jcu 

cc:  Mr.  R.  Koenings 
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herein  also  are  concurrently  filing  joint  comments  to  Part  VI  of  the  DEIS. 


Introduction 

While  the  final  environmental  Impact  statement  does  not  grant  or  deny 
any  right  or  privilege.  It  does  set  forth  and  evaluate  environmental  Impact 
as  a  basis  for  Informed  decision  making.  Whether  the  decision  Involved  Is 
the  grant  of  a  right-of-way  permit  across  federal  land  by  the  Secretary  of 
Interior,  the  granting  of  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity 
by  the  Federal  Power  Comission,  or  some  other  federal  action,  the  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statement  should  form  an  objective  and  reasonable  basis  upon 
which  to  consider  such  decision. 

It  is  critically  Important,  therefore,  at  the  beginning  of  these  com¬ 
ments  to  emphasize  certain  principal  considerations  that  have  become 
obscured  within  the  sheer  bulk  of  the  17-volume  DEIS: 


T7  Individually  the  four  Applicants  are  referred  to  as  Alaskan  Arctic, 
ITA(A) ,  Northern  Border  and  PGT,  respectively.  Canadian  Arctic  Gas 
Pipeline  Limited  is  referred  to  herein  as  Canadian  Arctic  and  the  com¬ 
bined  Alaskan  Arctic,  Canadian  Arctic,  ITA(A),  Northern  Border  and 
PGT  systems  are  referred  to  as  the  Arctic  Gas  delivery  system. 
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PART  I  OVERVIEW 

(1)  First,  the  relative  extent  of  the  physical  impact  of  the 
the  natural  gas  pipelines  involved  should  be  more  clearly 
identified  at  the  outset  of  the  Overview.  The  proposed  pipeline 
will  be  buried  in  a  ditch  approximately  six  feet  wide  and,  in 
general,  the  surface  and  any  affected  subsurface  structures  will 
be  restored  to  essentially  their  pre-existing  condition.  The  area 
along  the  right-of-way  disturbed  during  construction  will  be  re¬ 
vegetated,  and  only  a  narrow  right-of-way  will  be  kept  clear  of 
trees,  tall  shrubs  and  brush,  the  remainder  reverting  to  its 
previous  use  or  condition.  In  farm  or  grazing  land,  the  entire 
right-of-way  can  revert  to  Its  previous  usage.  The  compressor 
stations  and  other  above-ground  facilities  will  be  located  many 
miles  apart  and  require  very  little  land  when  compared  to  the 
area  traversed  and  broad  area  of  the  North  American  continent 
served  by  the  project.  Moreover,  operation  of  the  proposed 
facilities  will  comply  with  all  requisite  noise,  air  and  water 
quality  standards. 

Hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles  of  natural  gas  transmission 
systems  have  been  constructed  In  the  United  States  during  the 
past  fifty  years. 2/  They  pass,  largely  unseen,  beneath  the 
ground,  with  a  safety,  efficiency  and  environmental  record  un¬ 
matched  by  any  other  form  of  transportation.  During  those  many 
years  of  experience  in  pipeline  construction,  methods  have  been 
developed  to  avoid  or  effectively  mitigate  any  undesirable  im¬ 
pacts.  To  illustrate  the  minimal  nature  of  the  physical  impact 
of  a  pipeline,  it  is  necessary  only  to  look  at  a  map  of  the 
hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles  of  natural  gas  and  other  pipelines 
which  honeycomb  this  country,  and  at  the  same  time-consider  that 
the  ordinary  citizen  is  normally  wholly  unaware  of  their  physical 
existence,  3/  although  he  should  be  manifestly  aware  that  he  can 
heat  his  home,  cook  his  food,  in  many  instances  obtain  employment, 
and  enjoy  a  myriad  of  benefits  because  of  their  existence  and 
operation. 

(2)  It  Is  equally  important  to  place  any  consideration  of  the 
environmental  impact  of  this  project  In  perspective  to  the  sub¬ 
stantial  benefits  It  will  bring  to  residential,  commercial  and 
high  priority  industrial  consumers  in  a  very  large  part  of  the 
United  States.  The  essential  point  that  must  be  recognized  from 
the  outset  is  that,  even  if  all  presently  projected  natural  gas 
supplies  from  whatever  source  are  in  fact  available  from  the  in¬ 
ception  of  this  project,  all  such  supplies  will  be  required  just 
to  meet  residential,  commercial  and  high  priority  Industrial  re¬ 
quirements.  Even  in  that  eventuality,  there  will  be  a  substantial 


2/  There  were  approximately  263,000  miles  of  natural  gas  transmission  pipe¬ 
line  constructed  in  the  United  States  as  of  December  31,  1974.  There 
were  an  additional  67,000  miles  of  natural  gas  gathering  and  field  lines 
and  approximately  646,000  miles  of  distribution  lines  (American  Gas 
Association  1974  Gas  Facts,  p.  50). 

3/  While  landowners  along  the  right-of-way  may  be  aware  of  the  construction 
of  the  pipeline,  the  construction  itself  takes  place  for  the  most  part 
within  a  very  limited  period  of  time  (generally,  about  four  weeks  at 
any  single  point). 
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PART  I  OVERVIEW 

shortfall.  For  example,  based  upon  Federal  Power  Commission 
("FPC")  estimates,  just  to  make  up  the  projected  decline  to  1985 
in  natural  gas  production  in  the  lower  48  states,  it  would  re¬ 
quire  over  five  (5)  projects  of  the  magnitude  here  proposed,  or 
approximately  one  hundred  (100)  standard  sized  coal  gasification 
plants. 

Without  this  project,  the  United  States  faces  annual  losses 
of  many  billions  of  dollars  in  Gross  National  Product  and  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  jobs  with  the  attendant  human  suffering  resulting 
therefrom.  But  the  unemployed  will  not  be  the  only  ones  affected. 
Residential  consumers  also  would  be  curtailed  in  many  areas  and 
forced  to  bear  the  economic  burden  of  conversion  to  other  forms 
of  energy,  assuming  other  forms  of  energy  are  available  and 
environmentally  acceptable,  an  assumption  for  which  there  is  no 
basis.  Even  then,  that  course  would  have  a  serious  adverse  Im¬ 
pact  on  the  total  energy  picture  and  unnecessarily  Increase 
dependence  on  foreign  oil. 

(3)  Finally,  there  is  the  question  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range,  and  Alaskan  Arctic's  proposed  route  across  that  area.  The 
total  impact  of  the  multiple  references  to  the  Range  in  the  DEIS 
leaves  the  impression  that  the  Wildlife  Range  is  totally  a  de 
facto  wilderness  area,  and  also  gives  no  clear  indication  of  the 
huge  size  of  the  Range.  The  bulk  of  the  Range  is,  of  course, 
uninhabited  mountain  area.  The  northern  few  miles  of  the  Range, 
however,  consists  of  flat  coastal  plain.  The  DEIS  should  reflect 
that  on  that  plain,  there  are  a  village,  several  active  or 
abandoned  DEW  line  stations,  used  and  abandoned  cabins,  active 
and  abandoned  airstrips  and  other  evidences  of  human  presence. 

The  plain  is  clearly  not  an  urban  area,  but  It  Is  also  not  a 
wilderness.  The  Coastal  Plain  has  been  used  as  a  transportation 
corridor  by  both  primitive  and  modern  man.  It  also  has  been^ 
used  for  technological  and  economic  reasons.  Alaskan  Arctic's 
experts  have  concluded  on  the  basis  of  comprehensive,  indeed  un- 
precendented,  environmental  studies  that  a  pipeline  along  the 
Coastal  Plain  would  have  the  least  environmental  impact  of  any 
routing  and  that  a  pipeline  across  the  Range  would  not  adversely 
impact  wildlife  useage  of  the  Range  or  the  Range  itself. 

A  statement  of  the  foregoing  considerations  at  the  outset  of  the  Over¬ 
view  is  essential  to  place  in  reasonable  perspective  any  objective  environ¬ 
mental  assessment  of  the  project.  While  the  DEIS  sets  forth  In  much  detail 
a  comprehensive  analysis  of  possible  environmental  impacts  of  the  project, 
persons  reviewing  it  should  have  a  balanced  view  from  the  beginning  con¬ 
cerning  the  general  Impact  of  the  project  in  relation  to  the  benefits 
provided.  In  actuality  there  are  no  significant  adverse  Impacts  arising 
from  the  project  which  cannot  be  avoided  or  effectively  mitigated.  Indeed, 
the  principal  and  overriding  Impact  of  the  project  is  to  provide  critically 
needed  volumes  of  natural  gas  to  consumers  In  a  broad  and  populous  area  of 
the  United  States. 
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To  establish  a  framework  for  assessing  the  gravity  of  the  need  for 
Alaskan  gas  in  the  lower  48  states,  the  initial  step  Is  to  recognize  the 
current  gas  supply-demand  Inbalance.  Natural  gas  production  In  the  lower 
48  states  peaked  out  in  1973,  declining  by  1.3  Tcf  or  six  percent  In  1974. 

This  is  equivalent  to  two  percent  of  the  total  energy  consumption  during 

1974  In  the  U.S.  Curtailments  by  pipelines  have  Increased  resulting  In 

reduced  levels  of  service  to  existing  customers.  This  overall  decline  In 

natural  gas  supplies  is  projected  to  continue  in  the  forseeable  future  as  ■  S’ 

evidenced  by  the  increases  in  the  number  of  present  FPC  curtailment  hearings.  ■ 

On  July  22,  1975,  the  House  Government  Operations  Committee  approved  a  sub-  I 
coamittee  report  on  "federal  preparedness  to  deal  with  the  natural  gas  short-  H 
age  emergency  this  coming  winter."  This  Congressional  report  attempts  to  V 
document  the  scope  and  seriousness  of  the  present  national  natural  gas 
shortage  emergency.  The  report  recognizes  that  natural  gas  curtailments 
over  the  coming  winter  of  1975-76  will  create  emergency  situations  affecting 
many  Industries.  More  specifically,  the  report  states: 


"Nearly  50  percent  of  American  Manufacturing  depends  upon  natural 
gas  for  In  excess  of  one-half  of  its  fuel-based  energy.  These  in¬ 
dustries  represent  at  least  one-half  of  the  manufacturing  value 
added,  shipments,  and  employment  outlets  of  the  American  economy. 

"Industries  with  an  excess  of  80  percent  dependence  upon  gas,  but 
faced  with  severe  curtailments,  include  chemicals,  petroleum  refining, 
fertilizers,  sugar,  metal  cans,  steel  pipe  and  tubing,  oil  — f  1  el d  mach¬ 
inery,  and  nonferrous  metals.  Any  disruption  of  these  basic  industries 
as  a  result  of  curtailed  gas  supply  will  have  a  twinfold  disastrous 
effect — increasing  unemployment  and  reducing  productivity.  Attendant 
price  increases  can  also  be  anticipated. 


"Conservation  efforts  are  limited  in  application  and  effect,  and 
when  viewed  In  terms  of  industrial  adoption,  propose  serious  dis¬ 
ruptions  in  manufacturing  activity. 

"Of  the  25  largest  natural  gas-using  industries  in  manufacturing 
(accounting  for  70  percent  of  total  use,  excluding  utilities), 
alternative  fuel  capability  exists  only  in  petroleum  refining  and 
steel. 

"In  gas-intensive  processes,  such  as  steel,  where  natural  gas  is 
essential  (for  billet  reheating  and  heating  treating  as  examples), 
curtailments  can  cause  sharp  decreases  in  production." 


The  report  further  states  that  federal  agencies  "are  not  prepared  at 
this  time  with  advance  plans  to  cope  with  adverse  effects  on  employment  and 
industrial  production  even  In  areas  where  they  know  now  will  be  hard  hit. 
There  Is  too  much  of  a  'wait  and  see'  attitude."  The  report  concludes 
that  "the  economic  health  and  national  security  of  the  Nation  are  endangered 
because  of  the  potential  adverse  effects  on  employment  and  Industrial  pro¬ 
duction."  As  for  the  decade  ahead,  the  FPC  Bureau  of  Natural  Gas  has 
estimated  that  gas  production  will  decline  to  13.8  trillion  cubic  feet  In 
1985  from  22.5  Tcf  In  1973  If  reserve  additions  follow  the  1968  to  1973 
pattern.^  This  would  be  a  decline  of  39  percent  If  trends  continue,  and 
is  equivalent  to  12  percent  of  total  energy  consumption  during  1974  In  the 
United  States. 

Just  to  make  up  the  projected  decline  to  1985  would  be  a  herculean 
effort.  As  previously  noted.  It  would  require  over  five  projects  of  the 
magnitude  here  proposed,  or  approximately  100  standard  sized  coal  gaslfl-. 
cation  plants. 

Although  the  DEIS  states  at  page  1-14  of  Part  I  that  "(T)here  Is  now 
increased  recognition  that  the  gas  shortage  Is  serious  and  probably  of  long 
duration."  and  at  page  1-519.  makes  an  effort  to  describe  the  benefits  of 
the  natural  gas  supplies  to  be  made  available  by  the  project,  neither 
statement  signals  the  absolutely  critical  need  for  the  gas  supplies  here 
involved.  The  DEIS  simply  falls  to  convey  the  sense  of  urgency  that  should 
be  foremost  In  the  mind  of  anyone  considering  this  project. 

While  the  DEIS  recognizes  the  need  for  the  gas  here  Involved.  It  Is 
more  than  mere  understatement  to  conclude  at  page  1-540  that  If  the  pro¬ 
ject  is  denied:  "This  would  lead  to  :  (1)  Use  of  other  gas  supplies; 

(2)  Substitution  of  the  energy  by  utilizing  alternative  energy  sources; 

(3)  Consideration  of  other  routes  or  systems  to  transport  the  Alaskan  gas 
to  markets  In  the  conterminous  United  States;  and  (4)  Curtailment  of  gas 
supplies."  The  tenor  of  the  above-quoted  statement  conveys  no  urgency 

and  Is  grossly  misleading  In  that  It  tends  to  engender  a  sense  of  false  re¬ 
liability  on  alternative  gas  or  other  energy  supplies.  Irrespective  of 
whatever  estimates  of  the  extent  of  the  gas  shortage  may  be  considered, 
there  are  no  acceptable  alternatives  to  this  project. 

4/  "A  Realistic  View  of  U.S.  Natural_Gas  Supply,"  December,  1974. 
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First,  the  gas  supplies  here  involved  are  required  for  the  highest 
priority  of  usage  In  existing  markets  Irrespective  of  complete  success  In 
obtaining  all  other  projected  natural  gas  supplies. 

Second,  reference  to  utilization  of  alternative  energy  sources,  does  not 
consider  any  comparative  evaluation  of  either  the  technical  or  economic  avail¬ 
ability  of  any  alternative  energy  sources  or  the  political  or  environmental 
consequences  to  the  United  States.  The  market  for  Alaskan  gas  Is  the  residen¬ 
tial  ,  commercial  and  high  priority  Industrial  markets  where  denial  of  gas 
service  at  best  results  in  extensive  and  expensive  conversion  of  facilities, 
and  at  worst,  will  impair  the  health,  safety  and  economic  well-being  of  the 
market  area  affected. 

Thirdly,  reference  to  other  routes  or  systems  to  transport  the  Alaskan 
gas  again  avoids  any  comparative  consideration  of  the  technical  or  economic 
feaslblity  and  environmental  Impact  of  any  such  alternatives.  Such  con¬ 
sideration  would  reflect  the  clear  superiority  of  the  proposed  project  and 
emphasize  as  well  the  fact  that  It  Is  exclusively  supported  by  all  of  the 
presently  known  shippers  of  the  natural  gas  here  involved.  It,  likewise, 

Is  the  only  project  before  D0I  for  consideration.  Any  other  project  would 
require  substantial  additional  delays  even  assuming,  arguendo.  It  could  be 
shown  to  be  feasible,  delays  which  would  accentuate  the  need  for  curtail¬ 
ment  of  service  with  the  attendant  economic  environmental  and  physical 
burden  upon  the  American  people. 

Finally,  the  mere  statement  that  without  the  project  "curtailment  of 
gas  supplies  will  occur"  scarcely  Identifies  the  nature  of  this  effect  In 
terms  of  Gross  National  Product,  unemployment.  Increased  costs  of  energy 
to  consumers  and  the  actual  physical  dtscomfort  and  human  suffering  which 
will  obtain. 

The  foregoing  should  be  clearly  set  forth  at  the  beginning  of  Part  I 
of  the  DEIS. 

Another  important  matter  which  should  be  discussed  at  the  outset  of 
these  comments  concerns  page  1-437  of  the  Overview,  where  the  following 
suggestion  is  made: 

"...  Mitigation  might  best  be  achieved  by  the  establishment  of 
technical  review  teams  and  construction  monitoring  teams  for  various 
stretches  of  the  pipeline.  Such  teams  should  be  financed  by  the 
Applicant.  These  teams  could  Include  State  and  Federal  fish  and 
wildlife  biologists,  archaeologists,  soil  scientists  and  other  re¬ 
sources  personnel  familiar  with  local  conditions  and  values. 
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following  purpose  of  the  suggested  teams  Is  Indicated  at  Page  1-440: 

"The  recommended  technical  review  teams  should 

of  land  reclamation  or  resource  replacement  alternatives, 
sponsible  analysis  of  the  Applicants'  very  extensive  and  unprecedented 
vlronmental  and  route  selection  studies  Incorporating  a  broad  Inter- 
sclpllnary  approach  will  clearly  demonstrate  that  the  foregoing  suggestion 
both  unnecessary  and  undesirable. 

The  Applicants'  Environ^ntal  Assesses  set  forth  the  large  number  of 
deral  state  and  local  agencies  which  have  authority  to  Issue  Icens  s 
>mits.  or  which  determine  or  administer  regulations  affecting  the  pr  j  . 

,a5e  Federal ,  state  and  local  agencies  have  responsibilities  respecting 
,  extremely  wide  range  of  project  construction  and  operation  r^«ir-en 
I.  areas  within  their  jurisdiction.  There  is  no  valid  reason  to  establish 
earns  to  largely  duplicate  their  responsibilities. 

In  addition,  the  actual  right-of-way  for  the  project  must  be  obtained 
n  large  part  from  private  landowners  and  the  remainder  from  either  federa  . 
tate  or  local  governments.  Each  landowner,  whether  private  or  governmental, 
rill  negotiate  concerning  conditions  required  In  conjunction  with  the  grant 
,f  right-of-way.  If  negotiations  for  right-of-way  are  unsuccessful,  resort 
to  federal  or  state  courts  Is  required  In  condemnation  proceedings.  Thus, 
for  the  principal  portion  of  the  project,  the  technical  review  and  con¬ 
struction  monitoring  teams  would  have  no  lawful  authority.  It  Is  both  un¬ 
necessary  and  extremely  Impractical  to  superimpose  upon  the  existing 
structure  of  federal,  state,  local  and  private  landowner  authority,  still 
another  organization  which  could  have  no  authority  beyond  the  federal  lands 
for  which  DO I  has  responsibility  for  Issuing  right-of-way  permits. 

D01,  like  other  permit  or  right-of-way  authorizing  agencies,  can  be 
expected  to  set  forth  In  advance  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  author¬ 
izations,  l.e.  those  measures  reasonably  necessary  to  protect  public 
Interests  relative  to  the  lands  over  which  DO I  or  other  agencies  have 
jurisdiction.  It  is  also  anticipated  that  Inspection  to  see  that  such 
teras  and  conditions  are  followed  will  occur  to  the  extent  deemed  necessary. 
But  joint,  post-approval,  decision  making,  much  less  formulation  of  post¬ 
approval.  ad  hoc  standards  or  conditions,  are  not  necessary,  acceptable  or 
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In  accordance  with  legal  requirements. 

Also  important  to  any  consideration  of  the  teams  discussed  in  the  DEIS 
is  an  understanding  of  the  normal  precautions  taken  by  pipeline  companies  to 
insure  that  natural  gas  pipeline  facilities  will  be  constructed  in  accordance 
with  specifications  which  will  largely  avoid  or  effectively  mitigate  any 
undesirable  environmental  Impact.  Construction  specifications  will  be  developed 
In  extensive  detail,  and  contracts  between  Applicants'  and  construction  con¬ 
tractors  will  expressly  require  careful  Implementation  of  those  specifications. 
Such  specifications  will  Include  the  measures  necessary  to  Insure  avoidance 
or  effective  mitigation  of  undesirable  Impacts.  They  also  will  include  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  guidelines  prescribed  the  the  FPC  and  tu  be  followed  by 
natural  gas  companies  in  the  planning,  locating,  clearing,  and  maintenance  of 
right-of-way  and  construction  of  above-ground  facilities.  See  18  C.F.R.  2.69. 
Performance  in  accordance  with  construction  specifications  will  be  checked 
first  by  the  contractos's  experienced  supervisors  in  charge  of  the  construction 
spread.  In  addition.  Applicants  will  provide  inspection  teams  for  each  con¬ 
struction  spread  consisting  of  persons  qualified  by  training  and  experience 
to  provide  independent  Inspection  of  all  aspects  of  the  construction  of  the 
pipeline.  Finally,  as  noted  earlier,  Applicants  will  comply  with  a  multitude  of 
federal,  state  and  local  health  and  safety  regulations  and  codes.  These  include, 
inter  alia,  the  Federal  Safety  Standards  prescribed  by  the  Office  of  Pipeline 
Safety  of  the  Deparmtnet  of  Transportation,  49  C.F.R.  190,  191,  and  192  and 
the  Occupational  Health  and  Safety  Standards  together  with  the  Safety  and  Health 
Regulations  for  Construction  prescribed  by  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
Administration  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  29  C.F.R.  1910  and  1926. 

In  light  of  the  comprehensive  structure  of  regulation  and  standards 
developed  for  the  construction  of  natural  gas  pipelines  and  the  substantial 
experience  of  the  industry  in  pipeline  construction,  there  plainly  is  no  sound 
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1.0 V  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION  INTRODUCTION  (Pages  1-1  to  1-4) 

Page  1-3,  Line  1.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  consortium  of  27  companies  has  proposed  ... 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  should  reflect  the  present  level  of  company  sponsorship,  which  is 
now  17. 

1.0V.1  PURPOSE  (Pages  1-5  to  1-16) 

Page  1-6.  Lines  3  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Richards  Island  and  Parsons  Lake  areas  of  the  Mackenzie  Delta  esti¬ 
mated  reserves  are  in  the  range  of  13  trillion  to  15  trillion  cubic  feet. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  must  refer  to  potential.  The  Mackenzie  Delta  reserves  are  given 
as  6.3  trillion  cubic  feet  proven,  probable  and  possible.  The  Degolyer  and 
McNaughton  report  is  the  reference. 

Pace  1-6,  line  19  to  21.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"When  completed,  the  pipeline  will  have  a  capacity  of  5.9  billion 
cubic  feet  per  day." 

Applicants'  Conment: 

The  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  mainline  can  deliver  4.5  billion  cf/d  when  fully 
powered  while  delivery  and  supply  laterals  have  greater  capacity.  The  total 
capacity  of  connecting  companion  facilities  applied  for  also  exceeds  4.5 
Bcf/d.  Quantities  above  this  will  require  additional  facilities. 

Page  1-12.  Lines  6-11.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  gas  will  probably  be  stored  in  the  condition  received  from  the 
gathering  centres.  The  storage  capacity  may  not  be  larger,  but  it  must  be 
sufficient  to  accommodate  variations  in  well  output,  as  well  as  variations 
In  gas  delivery,  including  occasional  partial  or  complete  emergency  main¬ 
tenance  shutdown  of  the  gas  pipeline." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

It  Is  likely  there  would  be  a  facility  provided  to  take  gas  from  the 
producers'  gas  plant  back  for  reinjection  in  the  event  that  the  pipeline 
were  out  of  service  for  a  very  short  time. 
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or  compelling  reason  to  Inject  the  teams  discussed  in  the  DEIS  -  still  another 
regulatory  requirement  -  Into  the  already  complicated  process  of  constructing 
this  vitally  needed  project.  In  the  construction  of  the  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  miles  of  natural  gas  pipelines  which  have  been  built  in  the 
United  States,  any  conditions  required  to  protect  any  federal  lands 
crossed  have  been  worked  out  between  the  pipeline  company  and  DOI,  or 
other  agency  involved,  and  the  conditions  have  been  met.  The  teams  are 
unnecessary,  but  equally  Important,  they  easily  could  create  unreasonable 
delays  adding  substantial  additional  costs  to  the  project.  In  this  time  of 
rapidly  escalating  energy  costs,  the  consumer  can  111-afford  to  bear  the  cost 
of  delays  occasioned  by  technical  review  or  construction  monitoring  teams 
which  would  largely  duplicate  responsibilities  of  existing  agencies  and 
regulations,  have  never  before  been  required  for  the  construction  of  natural 
gas  pipelines  in  this  country,  and  which  would  have  no  authority  respecting 
most  of  the  land  traversed. 

There  follow  more  detailed  comments  on  the  "Overview"  of  the  DEIS 
contained  in  Part  I: 
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I.0V.2  LOCATION  (Pages  1-17  to  1-34) 

Page  1-17,  Lines  16  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  Canada,  the  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Pipel in e  Limited  proposes  to  con¬ 
tinue  the  line  parallel  to  the  coast  for  approximately  300  miles." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  line  in  Canada  parallels  the  coast  for  approximately  150  miles. 

Page  1-18,  Lines  15  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  is  made  that  the  pipeline  cuts  across  "extreme  northern 
Indiana. . .and  terminates. . .20  miles  south  of  Pittsburgh." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  statement  should  read,  cuts  across  north  central  Indiana  and  ter¬ 
minates  20  miles  east  of  Pittsburgh. 

Page  1-20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Figure  l.OV. 2-1 
Applicants'  Comment: 

The  delineation  of  the  route  on  this  map  is  erroneous  for  Iowa,  Illinois, 
Indiana,  Ohio  and  West  Virginia.  See  Figure  l.OV. 2-4  for  proper  location  to 
correct  the  map. 

Page  Figure  1.0V. 2-4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Figure  l.OV. 2-4 
Applicants'  Conment: 

The  location  of  Aberdeen,  with  respect  to  the  proposed  pipeline  is 
erroneous.  Aberdeen  is  north  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  It  has  been  observed 
that  this  map  has  been  used  elsewhere  as  a  base  for  information  in  Part  V. 

l.OV. 3  FACILITIES  (Pages  1-35  to  1-51) 

Page  1-35,  Lines  1-23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  paragraph  questions  the  Integrity  of  the  pipe  to  be  used  in  the 
project. 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

The  intent  of  Part  192  of  CFR  Title  49  is  to  Incorporate  by  law 
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1.0V.3  (Cont.) 

Federal  safety  standards  for  the  transportation  of  natural  and  other  gas. 

In  Appendix  B,  API  5LX-Steel  pipe  (1967,  1970)  Is  approved  as  a  specification 
for  new  steel  pipe. 

AP15LX-65  has  been  used  for  line  pipe  In  Canada  and  the  northern  United 
States.  The  two  reported  failure  Incidents  In  X-65  pipe  were  specifically 
related  to  outside,  mechanical  damage.  In  view  of  this,  there  Is  little 
evidentiary  support  of  the  concern  expressed  in  the  draft  Environmental  Im¬ 
pact  Statement  regarding  X-65  pipe. 

In  purchasing  the  pipe,  the  Applicants  will  specify  a  transition  tem¬ 
perature  to  avoid  the  danger  of  brittle  fracture.  This  would  be  done  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  tensile-strength  of  pipe  purchased. 

Pipe  materials  properties  are,  certainly,  a  vital  concern  to  the 
Applicants,  and  minimum  specified  fracture  toughness  specifications  along 
with  visual  and  non-destructive  Inspection  would  be  established,  together 
with  quality  control  procedures  throughout  the  manufacturing  process. 

Page  1-35,  Lines  1-11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  is  made  in  the  first  sentence  that  "companies  have  In¬ 
dicated  that  the  pipe  for  all  sections  being  constructed  within  the  U.S.  will 
meet  the  requirements  of  API  Specifications  for  High  Test  Line  Pipe  (API 
Specification  5-LX),  19th  edition",  and  then  in  the  second  sentence  the  state¬ 
ment  Is  made  that  "Except  for  the  Kingsgate  to  San  Francisco  portion,  the 
Applicants  have  specifically  indicated  that  the  pipe  will  also  meet  the  API 
Specification  for  Spiral-Weld  Line  Pipe  (API  5-LS),  7th  edition. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  two  statements  Infer  that  the  pipe  will  meet  both  specifications 
simultaneously.  The  second  statement  should  read  "Except. . .the  Applicants 
have  specifically  indicated  that  spiral -weld  pipe,  should  it  be  used,  will 
meet  the  American  Petroleum  Institute  Specification  for  Spiral-Weld  Line 
(API  5-LS),  7th  edition. 

Applicants,  PGT  and  ITA(A) ,  do  not  propose  to  use  spiral -weld  line 
pipe  for  their  respective  segments  of  the  Kingsgate  to  San  Francisco  pipeline. 
Applicants  will  use  line  pipe  that  meets  the  American  Petroleum  Institute 


l.OV. 3  (Cont.) 

Specifications  for  High  Test  Line  Pipe  (API  Specification  5-LX). 

Page  1-35,  Lines  17-21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  Is  made  that  "the  installed  pipeline  must  be  Inspected 
for  safety  and  approved  by  the  Department  of  Interior  and  the  Department 
of  Transportation,  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  before  gas  transport  begins." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

In  the  design  and  construction  of  an  Interstate  natural  gas  pipeline, 
It  is  necessary  that  the  Federal  Power  Coranisslon  issue  a  certification  of 
the  project  and  prior  to  this  it  will  have  ascertained  that  the  pipeline, 
among  other  things,  will  be  designed  in  compliance  with  49  CFR  192  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Department  of  Transportation,  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety. 

Companies  employ  qualified  inspectors  to  monitor  construction  con¬ 
tractors  to  assure  that  work  is  performed  in  accordance  with  approved  plans 
and  specifications.  They  also  perform,  or  cause  to  be  performed,  tests  of 
the  work  and  materials  to  assure  the  integrity  and  safety  of  the  pipeline 
prior  to  its  initial  operation.  These  test  records  are  maintained  and  are 
available  for  inspection  by  the  Department  of  Transportation.  Therefore, 
the  statement  Is  Incorrect  and  should  be  deleted  from  the  document. 

Page  1-36,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Table  1.0. 3-1." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  table  requires  revision  and  should  reflect  the  amended  filings  of 
the  applicants. 

Page  1-38,  Lines  13  to  22,  Page  1-39,  All  Lines,  Page  1-40,  Lines  1  to  2 

DOI-DEIS  Statement:  - - ^ - 

"This  portion  of  the  report  describes  the  old  line  size  arrangement." 
Applicants'  Conment: 

See  above  comment. 

Page  1-45,  Lines  21  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  Is  made  “Electrical  power  must  be  provided  for  each  valve 
and  a  powerline  will  be  run... to  the  site." 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  statement  Is  an  erroneous  assumption  and  should  be  deleted.  The 
pipeline  valves  are  either  automatic,  self-actuated  valves  or  manually 
operated  requiring  no  electrical  power. 

Page  1-46,  Lines  12  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Locations  for  operating  bases  have  been  identified.  Additional  facili¬ 
ties  for  which  numbers  and  locations  have  not  been  provided  are:  mainline 
block  valves  at  15  to  20  mile  Intervals,  landing  strips  up  to  6,000  feet 
long,  measurement  stations,  and  communication  towers. 


Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicants'  Environmental  Impact  Assessments  indicate  location  and  the 
number  of  landing  strips  and  measurement  stations.  Mainline  block  valves 
will  be  precisely  located  as  a  part  of  the  implementation  of  the  proposal 
and  no  communication  towers  will  be  used  as  part  of  the  ITA(A)  System. 

Alaskan  Arctic  and  Canadian  Arctic  are  seriously  considering  the  possibility 
of  utilizing  a  satellite  communication  system.  If  that  occurs,  it  will 
eliminate  a  need  for  communication  towers.  The  location  of  the  communication 
towers  along  the  Northern  Border  pipeline  were  given  In  the  NB-EIA. 

1.0V. 4  LAND  REQUIREMENTS  (Pages  1-52  to  1-56) 
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Page  1-52,  Lines  15  to  19  and  1-53,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Pacific  Gas  Transmission/Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  line  from  Kings¬ 
gate,  British  Columbia  to  Antioch,  California,  will  require  11,000  acres  of 
permanent  area  and  3,500  acres  on  a  temporary  basis. . .Table  l.OV. 4-1  shows 
overall  right-of-way  lengths,  permanent  and  temporary  acreage,  and  Federal 
and  non-Federal  land  requirements  for  applicant  companies." 

Table  l.OV. 4-1  -  Overall  Land  Requirements 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Land  Requirements  -  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  (PGT)  and  Pacific 
Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG  and  E): 

Applicants  PGT  and  PG  and  E  own  and  operate  an  existing  36-inch  pipeline 
911  miles  In  length  extending  from  Kingsgate,  British  Columbia  to  Antioch, 
California. 

l.* 


1-4 


l.OV  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION  INTRODUCTION 


*  O 

>  £ 
o  c 

r-  O 

®  I 

D  < 


> 

E 

ZZE 

Ilf 

5  :  ?  1  jl  ! 

1 

s 

« 

</l 

E 

s 

1  i  l  "l  «  1  < 

8 

e 

< 

1 

n 

I 

Z 

5 1  \  |  ?  1 1 

© 

5 

o 

e 

of 

►-s 

It 

• 

s 

o 

5 

z 

< 

5 

1 

o 

8  }  1  8  ; 

8 

a 

s 

- 

z 

< 

s 

2.  i  i  8  "2  Ts  5 

2 

£ 

o 

< 

►- 

o 

*  s  8  E  a 

o 

R 

« 

I 

X 

< 

£ 

■ 

-j 

o 

z 

8  3  5  1  «  !  S 

n 

8 

< 

* 

i 

<? 

i 

c 

i 

s 

3  g  •  8  3  £  § 

8 

!  „  I 
a  i  a  | 

!  :  ;  s  s  <  8 

i 

o 

Ul 

|  £  |  S  2  i  i 

5  <  ®  «  «*i  o 

<  2  Z  «  <  K  z 

Z  <  E  O  O  <  c 

3 !  |  &  o  I  i 

3  5  S  i  i  s  1 

i 

2  $  3  3 

5  “  “  h 

J  <  <  o 

<  $  s  z 

<  I  I  ! 


z  5  5 


S 


333 


££  of  proposed  action  frtroductior 

1.0V.4  (Cont.) 

During  1959-60,  Applicants  purchased  and  acquired  from  private  land 

owners  the  following  rights: 

(1)  the  right  to  Install,  replace,  maintain,  use  and  remove  the  intital 
36-inch  pipeline. 

(2)  the  right  to  install,  replace,  maintain,  use  and  remove  a  future 
parallel  pipeline  (the  proposed  pipeline)* 

(3)  a  right  of  way  easement  to  contain  the  above  pipeline  or  pipelines, 

100  feet  In  width. 

(4)  the  right  to  use  adjacent  lands  as  may  be  reasonably  necessary  in 
connection  with  the  Installation,  repair  and  removal  of  such  pipeline 
or  pipelines,  (temporary  construction  work  area) 

(5)  the  right  of  ingress  and  egress  to  the  right  of  way  easement. 

Applicants  plan  to  install  a  parallel  pipeline  to  transport  the  Arctic 
Gas  within  the  100-foot  right  of  way  as  originally  granted.  For  the 
John  Day  relocation,  a  new  right  of  way  will  be  required. 

Based  on  the  foregoing,  it  should  be  noted  and  clarified  by  001 
in  the  final  EIS  for  Table  1.0V.4-1  that  Applicants  do  not  require  a 
new  right  of  way  on  private  lands  since  it  has  been  previously  acquir¬ 
ed  and  reserved  In  most  cases  for  the  purpose  of  multiple  pipeline  in¬ 
stallations.  For  Federal  lands.  Applicants  originally  were  granted  a 
permanent  right  of  way  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Federal 
Regulations  which  specified  a  50  (53)  foot  width  for  a  single  pipeline 
which  is  to  be  located  within  the  center  of  said  strip.  Applicants 
were  also  granted  a  special  use  permit  which  allowed  Applicants  to 
occupy  and  use  an  adjacent  strip  for  temporary  work  room.  Upon  com¬ 
pletion  of  construction,  said  permit  was  terminated. 

On  Federal  lands,  Applicants  plan  to  Install  the  parallel  pipe¬ 
line  to  transport  the  Arctic  Gas  on  a  20  to  30  foot  parallel  offset 
from  the  existing  pipeline.  Applicants  submitted,  on  December  13,  1974, 
an  Application  to  D0I  for  a  complete  new  right  of  way  on  Federal  lands 
in  accordance  with  Section  28  of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of  1920,  as 
amended,  30  USC  185,  and  other  provisions  of  law.  No  attempt  was  made 

*  For  easements  originally  acquired  by  condemnation.  Applicants  were  only 
granted  the  right  to  install  a  single  pipeline. 
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1.0V.4  (Cont.) 

in  this  filing  to  factor  out  the  situation  of  overlapping  rights  of 
way  between  the  existing  pipeline  and  the  proposed. 

For  example,  with  a  20- foot  offset  between  the  existing  and  the 
proposed  pipeline.  Applicants  have  requested  a  complete  new 
permanent  right  of  way,  53.5  feet  in  width  for  each  1  mile  of 
length  (6.48  acres).  Such  a  right  of  way  would  overlap  the 
existing  federally  granted  right  of  way  by  some  30  to  33  feet. 

If  the  overlap  is  subtracted,  the  actual  permanent  right  of  way 
needed  is  only  20  feet  in  width  or  2.42  acres  for  a  given  mile.  In 
all  cases  on  Federal  lands  Applicants  have  requested  an  additional  tem¬ 
porary  work  strip  adjacent  to  the  requested  permanent  right  of  way. 

The  result  Is  that  for  Federal  lands.  Applicants  essentially  propose 
to  permanently  operate  and  maintain  two  parallel  pipelines  within  a 
75  to  85  foot  right  of  way  and  for  construction  will  require  a  25  to 
40  foot  temporary  work  area,  adjacent  to  the  permanent  right  of  way. 

The  land  requirements  stated  in  Applicants  EIR  and  response  to 
FPC/D0I  Question  (16),  November  22.  1974  reflect  the  needs  and  usage 
for  the  construction  of  the  ultimate  complete  parallel  pipeline, 
irregardless  of  size  or  design  pressure. 

There  is  attached  a  revision  of  Table  l.OV. 4-1  titled  Overall 
Land  Requirements  containing  revised  miles  and  acres  to  accurately 
designate  the  additional  land  acquirements  of  PGT  and  PG  and  E.  For 
PGT  the  permanent  land  requirement  is  902  acres  and  the  temporary  is 
320  acres.  For  PGE  the  permanent  requirement  is  299  acres  and  the 
temporary  is  224  acres. 

Page  1-53.  D0I-DE1S  Statement: 

Table  l.OV. 4-1 
Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicants  have  revised  the  following  table  to  indicate  the  actual 
PGT/PG  and  E  land  requirements  for  paralleling  Applicants  entire  917  mile 
system.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  response  to  question  16  (copy  attached) 
propounded  by  the  D0I/FPC  by  letter  dated  November  22,  1974  discussed  total 
land  area  to  be  disturbed.  If  Applicants  parallel  only  a  portion  of  their 
system,  as  proposed  in  the  1180  design,  land  requirements  will  be  less. 
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l.OV  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION  INTRODUCTION 

l.OV. 5  (Cont.) 

l.OV. 5  SCHEDULE  (Pages  1-57  to  1-64) 

Page  1-58,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Figure  l.OV. 5-1." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  chart  does  not  show  the  proper  phasing  of  the  Applicants'  lines,  nor 
does  It  distinguish  between  Initial  construction  and  subsequent  addition  of 
facilities.  It  has  been  modified  to  Indicate  the  correct  phasing  and  to  show 
when  gas  deliveries  will  become  available.  A  corrected  revision.  Including 
changes  resulting  from  the  amended  application  of  September  1975,  Is  attached. 

Page  1-57,  1-58,  1-59,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  Is  made  "The  Northern  Border  portion  of  the  line  will  be 
constructed  In  two  phases  in  approximately  25  months.  No  winter  construction 
Is  contemplated  and  most  work  will  be  accomplished  between  May  and  November. 

It  Is  anticipated  that  the  construction  will  be  curtailed  during  March  and 
April  because  of  vehicle  weight  restrictions  imposed  on  roads  in  this  area 
during  the  spring  season. 

During  the  first  phase  of  16  months,  approximately  1,100  miles  of  pipe 
will  be  Installed  from  the  Canadian  border  to  Kankakee,  Illinois.  One 
compressor  station,  three  measuring  stations,  and  seven  of  the  twelve 
major  river  crossings  will  also  be  completed.  Phase  2,  lasting  nine  months, 
calls  for  completion  of  the  pipe  laying,  five  major  river  crossings,  con¬ 
struction  of  29  compressor  stations,  88  communication  towers,  and  eleven 
delivery  measuring  stations. 

Applicants'  Connent: 

To  reflect  data  supplied  by  Northern  Border  In  its  amended  application 
of  September  1974,  the  statement  should  read: 

The  Northern  Border  portion  of  the  line  will  be  constructed  in  one  phase 
In  approximately  26  months.  No  winter  construction  is  contemplated  on  the 
pipelines  and  most  work  will  be  accomplished  between  May  and  November.  It 
Is  anticipated  that  the  construction  will  be  curtailed  during  March  and 
April  because  of  vehicle  weight  restrictions  imposed  on  roads  in  this  area 
during  the  spring  season. 
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1.0V.5  (Cont.) 


The  construction  will  consist  of  approximately  1,600  miles  of  pipe, 
twelve  compressor  stations,  twelve  major  river  crossings,  and  87  communi¬ 
cation  towers. 

In  analyzing  Figure  1.0V.5-1  entitled  "Proposed  Construction  Periods", 
the  reader  might  erroneously  Infer  that  construction  year  1,  2,  and  3  etc., 
Is  the  same  calendar  year  for  each  company. 

Page  1-63,  Lines  3  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  pipeline  will  then  be  run  under  the  highway  within  a  casing  pipe 
or  a  larger  transmission  pipe  to  protect  the  gas  line  from  unusual  external 
pressure. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

When  applicable,  carrier  pipes  without  casings  are  structurally  de¬ 
signed  for  superimposed  external  loads  to  be  encountered  in  addition  to 
internal  pressures. 

1.0V.6  CONSTRUCTION  PROCEDURES  (Pages  1-65  to  1-83) 

Page  1-70,  Lines  7  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

"The  latter  involves  radiographic  and  ultrasonic  sensors  to  detect 
skips  or  incomplete  welds." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Ultrasonic  inspection  is  not  used  to  check  field  welding  on  a  produc¬ 
tion  basis,  but  it  is  used  to  check  the  welding  used  in  the  manufacturing 
of  the  pipe  in  the  mill. 

Page  1-78,  Lines  2  to  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Other  cases  require  tunneling  and  procedures  that  will  not  interfere 
with  the  flow  of  traffic." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Tunneling  is  only  done  in  rocky  areas.  The  normal  method  of  crossing 
roads  is  by  boring  or  using  an  earth  auger  to  drill  a  hole  under  the  road 
surface. 
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1.0V.6  (Cont.) 


Page  1-79,  Lines  9  to  11 ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  purpose  of  this  test  (hydrostatic  test)  Is  to  determine  If  there 
are  any  leaks  in  the  pipe  or  welds. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Hydrostatic  testing  is  also  conducted  to  verify  the  structural  in¬ 
tegrity  of  the  welded  pipe  at  its  expected  operating  pressure. 

Page  1-81,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Table  l.OV. 6-1.  Projected  Work  Force.  This  table  reflects  manning  in 
accordance  with  the  bar  graph. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

To  reflect  data  supplied  by  Northern  Border  in  its  amended  application 
the  chart  as  it  references  Northern  Border  should  be  revised  to  read: 


LINE  SEGMENT 

CONSTRUCTION 

1  2 

YEAR 

3 

TOTAL  MAN  YEARS 

Northern  Border 

1079  2303 

355 

3737 

The  table  erroneously  implies  that  year  1  is  the  same  calendar  year  for  each 
of  the  companies.  The  totals  for  any  given  construction  year  are  therefore 
meaningless. 

Page  1-83,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  is  made  that  "pipeline  construction  in  the  conterminous 
states  will  not  require  camps..." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Northern  Border  anticipates  the  use  of  construction  camps  on  the  seg¬ 
ments  of  pipeline  construction  in  Montana,  North  Dakota,  and  northern  South 
Dakota,  each  supplied  with  water,  waste  disposal  and  if  necessary,  indepen¬ 
dent  electric  power. 


22 


21 


- 

I  R  2  5  R 

■ 

 a 

1 

3 

|  *  |  |  s 

1 

a 

2000 

1500 

1380 

410 

210 

.. 

1 

1 

— 1 

o 

-1 

1  a  8  ;  s 

.  1  ■  1 

■ 

I 1  ‘ 

if  I 

s 

IT 

1 

j| 

|  § 

1 

- 

1  «  § 

1 

.  >  8 

1 

- 

1 

■ 

c 

< 

>  <r 
z< 

SI 

E  1- 
H  < 

zj 

O  ft- 
oo 

PIPELINE  CONSTRUCTION 

1  CANAOIAN  ARCTIC  GAS 
PIPELINE  LIMITED 

2.  ALASKAN  ARCTIC  GAS 
PIPELINE  COMPANY 

2.  NORTHERN  BORDER 
PIPELINE  COMPANY 

4.  INTERSTATE  TRANS¬ 
MISSION  ASSOCIATES 

6.  PACIFIC  GAS  TRANS¬ 
MISSION  COMPANY 

COMPRESSOR  STATION 

UNIT  CONSTRUCTION 

CANAOIAN  ARCTIC  GAS 

TOTAL  OPERATING  UNITS 

APPOX  OAILY  DELIVERY 
RATES  MMCFD 

FROM  PRUOHOE  BAY 

FROM  MACKENZIE  OELTA 

TO  MONCHY 

TO  KINGSGATE  VIACAGPL 

TO  KINGSGATE  VIA  ANG 

1-12 


l.OV  DESCRIPTION  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION  INTRODUCTION 

l.OV. 6  (Cont.) 

Page  1-83,  Lines  21  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

All  companies  operating  in  the  48  contiguous  states  indicate  they  will 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  will  also  comply  with  the  OSHA. 

Pages  f^A^to*!^)  MAINTENANCE>  AND  EMERGENCY  PROCEDURES 

Page  1-84,  Line  9  to  11 ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  is  made  "Block  valves  were  identified  as  being  pressure 
activated  except  on  Northern  Border  where  manual  operation  is  indicated..." 
Applicants'  Comment: 

The  statement  should  indicate  that  Northern  Border  plans  automatic 
self-actuated  valves  for  its  portion  of  the  pipeline  system. 

Page  1-84,  Lines  11  to  13.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Pacific  Gas  Transmission/Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  did  not  specify 
operation  of  block  valves." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicants'  main  line  block  valves  will  be  manually  operated  except 
for  those  located  at  compressor  stations  which  will  be  automatically  con¬ 
trolled.  This  will  conform  with  the  practice  currently  followed  by  Appli¬ 
cants  for  their  existing  Alberta-California  pipeline  system. 

Page  1-84,  Lines  14  to  21.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  paragraph  Indicates  that  a  system  of  comunication  towers  for  gas 
control  will  be  constructed. 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

ITA(A)  contemplates  using  existing  telephone  comunication  systems 
for  communication  of  control  data  on  their  portion  of  the  proposed 
pipeline. 
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Page  1-85,  Lines  3  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  Is  made  that  "the  purpose  of  the  blowdown  valve  is  to 
vent  gas  to  the  atmosphere  to  clear  the  line  or  relieve  a  pressure  build-up. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Overpressure  protection  devices  are  Installed  on  the  discharge  piping 
of  compressor  stations. 

The  statement  should  be  corrected  by  deleting  "or  relieve  a  pressure 
build-up. " 

Page  1-85,  Lines  9  to  11 .  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  is  made  "this  operation  is  accompli  shed "by  sending  an 
Iron  sphere,  known  as  a  pig,  through  the  line  under  pressure." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

A  pig  may  be  either  a  sphere  or  a  scraper.  A  pipeline  scraper  is  like 
a  plug  which  is  propelled  in  the  line  by  differential  pressure  and  is  used 
for  Internal  cleaning  and  separating  in  fluid  movement.  A  sphere  Is  not 
made  out  of  iron,  but  is  rubber  or  plastic,  and  is  used  for  separation  In 
fluid  movement. 
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Page  1-85,  Line  13  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In-line  cleaning  is  part  of  the  Internal  corrosion  prevention  control 
operation. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

In-line  cleaning  is  to  remove  liquids  and  maintain  pipeline  efficiency. 
While  pipeline  pigs  equiped  with  special  devices  may  be  utilized  to  check 
pipe  corrosion,  internal  corrosion  is  not  a  specific  problem,  and  normal  in¬ 
line  cleaning  is  not  for  the  prevention  of  Internal  corrosion. 

1.0V. 8  FUTURE  PLANS  (Pages  1-89  to  1-91) 
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Page  1-91,  Lines  11  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  paragraph  indicates  that  the  Applicants  have  no  plans  for  ter¬ 
mination  and  abandonment  of  the  proposed  pipeline. 


1.0V. 7  (Cont.) 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicants'  Environmental  Impact  Assessments  discuss  possible  ter¬ 
mination  and  abandonment  of  the  proposed  pipeline. 
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2.0V  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  EXISTING  ENVIRONMENT  (Pages  1-97  to  1-360) 

The  DEIS  is  replete  with  comments  concerning  the  Arctic  National  Wild¬ 
life  Range.  We  have  attempted  to  respond  to  those  cornnents  in  detail  where 
they  appear.  However,  inasmuch  as  so  much  attention  is  devoted  to  the 
Wildlife  Range,  it  is  appropriate  to  devote  a  particular  section  in  this 
response  to  that  area. 

The  Wildlife  Range  is  located  in  a  remote  portion  of  northeastern 
Alaska  and  is  bordered  on  the  north  by  the  Beaufort  Sea,  on  the  east  by 
the  Yukon  Territory,  and  on  the  west  and  south  by  Alaska.  It  is  a  huge 
expanse  of  land  of  approximately  9,000,000  acres  in  size  and  is  comprised 
of  Arctic  coastal  plain,  foothills,  and  the  Brooks  Mountain  Range.  Arctic 
Gas'  proposed  pipeline  will  be  located  in  the  northern  portion  of  the 
Range  in  the  Arctic  coastal  plain. 

From  the  standpoint  of  wildlife,  the  coastal  plain  is  distinguished 
for  two  principal  reasons:  (1)  it  is  the  traditional  calving  grounds  for 
the  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd;  and  (2)  the  area  along  the  coast  of  Alaska 
is  known  as  a  major  area  for  waterfowl  staging,  etc.  With  respect  to  the 
caribou  calving  grounds,  as  explained  more  fully  in  the  response  to  Part 
II,  the  area  used  by  the  Porcupine  Herd  for  calving  is  over  4,000  square 
miles,  and  the  proposed  pipeline  route  is  north  of  the  major  portion  of 
the  calving  grounds.  The  pipeline  will  be  constructed  during  the  winter 
before  calving  takes  place  and  when  the  herd  is  on  its  wintering  grounds 
well  south  of  the  pipeline  alignment.  Nor  will  the  birds  be  on  the  coast 
when  the  pipeline  is  being  constructed. 

Arctic  Gas  has  undertaken  over  five  years  of  intensive  environmental 
studies  in  the  North  at  a  cost  of  15  million  dollars.  The  expert  zoologists, 
ornithologists,  and  ichthyologists  undertaking  these  studies  have  concluded 
that  if  Arctic  Gas  constructs,  operates  and  maintains  the  pipeline  as  it 
proposes,  it  will  have  no  serious  adverse  impact  on  fish  or  wildlife. 
Obviously,  the  "Wildlife  Range"  principally  was  established  for  the  benefit 
of  wildlife.  Therefore,  when,  as  here,  the  experts  agree  that  the  pipeline 
will  not  adversely  impact  wildlife  usage  of  the  Range,  or  the  Range  itself, 
it  follows  that  the  pipeline  will  be  consistent  with  the  principal 
purpose  for  which  the  Range  was  established. 
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Given  these  facts,  the  focus  of  attention  of  persons  apparently  opposed  to  the 
pipeline  has  shifted  tothe  so-called  “aesthetic”  or  “wilderness"  characteristics 
of  the  Range,  which  argument  follows  that  portion  of  Secretary  Seaton's  Public 
Land  Order  2214  dated  December  6.  1960  {25  Fed.  Reg.  12598)  establishing  the 
Range.  Such  Order  provides,  in  part,  that  the  purposes  of  the  Range  include  the 
preservation  of  “unique  wildlife,  wilderness  and  recreational  values."  Although 
the  Range  is  not  a  "wilderness  area",  since  it  has  not  been  designated  as  such 
by  Congress,  the  argument  is  made  that  the  entire  Range  is  de  facto  wilder¬ 
ness.  Nothing  could  be  further  from  the  truth,  as  far  as  the  coastal  por- 
tion  of  the  Range  is  concerned. 

The  area  in  which  the  pipeline  will  be  buried  has  long  been  used  as  a 
transportation  corridor  by  both  primitive  and  modern  man.  Today,  the  area 
is  used  as  a  land,  air  and  marine  corridor  for  the  transportation  of  men 
and  materials.  Economic  activities  conmenced  along  the  coast  with  the  advent  of 
whalers  in  the  mid-nineteenth  century.  Whalers  exploited  wildlife  in  the 
area,  and,  as  a  result  of  their  presence,  a  local  economy  developed  between 
them  and  native  peoples.  A  village  of  approximately  160  people  exists  at 
Kaktovlk  which  is  located  on  Barter  Island  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
Range  (see  Secretary  Seaton's  Order  2214).  Subsequently,  Defense  Early 
Warning  ("DEW  Line")  stations  were  established  by  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment  in  order  to  protect  the  national  security.*  An  active  DEW  Line  station 
(with  about  50  personnel)  presently  exists  at  Barter  Island  and  other  abandoned 
DEW  Line  sites  exist  along  the  coast.  The  area  here  involved  (i.e.,  the 
coastal  plain)  certainly  cannot  be  compared  with  an  area  such  as  Fairbanks, 

I  but  plainly  it  is  no  "wilderness",  as  that  term  is  commonly  under- 
stood. 

With  respect  to  "aesthetic  qualities"  of  the  coastal  portion  of  the 
Range,  the  pipeline,  of  course,  will  be  buried  and  the  ditch  line  revege- 
!  tated  so  that  tlle  Pipeline  Itself  cannot  be  said  to  detract  from  the  Range's 
3  S’  aesthetic  qualities."  In  the  future  compressor  stations  will  be  installed 
|  as  necessary  to  assure  full  utilization  of  the  line  (thereby  keeping  consumer 
costs  to  a  minimum)  but  those  stations  should  not  materially  detract  from 
i  the  "aesthetic  quality"  of  the  landscape  in  light  of  the  DEW  Line  stations 
presently  located  along  the  coast.  They  will  add  to  the  evidence  of  man's 


“  unreasonable  to  suggest  that  a  pipeline  transporting  vitally 

thedDEWALineCsitesSUPP  1eS  ’S  jUSt  3S  mUCh  1n  the  nat1onal  security  as 
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presence,  but  their  Impact  will  be  local  In  nature  and  only  to  those 
who  choose  to  utilize  the  coastal  plain.  In  any  event,  any  "aesthetic  Impact"  will 
be  dependent  upon  the  perception  of  the  Individual,  the  method  by  which 
the  coast  is  viewed,  i.e.,  land,  air,  or  sea  and  the  nature  of  the  surround¬ 
ing  elements  (air,  water,  odor,  vistas,  wildlife,  temperature,  etc.)  at  the 
time  they  are  viewed.  The  pipeline  right-of-way  and  associated  facilities 
will  be  most  visible  from  the  air.  On  the  ground,  these  facilities  will 
be  unobservable  or  unperceived  short  distances  away  from  their  actual 
location.  The  DEIS  properly  recognizes  (Part  II,  pages  556-578)  that 
hunters,  fishermen,  photographers,  mountain  climbers,  boaters  and  students 
utilize  the  Range  (150  between  June  1  and  September  10,  1974)  but  that 
"present  recreation  use  Is  very  light"  (Part  II,  page  578).  The  construction, 
operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed  pipeline  and  related  facilities 
certainly  will  not  alter  whatever  recreational  use  presently  Is  made  of  the 
9,000,000  acre  range.  On  the  other  hand,  at  page  39  in  a  final  EIS  pre¬ 
pared  and  released  by  DOI  In  1974  to  support  its  recommendation  for  expan-  M 

Sion  and  conversion  of  the  Range  to  wildlife  refuge  status,  it  is  estimated 
that  8,000  to  9,000  visits  are  made  to  the  area  annually.  It  further  con¬ 
cedes  at  several  points  that  the  proposed  action  would  encourage  increased  I  HO 
hunting  and  other  recreational  pressures  to  a  degree  that  could  require 
limitations  on  subsistence  use  by  the  native  population.  This  Is  certainly 
less  consistent  with  the  Range's  "wilderness  character"  than  Arctic  6as'  ™ 
proposal . 

On  page  1-215  of  the  DEIS  it  is  stated  that  the  pipeline  "would  cut 
across  an  essentially  undisturbed  continuum  of  Arctic  Coast,  Arctic 
Coastal  Plain,  Northern  Foothills  and  the  Brooks  Range."  The  key  word 
here  is  "essentially",  and  that  requires  emphasis,  for  whatever  "continuun" 
there  may  have  been  has  already  been  broken  by  the  establishment  by  the 
Government  of  DEW  Line  sites  and  by  the  villagers  of  Kaktovik.  Nor  should 
the  reader  be  deceived  that  the  pipeline  will  traverse  all  of  the  compo¬ 
nents  mentioned  above.  The  pipeline  will  only  traverse  the  Arctic  coastal 
plain  and  will  not  lie  in  the  foothills  or  the  Brooks  Mountain  Range.  Finally, 
the  area  where  the  pipeline  will  be  located  is  not  "unique"  inasmuch  as  similar 

sequences  of  terrain  can  be  found  all  across  the  coastal  plain. 

The  DEIS  asserts  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  recommended 
"that  suitability  of  the  enlarged  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  for  in- 
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mended  studies  before  this  could  be  done,  since  the  biological  work  has  been 
done  and  the  need  for  energy  is  now. 

2.0V. 1  CLIMATE  (Pages  1-97  to  1-114) 

2.0V. 2  TOPOGRAPHY  (Pages  I-115-I-146) 

Page  1-120,  Lines  20  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  easternmost  section  of  the  route  lies  in  the  Appalachian  Plateau, 
comprising  the  southern  New  York,  Kenowna,  and  Allegheny  mountain  subpro¬ 
vinces." 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

These  subprovince  names  are  not  in  comon  usage,  and  the  PR  does  not 
enter  southern  New  York  or  traverse  the  Allegheny  mountains.  No  reference 
could  be  found  in  the  available  literature  to  the  "Kenowna  subprovince." 

Page  1-126,  Lines  8  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Crossing  the  Ohio  River  above  Wheeling,  West  Virginia,  ..." 

Applicants'  Coment: 

The  Northern  Border  line  will  cross  the  Ohio  River  south  of  Wheeling. 

Page  1-138,  Lines  8  to  9,  PQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Has  a  maximun  elevation  of  825  feet  and  a  mininur.  of  50  feet,  repre¬ 
senting  a  range  of  75  feet  ..." 

Applicants'  Consent: 

This  should  read  775  feet. 

Page  1-444,  Lines  10  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  moderate-to-steep  slopes  in  the  west  occur  in  the 
Montana  and  North  Dakota  Badlands  which  comprise  up  to  a  third  of  the  terrain 
In  the  area. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  implies  that  one-third  of  the  route  in  this  region  encounters 
badlands.  The  proposed  route  passes  through  12  miles  of  badlands  in  the 
Frenciwan  Creek  area  of  Montana  and  4  miles  in  the  Little  Missouri 
Badlands. 
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elusion  in  the  wilderness  system  be  studied."  Several  points  should  be 
made  to  place  this  statement  in  proper  perspective.  First,  the  Range  has 
existed  in  its  present  form  for  15  years  or  since  December  6,  1960.  For 
five  of  those  years,  Arctic  Gas  has  undertaken  extensive  environmental 
(wildlife,  fish  and  vegetation)  and  engineering  (geotechnical,  etc.)  stud¬ 
ies  in  order  to  construct,  operate,  and  maintain  the  most  envi ronmentally 
desirable  line.  It  Is  the  general  judgment  of  Arctic  6as‘  consultants 

(except  those  on  birds,  who  believe  that  an  inland  routing  would  have 

the  least  potential  Impact  on  birds,  although  agreeing  that  the  pipeline 

can  be  constructed,  operated  and  maintained  without  serious  adverse  impact  to 

birds)  that  the  proposed  route  along  the  coastal  plain  is  envi ronrontally 
preferable  to  other  alternatives  because  it  will  have  the  least  iaoact  on 
the  environment.  And  this  would  appear  to  be  the  all  important  point  to 
both  Government  and  interested  environmental  groups.  Second,  tne  Secre¬ 
tary's  recommendation  in  this  regard  was  just  that— a  recocmendation  with¬ 
out  legal  effect.  It  cannot  be  implemented  without  legislation  and  neither 
House  of  Congress  has  deemed  it  appropriate  even  to  hold  hearings  on  the 
subject.  Third,  the  legislative  proposal  forwarded  to  Congress  by  the 
Secretary  In  1973  to  implement  the  above  recommendation  (introduced  in 
the  93rd  Congress  as  S.  2917  and  H.R.  12336)  expressly  provided  that  the 
lands  involved  should  not  be  withdrawn  from  operation  of  the  Mineral  Leasing 
Act  of  1920,  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The  application  considered  by 
this  DEIS  is  for  a  right-of-way  under  Section  28  of  the  same  Mineral  Leasing 
Act,  as  it  has  been  amended.  Finally,  the  Secretary  has  adequate  existing 
authority  to  protect  the  environment  on  federal  lands,  including  the  Range. 

A  pipeline  may  be  located  in  the  Wildlife  Range  if  the  Secretary  finds  that 
the  pipeline  will  be  compatible  with  the  purposes  for  which  the  Range  was 
established.  The  evidence  amassed  over  the  past  five  years  not  only  demon¬ 
strates  that  the  pipeline  will  be  compatible  with  the  purposes  of  the  Range 
but,  of  equal  significance,  that  the  coastal  plain  routing  is  the  most 
environmentally  desirable  routing. 

With  the  critical  energy  shortage  facing  the  nation.  It  is  necessary 
to  promptly  deliver  the  vast  gas  reserves  in  the  Arctic  regions  of  North 
Anerica  to  consigners  badly  in  need  of  such  supplies  In  the  lower  forty- 
eight  states  at  the  cheapest  price.  The  coastal  route  accomplishes  this. 

It  would  be  unwarranted  and  unreasonable  to  await  the  outcome  of  further  recom- 
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Page  1-148.  Lines  4  to  6.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  areas  of  greatest  earthquake  potential  along  the  route  are  near 
the  Yukon-Northwest  Territories  boundary,  in  eastern  Indiana  and  western 
Ohio,  in  the  Vinetilla  Walla-Walla  region  and  in  the  region  near  Antioch, 
along  the  San  Francisco  segment,  and  along  the  southern  half  of  the  Los 
Angeles  segment." 

Applicants'  Consent: 

It  is  true  that  the  area  of  earthquake  potential  along  the  route 
above  the  60th  parallel  north  is  near  the  Yukon-Northwest  Territories. 
However,  the  seismic  hazard  in  this  area  is  considered  to  be  low. 

The  Indiana  and  western  Ohio  segment  features  seismic  risks  of  consid¬ 
erably  lower  magnitude  than  the  other  segments  of  the  Arctic  Gas  System. 

The  area  specified  in  Indiana  and  Ohio  is  a  mild  northeast  continuation  of 
the  Wabash  Valley  fault  zone  which  has  a  long  record  of  only  moderate 
seismic  vibration. 

The  only  area  where  quakes  of  Mercalli  WI  or  greater  are  likely  on 
the  Northern  Border  segment  is  in  western  Ohio.  Here  an  area  of  approxi¬ 
mately  35  miles  is  traversed  by  the  route  that  may  experience  moderate  to 
considerable  damage.  However,  "damage"  refers  to  buildings  and  larger 
aboveground  structures.  Even  the  worst  case  Mercalli  IX  quake  predicted 
would  not  pose  a  hazard  to  the  pipeline. 

Page  1-148,  Lines  g  to  12.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

A  known  geologic  fault  is  ...  and  a  number  of  faults  are  crossed  or 
approached  along  the  southern  half  of  the  San  Francisco  segment  and  ..." 
Applicants'  Comment: 

Neither  the  draft  EIS  nor  our  own  studies  present  any  evidence  indica¬ 
ting  that  the  pipeline  crosses  any  potentially  hazardous  fault,  or  that  it 
"approaches”  any  fault  sufficiently  close  so  that  hazard  of  fault  ground 
rupture  is  present. 

Page  1-148,  Lines  13  to  15,  P0I-DE1S  Statement: 

"The  potential  for  landslides  occurs  along  portions  of  all  segments 
of  the  proposed  route." 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

Landslide  potential,  addressed  in  response  to  DOI-DEIS  section  2. 1.3.3, 
Pages  V-355  to  V-360  is  a  serious  problem  on  the  Northern  Border  proposed 
route,  only  in  the  western  and  Appalachian  segments,  and  a  few  river  cross¬ 
ings  in  the  midwest.  The  Applicant  has  designed  procedures  to  mitigate 
these  hazards  as  described  In  the  section  referenced  above  and  in  section 
3. 1.3. 3,  Page  V-938. 

Page  1-150,  Lines  12  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Along  the  eastern  half  of  the  route  ..." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

It  should  read  "Along  the  western  half  of  the  route..." 

Page  1-158,  Lines  3  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Central  Lowlands,  however,  there  is 
increased  risk.  Here,  there  have  been  earthquakes  capable  of  causing 
moderate  to  considerable  damage." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

As  described  in  responses  to  DOI-DEIS  section  3. 1.3. 3,  Page  V-945, 
lines  11  to  24,  and  section  2.1.3.3-C,  Page  V-339,  lines  1  to  15,  no 
damage  to  pipelines  due  to  earthquakes  can  be  anticipated  in  any  portion 
of  the  Northern  Border  pipeline  including  the  Central  Lowlands  area. 

Page  1-160,  Lines  8  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  Northern  Border  segment  there  is  a  known  fault  10  to  20  miles 
southwest  of  the  proposed  route  in  Montana.  The  possibility  exists  that 
this  fault  extends  northeast  and  crosses  the  route." 

Applicants'  Coument: 

The  predicted  movement  of  the  Brocton-Froid  fault  over  the  life  of  the 
pipeline  Is  3  inches  and  will  not  endanger  the  pipeline. 

Page. 1-162,  Lines  4  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"they  (landslides)  are  located  mainly  in  the  vicinity  and  west  of  the 
Oahe  Reservoir  ..." 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

Detailed  field  study  indicates  that  the  valley  wall  west  of  the  Oahe 
Reservoir,  although  steep,  Is  composed  of  stable  Cretaceous-age  bedrock. 
No  landslides,  rockfalls,  or  mudslides  are  known  in  the  vicinity.  Land¬ 
slides  over  the  entire  Northern  Border  route  are  discussed  in  detail  in 
the  response  to  DOI-DEIS  section  2. 1.3. 3,  Page  V-355  to  Page  V-360  which 
states  that  landslide  areas  will  be  evaluated  on  a  site  specific  basis 
and  avoided. 

Page  1-162,  Lines  12  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  route  crosses  such  areas.  Including  a  large  landslide 
in  the  John  Day  Formation,  on  such  a  steep  slope  that  future  movement  is 
almost  certain." 


Applicants'  Comment: 

The  reference  to  a  large  landslide  pertains  to  the  Antelope  Creek 
area.  Results  of  reconnaissance  studies  demonstrate  that  the  route  is 
SO  not  underlain  by  landslides  in  this  area,  nor  is  there  evidence  that  the 

pipeline  crosses  any  other  place  where  "future  movement  is  almost  certain.' 
For  a  more  complete  discussion  of  landslides,  refer  to  the  topical  section 
titled  "Geology  and  Soils".*  Discussion  is  found  under  the  subsection 
titled  "Slope  Stability  In  Selected  Areas  Along  The  Canada  To  Antioch 
Pipeline". 


57 


Page  1-164,  Lines  17  to  21  and  Page  1-165,  Lines  1  to  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  paragraph  discusses  potential  volcanic  activities  along  the  pro¬ 
posed  pipeline  route. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

It  appears  that  there  is  a  vague,  possible  volcanic  hazard  along  por¬ 
tions  of  the  proposed  pipeline  route;  however,  the  hazard  is  very  small  when 
compared  with  other  geologic  hazards.  Volcanic  activity  has  been  sporadic 
and  individual  eruptions  in  any  given  area  have  been  separated  in  time  by 
tens  of  thousands  of  years  or  by  hundreds  of  thousands  of  years.  Thus, 
while  we  must  acknowledge  a  possible  hazard,  the  level  of  activity  is  so 
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low  it  would  be  difficult  to  consider  volcanism  as  a  significant  hazard  to 
the  pipeline. 

The  Quaternary  volcanism  that  has  occurred  along  the  pipeline  route 
is  attributed  to  fissure  (or  rift)  eruptions  rather  than  to  the  type  of 
eruptions  that  are  expected  from  conventional  volcanos  (considering  Mauna 
Loa,  Mt.  Lassin,  Mt.  Hood,  and  Mt.  Baker  to  be  conventional  volcanos).  In 
a  generalized  model,  fissure  or  rift  eruptions  along  the  pipeline  route 
can  be  considered  to  be  due  to  crustal  tension  opening  rifts  a  few  meters 
wide,  a  few  kilometers  long  and  penetrating  several  tens  of  kilometers  into 
the  earth's  crust  and  upper  mantle.  When  the  rift  opens,  magma  is  generated 
at  depth  by  anatexis  (partial  melting  of  incandescent  crustal  or  upper  man¬ 
tle  rocks).  The  magma  makes  its  way  up  the  rift  to  produce  a  lava  flow  or 
a  tepra  eruption.  When  the  eruption  is  over,  the  last  magma  freezes  in  the 
rift  to  "weld"  it  closed.  Thus,  each  eruption  is  essentially  a  unique 
event.  This  is  markedly  different  from  volcanism  in  volcanic  provinces 
(i.e.,  the  Mexican  volcanic  belt);  volcanism  associated  with  plate  boun¬ 
daries  and  their  subduction  zones  (I.e.,  Central  America);  or  volcanism 
associated  with  crustal  hot  spots  (i.e.,  Hawaii  or  Yellowstone  National 
Park). 

The  most  consistent  characteristic  along  the  pipeline  route  is  that 
individual  fissures  are  generally  only  active  for  a  short  period  (hours, 
days,  or  a  few  months).  The  next  eruption  would  follow  only  after  a  con¬ 
siderable  period  of  geologic  time  and  it  would  only  occur  after  a  new  rift 
or  fissure  had  been  produced.  In  eruptions  from  more  conventional  volcanism 
the  same  rift  may  remain  active  or  have  alternate  periods  of  dormancy  and 
activity  for  long  periods  of  geologic  time. 

We  could  probably  expect  that  any  new  volcanic  eruptions  in  the  area 
along  the  pipeline  would  not  come  as  a  complete  surprise.  The  opening  of 
a  new  fissure  or  rift  should  be  preceded  by  seismic  activity  that  could  be 
detected  on  various  existing  seismograph  networks.  The  seismic  activity 
would  accompany  rift  formation  before  the  volcanic  eruption  could  occur. 

This  activity  should  be  more  intense  than  the  seismic  activity  that 
precedes  eruptions  at  existing  active  or  dormant  volcanos.  While  most 
eruptions  at  existing  volcanos  can  be  predicted,  on  the  basis  of  seismic 
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activity,  some  eruptions  have  occurred  without  a  significant  seismic 
warning.  This  lack  of  a  strong  seismic  warning  should  not  be  the  case 
if  future  eruptions  do  occur  along  the  pipeline  route. 

In  summary  we  must  conclude  that  the  pipeline  follows  a  route  through 
a  tectonically  active  area.  Thus,  volcanism,  surface  faulting  and  earth¬ 
quakes  are  all  possible  hazards.  By  comparison,  the  hazard  of  surface 
faulting  is  at  least  an  order  of  magnitude  greater  than  the  hazard  of 
another  volcanic  eruption.  The  hazard  of  volcanic  eruption  at  any  given 
spot  is  so  small  and  so  remote  that  It  would  be  difficult  to  define  the 
hazard  In  terms  that  could  be  meaningful  or  significant  in  a  conventional 
risk  analysis. 

It  would  take  a  great  deal  more  study  to  compile  enough  volcanic  data 
to  either  substantiate  or  to  completely  refute  the  possibility  of  a  volcanic 
hazard.  One  of  the  problems  Is  the  low  level  of  Quaternary  volcanic  activity. 
There  are  a  few  manifestations  so  we  must  acknowledge  a  vague,  possible 
hazard;  but  the  eruptions  have  been  separated  in  time  and  space,  so  any 
consistent  pattern  (needed  for  analysis)  would  be  difficult  to  document. 

In  general,  we  would  not  expect  that  a  volcanic  eruption  would  seriously 
affect  most  buried  parts  of  the  pipeline.  Soil  and  rock  are  poor  conductors 
of  heat.  Thus,  a  buried  line  could  possibly  survive  and  remain  in  usable 
condition  even  if  a  lava  flow  was  emplaced  directly  over  it.  In  addition, 
rift  formation  would  be  preceded  by  a  period  of  Increased  seismic  activity 
of  as  much  as  five  years  and  usually  no  less  than  two  months  prior  to  an 
eruption.  This  would  provide  sufficient  time  to  undertake  appropriate 
mitigative  measures. 


SH 


Page  1-173,  Lines  7  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

About  120  miles  of  the  route  through  North  Dakota  cross  the  Little 
Missouri  Badlands  and  the  Missouri  River  Escarpment.  Soils  through  these 
areas  are  extremely  thin  over  shales  and  sandstone.  Slopes  range  up  to  60% 
with  elevational  differences  of  400  feet.  Erosion  hazards  are  high. 
Applicants'  Conment: 

This  discription  is  for  the  general  area  and  does  not  reflect  the 
location  of  the  Proposed  Route.  The  final  alignment  as  presented  in  the 
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2.0V. 4  SOILS  (Pages  1-166  to  1-179) 

NB-EIA  crosses  only  four  miles  of  badlands  in  the  Little  Missouri  area  and 
will  not  cross  areas  with  extremely  steep  slopes  or  elevational  differences 
of  400  feet. 

Page  1-175,  Lines  4  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

For  approximately  100  miles  in  eastern  Ohio,  the  route  crosses  the 
Appalachian  Province  where  slopes  are  steep  and  soils  are  shallow  over 
shale  and  sandstone.  This  Is  an  area  of  high  erosion  hazard.  In  addition 
to  soil  and  slope  problems,  high  water  tables  in  acidic  soils  and  numerous 
small  stream  crossings  will  be  encountered.  For  approximately  7  miles,  an 
area  of  unstable  spoil  piles  from  coal  strip  mining  will  be  crossed.  These 
reconstituted  soils  are  highly  acidic  and  composed  of  relatively  sterile 
subsoils. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  problem  associated  with  construction  In  the  Appalachian  Province 
are  minor  and  short-term  as  discussed  and  dismissed  in  response  to  section 
3. 1.3. 4  of  Part  V  of  the  DOI-DEIS.  The  proposed  route  does  not  cross  newly 
strip  mined  terrain  marked  by  numerous  parallel  banks  of  raw  spoil.  The 
strip  mined  areas  traversed  by  the  route  have  been  stabilized  by  grading 
and  leveling  and  revegetating.  No  serious  erosion,  acidity,  or  revegeta¬ 
tion  problems  are  anticipated. 

2.0V. 5  WATER  RESOURCES  (Pages  1-180  to  1-202) 

2.0V. 6-7  VEGETATION  AND  WILDLIFE  (Pages  1-203  to  1-222) 

Page  1-205,  Lines  1  to  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Low  temperatures  and  a  short  growing  season  are  the  principal  limiting 
factors  to  plant  growth." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  statement  is  incomplete.  Haag,  Bliss,  and  others  have  shown  that 
nutrient  availability  Is  also  an  important  limiting  factor  regulating 
plant  growth. 
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Page  1-205,  Lines  6  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  grazers  on  the  tundra,  though  few  in  terms  of  species,  are  diverse 
caribou,  brown  lemmings,  ptarmigan,  and  white-fronted  geese." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  statement  is  not  complete  in  that  ground  squirrels  are  also 
present  In  the  tundra.  One  of  the  other  major  grazers  Is  the  snow  goose. 
Page  1-215,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  doing  so,  It  would  cut  across  an  essentially  undisturbed  continuum 
of  arctic  coast,  arctic  coastal  plain,  northern  foothills,  and  the  Brooks 
Range. " 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  coastal  area  east  of  Prudhoe  Bay,  including  that  lying  within  the 
Wildlife  Range,  has  been  subjected  to  disturbances  for  many  years  Including 
the  Impact  of  the  whalers  in  that  area,  and  more  recently  the  construction 
and  operation  for  over  20  years  of  the  DEW  line  sites.  The  DEW  line  sites 
have  been  serviced  by  air,  thus  involving  a  good  deal  of  air  support 
accross  the  coastal  area.  In  addition  to  this  the  coastal  plain  has  long 
been  known  as  an  easy  travel  route  and  has  been  used  as  such  for  hundreds 
of  years.  The  "continuum"  of  the  arctic  coast  has  already  been  disturbed. 
Page  1-215,  Lines  11  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

"The  route  would  cross  Alaska's  major  shore  polar  bear  denning  area." 
Applicants'  Comment:  * 

In  cooperation  with  U.S.  government  agencies,  Applicant  has  conducted 
surveys  on  polar  bears  along  the  route  of  its  proposed  pipeline.  Applicant 
located  3  Inland  polar  bear  denning  sites  in  1974  and  none  in  1975.  In 
short,  the  route  would  not  cross  a  major  polar  bear  denning  area.  This  Is 
more  fully  discussed  in  the  response  to  the  part  dealing  with  Alaska 
(Part  II). 
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Page  1-215,  Line  23  to  1-216,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  only  alternative  source,  which  Is  not  adequate,  Is  from  ice-free 
upland  sites." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

As  stated  by  Arctic  Gas,  the  location  of  all  facilities,  including 
borrow  sites,  will  be  checked  for  possible  denning  sites  of  wildlife  and 
care  will  be  taken  to  assure  that  such  denning  sites  are  not  disturbed. 

The  DEIS  goes  on  to  note  that  such  sites  offer  wind  shelter,  which  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  maintenance  of  butterfly  populations  in  the  Arctic.  The  constru¬ 
ction  of  a  pipeline  with  Its  minute  requirements  for  land  will  not  adversely 
effect  the  "maintenance  of  butterfly  populations  in  the  Arctic". 

Page  1-216.  Lines  13  to  14,  DOI-Deis  Statement: 

"There  are  no  seed  sources  for  native  vegetation,  so  temperate  species 
would  be  used." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  temperate  species  in  question  have  conmonly  been  used  in  circum¬ 
polar  countries  for  many  years  and  are  well  adapted  to  northern  climates. 
Additionally,  Arctic  Gas  has  its  own  native  seed  research  program  and  is 
developing  sufficient  quantities  of  seed  required  for  the  revegetation  of 
the  pipeline  right-of-way. 

Page  1-217,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS- Statement: 

"In  the  northern  Mackenzie  valley,  the  proposed  Canadian  Arctic  Ga>s 
pipeline  would  pass  through  the  wintering  range  of  the  Porcupine  caribou 
herd." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  prime  route  would  not  pass  through  the  wintering  range  of  the 
Porcupine  caribou  herd.  However,  there  are  a  few  scattered  animals  that 
occasionally  winter  north  of  the  Brooks  Range. 

Page  1-217.  Lines  17  to  19.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Resulting  increased  sediment  load  in  streams  draining  the  proposed 
route  would  be  particularly  critical  for  species  requiring  clear  water." 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

In  the  Arctic,  the  pipeline  will  be  constructed  during  the  winter,  and 
the  problem  with  sedimentation  will  be  mainly  restricted  to  the  spring  run¬ 
off  period  when  sediment  loads  are  normally  high.  Appreciably  Increased 
sediment  loads  during  the  summer  are  not  anticipated. 

Page  1-218,  Lines  14  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  proposed  North  Border  Pipeline  would  cross  a  number  of  fee  title 
and  easement  Waterfowl  Production  Areas  in  the  pothole  region  of  the 
Great  Plains  (principally  in  South  Dakota  and  Minnesota).  Class  I,  II 
and  III  pothole  habitat  areas  on  these  and  on  private  lands  would  be 
vulnerable  to  disruption  by  pipeline  construction  activities.  These 
areas  are  valuable  to  a  large  variety  of  waterfowl  and  other  wildlife. 
Applicants  Comment: 

The  alignment  was  selected  to  avoid  wetland  areas  where  possible, 
but  will  cross  a  limited  amount  of  wetland  areas.  These  areas  are  iden¬ 
tified  in  Section  3.1.2  of  the  NB-EIA  and  are  primarily  Intermittent  or 
marginal  with  limited  waterfowl  value.  The  Impact  of  construction  In  these 
wetlands  Is  described  for  each  state  in  Section  3.1.2. 

Page  1-219,  Lines  4  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Indiana  bat  which  ranges  along  the  proposed  route  In  Illinois, 
Indiana,  Ohio,  West  Virginia  and  Pennsylvania  Is  an  endangered  species. 

One  piece  of  critical  habitat  for  this  species  is  an  abandoned  mine 
within  1,000  feet  of  the  proposed  route  In  Illinois." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Volume  2,  page  2.2.5-31  and  Volume  4,  page  3.1.2-44  refers 
to  the  Indiana  bat  as  an  endangered  species  which  will  not  be  affected  by 
the  project  since  construction  does  not  lead  to  the  destruction  of  caves. 
The  lines tone  caverns  are  about  2,000  feet  away  from  the  proposed  route 
and  if  blasting  is  required,  disturbance  can  be  minimized  by  controlling 
the  blasting  charges. 
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Page  1-219,  Lines  12  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Big  Darby  Creek,  a  tributary  of  the  Scioto  River  in  Ohio,  contains  a 
madtom  (catfish)  Noturus  trautmani  and  four  mulluscs  being  considered  for 
inclusion  on  the  national  list  of  endangered  species.  The  tubercled- 
blossom  pearly  mussel  of  the  Ohio  River,  the  pink  mucket  pearly  mussel  of 
the  Muskingum  River,  and  the  Higgins  Eye  Mussel  of  the  Mississippi  River 
occur  in  areas  crossed  by  the  route  and  all  have  been  proposed  for  in¬ 
clusion  on  the  federal  list  of  endangered  species. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Northern  Border  pipeline  does  not  intersect  Big  Darby  Creek. 
Therefore,  there  is  no  risk  to  this  unique  assemblage  of  aquatic  species 
(NB-EIA,  Volume  3,  Section  2.1.3-22)  and  the  reference  should  be  deleted. 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.1.3.7A.2  of  Part  V  of  the  DEIS,  there  is  no 
recent  evidence  of  the  existence  of  these  mussel  populations  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  proposed  crossing  sites.  Each  of  the  above  rivers  have  been 
subjected  to  substantial  disturbances  from  pollution  loadings,  dredging, 
and  other  construction  activities.  As  a  result  there  is  no  basis  to  assume 
that  there  will  be  any  significant  impact  to  these  species  as  a  conse¬ 
quence  of  the  construction  of  the  pipeline. 

Page  1-222,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Table  2.0V. 6-1,  Endangered  Species  along  the  Proposed  Route". 
Applicants'  Cownent: 

The  pipeline  proposed  is  onshore,  and  the  required  movement  of  freight 
will  be  restricted  to  a  very  short  time  period.  It  is  difficult,  therefore, 
to  see  the  importance  of  listing  the  bowhead,  the  Pacific  right,  and  the 
gray  whale  as  endangered  species  along  the  pipeline  route.  In  addition,  no 
known  peregrine  falcon  nests  are  found  along  the  Northern  Border  pipeline. 

At  this  time  there  are  no  known  peregrine  falcon  nests  east  of  the  Rocky 
Mountains  in  the  United  States.  Peregrine  falcons  are  known  to  migrate 
across  the  proposed  route  in  the  western  states.  No  impact  to  the  peregrine 
falcon  as  a  result  of  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  pipeline  is 
anticipated. 
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2.0V. 8  ECOLOGICAL  CONSIDERATIONS  (Pages  1-223  to  1-226) 

Pages  1-223  to  1-226,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  section  presents  a  theoretical  discussion  of  "ecological  consid¬ 
erations"  In  the  Arctic. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

In  this  subsection  the  DEIS  broaches  the  subject  of  diversity  and 
stability  In  high- 1 atl tl ude  ecosystems.  Several  misconceptions  are  found 
In  their  discussion  and  referenced  below.  There  are  two  reasons  why  such 
theoretical  discussion  detracts  from  an  impact  analysis: 

The  first  Is  that  Impacts  from  pipeline  construction  will  affect  por¬ 
tions  of  local  populations  and  conmunltles  to  a  measurable  and  predictable 
extent.  Ecosystem  effects,  on  the  other  hand,  will  certainly  be  of  Insuf¬ 
ficient  magnitude  to  estimate,  difficult  to  define,  and  Inconsequential 
even  In  the  short  run.  Thus  environmental  impacts  from  projects  such  as 
gas  pipelines  can  only  be  practically  assessed  at  the  population  and  com¬ 
munity  levels. 

Second,  the  question  of  stability  only  takes  on  meaning  In  an  applied 
context  when  related  to  a  specific  operation  which  will  affect  the  environ¬ 
ment.  The  possibility  that  the  pipeline  may  affect  arctic  stability  through 
further  reduction  In  diversity  Is  not  only  beyond  the  scope  of  this  impact 
study,  but  diverts  attention  from  the  natural  restoration  and  recruitment 
potential  of  unaffected  portions  of  communities  adjacent  to  the  right-of- 
way. 

Page  1-223,  Lines  7  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"This  relates  to  the  controversy  over  the  'fragility'  or  stability  of 
high  latitude  ecosystems." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

"Stability"  Is  undefined,  but  appears  to  be  confused  with  lack  of  os¬ 
cillation  or  fluctuation.  The  only  meaningful  definition  of  stability  re¬ 
fers  to  resistance  (recoverability)  to  perturbation. 

Page  1-223,  Lines  12  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"One  of  the  most  tenacious  of  all  of  the  fundamental  tenets  of  ecology 
Is  the  one  that  holds  that  stability  Is  the  result  of  diversity." 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  statement  that  stability  as  a  result  of  diversity  is  a  fundamen¬ 
tal  tenets  of  ecology  is  Incorrect.  While  it  is  generally  conceded  that 
diversity  and  stability  are  interrelated,  not  all  stable  systems  are  tax- 
onomically  diverse,  and  there  Is  no  demonstrated  cause  and  effect  rela¬ 
tionship  between  diversity  and  stability  In  such  systems.  It  Is  known, 
furthermore,  that  other  factors  such  as  variability  of  trophic  interaction 
can  Influence  stability. 

Page  1-223,  Lines  20  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  the  arctic  tundra  is  unstable  because  it  Is  subject  to  severe 
oscillations,  how  is  It  that  the  system  as  a  whole  survives?" 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Extreme  oscillations  are  not  necessarily  indicative  of  instability. 
Many  stable  communities  exhibit  severe  oscillations  in  space  and  time. 
Fragility  and  Instability  are  a  function  of  the  ability  of  a  community  to 
recover  from  perturbation.  Thus,  severe  oscillations  of  population  levels 
in  the  arctic  trundra  do  not  necessarily  reflect  instability. 

Page  1-224,  Lines  5  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Apparently  the  arctic  tundra  exhibits  local  Instability  and  a  high 
degree  of  global  stability." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  concept  of  local  and  global  stability  are  not  applicable  to  the 
assessment  of  impacts  from  the  pipeline  project.  The  construction  of  a 
natural  gas  pipeline  will  affect  portions  of  local  communities  whose  abil¬ 
ity  to  recover  from  disturbances  depends  upon  active  restoration  efforts 
and  natural  recruitment  from  adjacent  unaffected  areas. 

Page  1-225,  Lines  3  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  serious  threat  at  this  time  lies  not  in  developing  the  Arctic 
but  in  committing  it  all  at  once  and  not  allowing  time  for  natural  re¬ 
pair.  If  we  are  going  to  allow  development  It  Is  essential  that  large 
ecosystem  reservoirs  be  held  In  reserve 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  idea  that  the  development  of  petroleum  reserves  in  the  Arctic  will 
preclude  recovery  because  of  disturbance  to  "ecosystem  reservoirs"  Is  In¬ 
correct.  The  type  of  disturbance  associated  with  this  development  impacts 
the  local  community  level,  not  to  any  broad  scale  ecosystems. 

Page  1-225,  Lines  11  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  present  course  of  development  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  Is 
fraught  with  hazard  simply  because  there  Is  no  plan.  The  central  part  of 
the  coastal  plain  between  the  Colville  River  on  the  west  and  the  Canning 
River  on  the  east  is  State  land  and  management  of  this  section  is  fully 
committed  to  development  of  the  oil  and  gas  potential.  Federal  reserva¬ 
tions  lie  on  either  side  of  this  central  section,  the  Arctic  National  Wild¬ 
life  Range  on  the  east  between  the  Canning  River  and  the  Canadian  boundary, 
^  and  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4  on  the  west  between  the  Colville  River 

and  the  162°  merldan.  The  first  area  is  relatively  undeveloped  and  the 
second  Is  recovering  from  earlier  oil  exploration  activity." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  present  course  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  the  Arctic  Coastal 
Plain  Is  proceeding  according  to  a  specified  plan,  l.e.,  oil  field  ex¬ 
ploration  and  development  In  Prudhoe  Bay  with  the  completion  of  a  trans¬ 
portation  link  and  oil  field  exploration  and  testing  In  Pet  4.  This  pro¬ 
ject  represents  the  application  to  construct  a  natural  gas  transportation 
link  across  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range.  In  all  cases,  the  pre¬ 
sent  and  future  development  In  this  region  Is  subject  to  advance  scrutiny 
of  the  local  native  cooperatives,  the  State  of  Alaska  and  the  Department 
of  the  Interior,  and  the  Department  of  the  Navy.  Thus,  it  is  far  from 
"fraught  with  hazards". 

Page  1-226,  Lines  1  to  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"These  two  areas  (NPR-4  and  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range)  would 
provide  ecological  reservoirs  on  sufficient  spatial  scale  to  make  possible 
^  repairs  of  unavoidable  disturbance  within  the  Prudhoe  Bay  development  area 

and  access  corridors." 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  repair  of  unavoidable  disturbances  associated  with  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  Prudhoe  Bay  and  access  corridors  are  not  dependent  upon  NPR-4  or 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  for  recovery.  The  disturbances  effect 
portions  of  local  communities  and  their  recovery  Is  dependent  upon  the 
success  of  the  restoration  plan  of  the  developers  and  upon  recruitment 
from  adjacent  areas. 

2.0V. 9  ECONOMIC  FACTORS  (Pages  1-227  to  1-243) 

Page  1-229,  Lines  14  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  subsistence  economy  consists  of  living  off  the  land  without 
working  for  wages. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

It  should  be  recognized  that  some  persons  work  for  wages  and  also  carry 
on  "subsistence"  living  off  the  land. 

Page  1-236,  Lines  5  to  7t  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  Northwest  Territories  and  the  Yukon  Territory,  unemployment  is 
high,  and  what  employment  there  is,  is  concentrated  in  government  and 
services." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Petroleum  development  and  exploration  activities  account  for  a  good 
deal  of  the  employment  which  Is  now  available  in  the  Territories. 

Page  I-  238,  Lines  10  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...at  2  billion  barrels/day,  Alaska  will  collect  a  royalty  of  $150 
million  per  barrel  of  wellhead  value.  At  $7/barrel  ...  $1050  million/year." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  statement  should  be  corrected  to  read  "...  at  2  million  barrels/day 
...  royalty  of  250  thousand  barrels  ...  at  $7/barrel  ...  $639  million/year." 
Other  corrections  concerning  tax  revenues  and  expenditures  should  be 
adjusted  accordingly. 
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Page  1-239,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Tax  revenue  for  1971-72  was  $16  million,  which  is  only  21  percent  of 
expenditures,"  and  later  "Expenditures  were  $91  million  in  1971-72." 
Applicants'  Coament 

This  statement  is  not  clear. 

2.0V. 10  SOCIOLOGICAL  FACTORS  (Pages  1-244  to  1-257) 

Page  1-245,  DPI-  DEIS  Statement: 

"Table  2.0V. 10-1.  The  population  for  Kaktovik  and  Prudhoe  Bay  is 
given  as  302,173." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  population  of  Kaktovik  is  about  160.  Prudhoe  Bay  has  no  permanent 
population,  but  is  continuously  occupied  on  a  revolving  basis. 

2.0V. 11  LAND  USE  (Pages  1-258  to  1-315) 


Page  1-261,  Line  19  to  1-262,  Line  1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Most  of  the  land  in  Canada  near  the  proposed  pipeline  route  is  not 
under  intensive  development.  In  the  Yukon  and  Northwest  Territories,  most 
of  the  land  is  of  wilderness  character." 
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'  Applicants'  CoiTment: 

The  pipeline  follows  the  Mackenzie  River  for  the  majority  of.  its  route 
through  the  Territories,  and  the  Mackenzie  has  for  over  100  years  been  a 
major  artery  of  transportation  to  the  Canadian  arctic.  Furthermore,  on  the 
east  bank  of  the  Mackenzie,  where  the  pipeline  is  proposed,  there  is  now 
and  has  been  for  many  years  a  surface  corrmuni cation  system,  a  winter  road, 
extensive  seismic  lines,  numerous  communities  and  an  oil  refinery. 

7 S’  Pjfle  1-265,  Line  19  to  1-266,  Line  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

However,  the  proposed  route  would  cross  two  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
irrigation  projects,  the  Bufort-Trenton  Project  near  the  Montana-North 
Dakota  boundary,  and  the  Heart  Butte  unit  of  the  Missouri  River  Basin 
Project  in  south  central  North  Dakota. 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  proposed  route  will  cross  about  four  miles  of  irrigated  land  in 
the  Buford-Trenton  Project.  The  pipeline  will  be  designed  to  accomodate 
the  Irrigation  canals  and  drains  and  only  a  short-term  minor  Impact  Is 
anticipated.  The  Missouri  River  Basin  Project  Is  still  in  the  planning 
stage  along  the  pipeline  route.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  be  consul¬ 
ted  prior  to  the  finalization  of  the  design  of  the  pipeline  through  the 
project  area  and  no  additional  adverse  impacts  are  anticipated. 

Page  1-266,  Line  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Saskatchewan  ...  Reservoir. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  should  read  "Sakakewea  ...  Reservoir." 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Standing  Rock  Indian  Reservation  is  south  of  the  proposed  route. 
Figure  2. 1.1-3  which  shows  Indian  reservations  along  the  route  shows  that 
no  Indian  reservations  are  crossed  in  North  Dakota.  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  2, 

79  Figure  2. 1.1-3). 

Page  1-272,  Lines  3  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  location  of  compressor  stations  in  relation  to  nearby  land  uses 
Is  given. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

80  The  number  and  locations  of  compressor  stations  have  been  changed  per 
the  amended  application  of  September,  1975,  and  the  description  must  be 
revised. 


Page  1-267,  Lines  8  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  land  crossed  by  the  route  in  this  area  would  also  include  270  miles 
of  prairie  pothole  country,  important  as  habitat  for  waterfowl  and  migrant 
shoreblrds. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  proposed  Northern  Border  pipeline  will  traverse  121  miles  of  pot¬ 
hole  country  in  Montana  arid  the  Dakotas. 
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Page  1-267,  Lines  16  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  states  that  88  miles  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation 
would  be  crossed  by  the  pipeline. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Approximately  84  miles  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation  would  be 
crossed  by  the  pipeline  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  page  3.1.1-13,  lines  9  to  10). 

Page  1-267,  Lines  17  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  states  that  the  route  would  cross  a  corner  of  the  Standing 
Rock  Indian  Reservation  in  North  Dakota. 
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Page  1-272,  Lines  15  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  compressor  stations  would  also  be  located  within  1  mile  of  Hendricks 
State  Wildlife  Management  Area,  South  Dakota,  within  1/4  mile  of  Bennett 
State  Wildlife  Management  Area,  South  Dakota  ..." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Both  of  the  wildlife  areas  are  located  in  Minnesota,  (Ref.  NB-EIA, 

Volume  2,  Section  2.1.1-F,  Pages  2.1.1-129  and  2.1.1-140). 

Page  1-281,  Lines  20  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  proposed  route  would  pass  through  a  developing  subdivision  of 
Winnemucca,  Nevada. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Humboldt  County  Regional  Planning  Commission  is  preparing  a  general 
plan  for  the  City  of  Winnemucca  in  conjunction  with  the  county's  comprehen¬ 
sive  master  plan.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  general  plan  will  probably 
designate  the  land  within  the  right-of-way  near  the  city  as  agricultural. 
Winnemucca  is  surrounded  by  agricultural  use,  a  commercial  zone 
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straddles  Route  40  for  about  five  miles  and  a  residential  area  lies  to  the 
east  of  Winnemucca.  There  are  no  conflicts  with  or  special  use  permits 
required  for  any  of  the  zones.  Including  1000  feet  of  commercial  zone  which 
will  be  crossed  by  the  pipeline.  The  agricultural,  residential,  commercial, 
and  manufacturing  zones  of  the  City  of  Winnemucca  are  also  compatible  with 
a  nearby  existing  gas  transmission  line. 

The  Applicants'  January  15,  1975  supplement  to  their  Environmental 
Impact  Report  provides  detailed  maps  showing  the  land  use  plans  and  zoning 
for  this  area  as  well  as  the  rest  of  the  proposed  pipeline  route.  The  maps 
for  the  Winnemucca  area  are  based  on  discussions  with  Mr.  Ronald  D.  Young, 
Director  of  Planning,  Humboldt  County  Regional  Planning  Commission,  the 
1963  Humboldt  County  Land  Use  Plan  and  the  1969  City  of  Winnemucca  Zoning 
Ordinance.  Based  on  these  sources  of  information,  the  proposed  pipeline 
does  not  go  through  a  developing  subdivision  near  Winnemucca. 

Page  1-283,  Lines  7  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Major  private  airstrips  are  located  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Deadhorse." 
Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Deadhorse  airstrip  Is  owned  by  the  State  of  Alaska. 

Page  1-295,  Lines  9  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

the  Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Limited  line  now  makes  deliveries 
to  Interstate  Transmission  Associates  at  Kingsgate." 

Applicants'  Conment: 

Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Ltd.  (ANG)  makes  deliveries  only  to 
Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  at  Kingsgate.  ANG  transports  gas  for 
Alberta  and  Southern  Gas  Co.  Ltd.  and  for  Westcoast  Transmission  Company. 

Page  1-295,  Lines  17  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  the  British  Columbia  -  Washington  State  border  with  Northwest 
Pipeline  Limited." 

Applicants'  Conment: 

"Northwest  Pipeline  Limited"  should  be  changed  to  read  "Northwest  Pipe¬ 
line  Corporation". 
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Oregon.  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  makes  deliveries  to  Northwest 
Pipeline  Corporation  through  20  taps." 

Pane  1-299,  Lines  11  to  12.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  paragraph  mentions  several  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  facilities. 

Applicants'  Conment: 

The  facilities  mentioned  in  this  paragraph  as  being  owned  by  El  Paso 
Natural  Gas  are  actually  owned  by  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation. 

Pane  1-300.  Lines  10  to  22.  D01-DE1S  Statement: 

This  paragraph  discusses  the  pipeline  crossing  useable  water  supplies. 
Applicants'  Comment: 

The  final  alignment,  as  selected  following  receipt  of  certification, 
will  take  into  consideration  necessary  minor  alignment  changes  to  avoid 
proposed  reservoir  sites. 

In  addition,  the  Quinn  River  is  not  crossed  at,  or  near.  Its  headwaters. 
The  pipeline  crosses  the  river  at  a  point  where  it  is  intermittent  in  the 
Quinn  River  Valley  south  of  McDermltt. 

Page  1-301.  Lines  14  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  Oregon,  the  proposed  gas  pipeline  would  parallel  an  existing  gas 
pipeline  of  the  Northwest  Power  Company  for  88  miles  from  Meacham  to  Rye 
Valley. 

Applicants'  Conment: 

"Northwest  Power  Company"  should  be  changed  to  read  "Northwest  Pipe¬ 
line  Corporation." 

Page  1-308,  Lines  7  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  highly  populated  area  along  the  route  in  southwestern  Pennsyl¬ 
vania,  city  zoning  regulations,  especially  subdivision  regulations,  may 
affect  the  pipeline." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  any  zoning  regulations  will  affect  the 
proposed  pipeline  since  virtually  all  such  ordinances  have  a  clause  exempting 
utility  pipeline  from  zoning  restrictions. 
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Page  1-296,  Lines  7  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  section  discusses  transmission  facilities  abutted  or 
adjoined  by  the  proposed  pipeline  route  as  well  as  those  the  pipeline  will 
cross. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  DOI-DEIS  makes  reference  only  to  electric  powerlines  rights-of- 
way,  and  concludes  that  the  pipeline  will  share  13  miles  of  this  type  of 
right-of-way.  Both  existing  pipline  and  electrical  transmission  rights- 
of-way  will  be  utilized  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  page  3. 1.1-2,  Lines  4  to 
6)  for  a  total  of  23  miles.  These  existing  transmission  rights-of-way  will 
be  adjoined  or  abutted  and  not  shared  by  the  proposed  pipeline. 

Page  1-296,  Lines  15  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

A  small  section  of  the  Buford-Trenton  Irrigation  Project  Is  crossed 
in  North  Dakota,  and  a  larger  section  of  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation's  Oahe 
Irrigation  Unit  in  South  Dakota. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  proposed  route  will  cross  about  four  miles  of  irrigated  land  in  the 
Buford-Trenton  Project.  The  pipeline  will  be  designed  to  accomodate  the 
irrigation  canals  and  drains  and  only  a  short  term,  minor  Impact  is  antici¬ 
pated.  The  portion  of  the  Oahe  Irrigation  Unit  crossed  by  the  pipeline  is 
still  In  the  planning  stage.  The  Bureau  of  Reclamation  will  be  consulted 
prior  to  the  finalization  of  the  design  of  the  pipeline  through  the  project 
area  and  no  additional  adverse  Impacts  are  anticipated. 

Page  1-299,  Lines  12  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

"It  would  also  cross  numerous  small  gas  lines  owned  by  the  Pacific  Gas 
Transmission  Company  and  would  make  deliveries  to  them  through  19  taps.  In 
addition,  deliveries  are  made  to  El  Paso  National  Gas  Company  through  20  taps." 
Applicants'  Comment: 

For  a  more  accurate  description,  the  above  sentences  should  read  as 
follows: 

"In  California  it  would  also  cross  numerous  small  gas  lines  owned  by 
Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  and  would  make  deliveries  to  PG  and  E's 
Intrastate  system  through  19  taps.  In  addition,  in  Idaho,  Washington  and 
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Page  1-311.  lines  6  to  12.  DOI-DFIS  Statement.: 

Segments  of  the  John  Day  River  in  Oregon  (which  is  now  recognized  as  a 
"National  and  Scenic  River"),  the  Moyle  and  Kootenai  Rivers  in  Idaho,  and 
the  Sacramento  River  in  California  have  all  been  identified  as  potential 
additions  to  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 


The  DEIS  should  provide  additional  information  on  the  potential  addi¬ 
tion  of  the  Kootenai  River  in  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  The  John 
Day  River  has  been  named  for  study  for  possible  inclusion  into  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  River  System.  It  has  not  to  date  been  recognized  as  a  "National 
and  Scenic  River". 

Page  1-312,  Lines  20  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  Is  possible  that  the  Rio  Vista  Gas  Field  In  the  Central  California 
Valley  could  be  developed  in  the  future." 

Applicants'  Commpnt- 

This  field  has  been  developed  to  its  maximum  capability  for  many  years 
The  sentence  should  be  stricken. 

Page  1-314,  Lines  1  to  3.  DOI-DEIS  stat.m.nf. 

In  Oregon,  the  potential  of  the  Owyhee  River  for  classification  under 
the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  is  being  studied. 

Applicants'  Conment: 

The  proposed  pipeline  comes  within  2  miles  of  the  Owyhee  River  At 
this  point,  the  river  runs  through  a  canyon  approximately  4000  feet  deep 
It  is  highly  unlikely  that  anyone  on  the  river  or  in  the  canyon  would  be 
able  to  v,ew  the  pipeline  right-of-way.  In  any  case,  this  area  has  already 
been  impacted  by  several  unpaved  roads  that  the  pipeline  roughly  parallels 
Additionally,  the  nearest  pipeline-related  aboveground  structure  will 
be  located  approximately  14  miles  east  of  the  river. 

the  oLhh  ''of1"'  d°eS  Cr°SS  $eVeral  ,nte™1tte"‘  *t™.m  that  drain  into 
the  Owyhee  River.  Since  these  streams  will  be  crossed  in  the  su^er  when 

t  ey  are  dry.  it  is  doubtful  that  construction  wil,  add  any  turbidity  to 
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2.0V. 12  PALEONTOLOGICAL,  ARCHAEOLOGICAL,  AND  HISTORICAL  RESOURCES 
(Pages  1-316  to  1-331) 

Page  1-316,  Lines  9  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states  that  "all"  sites  on  the  National  Register  or  State 
Registers  "along  the  proposed  route"  are  listed. 

Applicants1  Comnent: 

Eight  sites  in  four  states  are  listed  for  Northern  Border,  and  these 
are  up  to  2  miles  from  the  line.  This  limited  number  of  sites  does  not 
constitute  a  complete  list. 

Page  1-317,  Table  2.0V. 12-1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Washington:  Kentucky  Trail  (1864-1872).  Pipeline  intersects  route 
of  Kentucky  Trail  approximately  1  mile  northeast  of  Rosalia." 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

The  PGT  pipeline  passes  northwest  of  Rosalia;  the  above  statement  is 
incorrect  as  to  the  location  reference. 

Page  1-317,  Table  2.0V. 12-1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  distance  from  the  pipeline  of  the  Dixon  and  McLaughlin  mounds  in 
Ohio  is  listed  as  "not  given". 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

The  Dixon  mound  is  one-half  mile  from  the  proposed  route,  and  the 
McLaughlin  mound  is  about  1-1/2  miles  from  the  route.  The  location  of  each 
was  indicated  on  Fig.  A-89,  Land  Use  Aerial  Mosiac,  Vol.  7,  NB-EIA. 

Page  1-317,  Table  2.0V. 12-1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Starved  Rock  State  Park  in  Illinois  is  listed. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Although  the  park  as  a  whole  may  be  on  a  State  Register,  only  Starved 
Rock  itself  is  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  In  any  case. 
Northern  Border  will  avoid  known  significant  sites  during  the  final  right- 
of-way  survey  as  stated  in  the  NB-EIA  and  in  response  to  FPC-D0I  question 
number  13  of  November  22,  1974. 
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Page  1-323,  Lines  10  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  Cajon  Pass,  where  the  Los  Angeles  route  would  terminate,  is  a 
prime  area  of  interest  because  it  Is  an  age-old  passageway  from  the  Great 
Basin  to  the  southern  coastal  area. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicants'  proposed  program  to  mitigate  archaeological  impacts 
under  existing  requirements  is  not  considered.  In  addition,  the  statement 
does  not  consider  the  impacts  already  caused  by  a  major  freeway,  three 
railroads,  other  pipelines  and  electrical  transmission  lines  that  run 
through  this  area.  These  developments  have  probably  already  damaged  many 
of  the  archaeological  resources  in  the  area.  Also,  a  36  inch  natural  gas 
transmission  pipeline  following  the  final  15-1/2  miles  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  will  be  installed  by  1976.  All  significant  impacts  will  have 
occurred  prior  to  the  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline. 

Page  1-324,  Lines  4  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  mentions  three  areas  where  professionals  have  "identified  a 
number  of  archaeological  sites"  in  the  Upper  Missouri  River  Basin,  Ohio 
and  Pennsylvania. 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

Professional  archaeologists  have  worked  in  additional  areas,  although 
more  sites  have  been  recorded  in  these  areas  than  along  most  of  the  rest 
of  the  Northern  Border  study  area. 

Page  1-325,  Lines  8  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states  that  the  applicant  said  that  the  Little  Beaver  Site, 
Illinois  is  "in  the  path  of  the  proposed  pipeline." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Northern  Border  stated  that  from  the  available  data,  it  appeared  that 
this  site  was  potentially  in  the  path  of  the  proposed  route,  but  will  be 
avoided  during  the  field  survey. 
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Page  1-329.  Lines  2  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  states  that  the  portion  of  the  Miami  and  Erie  Canal  crossed 
by  the  proposed  route  "might  be  designated  in  the  future"  for  inclusion  on 
the  National  Register.  The  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal  is  not  mentioned 
at  all. 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

This  section  is  inconsistent  with  Section  3.1.3.12  of  Part  V  of  the 
DOI-DEIS. 


Page  1-329,  Lines  7  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states  that,  "in  Illinois,  5  sites  1/2  mile  or  more  from  the 
proposed  route,  but  still  close  by"  are  considered  eligible  for  inclusion 
on  the  National  Register. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

There  are  sites  "1/2  mile  or  more  from  the  proposed  route"  eligible 
for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register  in  every  state.  Historic  sites 
were  only  mentioned  in  the  NB-EIA  because  a  six-mile  corridor  was  studied 
prior  to  the  selection  of  the  proposed  route.  Any  historic  site  that  is 
outside  the  construction  right-of-way  (100  feet  wide)  will  not  be  affected 
by  pipeline  construction. 

Page  1-329,  Lines  10  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  says  that  there  is  one  site  "nearby"  potentially  eligible 
for  inclusion  on  the  National  Register. 

Applicants'  Comment:  I  / O ? 

The  specific  information  regarding  this  site  should  be  provided.  The 
review  of  the  available  data  indicated  that  no  historic  sites  in  West  Virginia  I 
are  in  the  immediate  (less  than  1/4  mile)  vicinity  of  the  proposed  route.  ™ 


Page  1-329,  Lines  13  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  names  several  trails  crossed  or  paralleled  by  the  various 
proposed  pipelines. 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

Since  the  pipeline  will  be  burled  and  the  right-of-way  not  fenced. 
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construction  will  have  no  effect  on  trails  whether  crossed  or  paralleled. 
Page  1-329,  Lines  20  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  proposed  Los  Angeles  route  would  cross  visible  portions  of  the 
Oregon  Trail  3  times  near  Meacham  ... 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  proposed  pipeline  route  does  not  cross  visible  portions  of  the 
Oregon  Trail. 

2.0V. 13  RECREATIONAL  AND  AESTHETIC  RESOURCES  (Pages  1-332  to  1-343) 

Page  1-332,  Lines  19  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Much  of  the  route  lies  in  an  area  of  high  wilderness  value. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

As  stated  previously,  the  area  where  the  pipeline  is  located  in  Alaska 
is  not  a  wilderness  since  it  contains  evidence  of  man's  presence  and  has 
a  long  history  of  associated  human  activity. 

Page  1-335,  Lines  19  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  is  stated  that  west  of  Minnesota  grazing  is  the  principal  activity 
on  most  of  the  land." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  should  be  amended  to  read  grazing  and  crop  cultivation  are  the 
principal  activities. 

Page  1-336,  Lines  14  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  is  stated  that  nine  designated  recreation  areas  will  be  affected 
in  various  ways,  such  as  blocking  of  access." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Northern  Border  will  consult  with  park  management  in  planning  the  con¬ 
struction  through  park  units.  Where  necessary  temporary  access  to  the  park 
will  be  provided  and  other  measures  will  be  adopted  to  assure  the  continued 
operation  of  the  park. 
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Page  1-337,  Line  20  to  1-338,  Line  2.  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

"The  corridor  from  the  Idaho-British  Columbia  border  to  San  Francisco 
follows  the  route  of  the  pipeline  laid  in  1961-62.  There  are  several  devia¬ 
tions  along  the  current  route  but  most  are  only  local  adjustments." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

For  a  more  accurate  description,  the  above  should  read  as  follows: 

"The  corridor  ...  pipeline  laid  in  1960-61.  There  is  only  one  proposed  devi¬ 
ation  from  the  original  route  for  the  new  pipeline  and  that  is  in  the  John 
Day  Canyon  area." 

Page  1-339,  Lines  4  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  line  states  the  proposed  pipeline  will  affect  the  Lyons  Ferry 
State  Park. 

Applicants'  Conrnent: 

The  proposed  pipeline  route  crosses  through  land  zoned  for  industrial 
use  several  miles  from  the  Lyons  Ferry  State  Park.  The  pipeline  will  have 
no  significant  impact  on  the  park. 

Page  1-342,  Lines  4  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Much  of  the  route  here,  as  well  as  the  adjacent  landscape,  appear 
virtually  untouched  since  passage  of  the  last  emigrant  wagon. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  proposed  pipeline  will  be  installed  parallel  to  and  within  the 
right-of-way  of  an  existing  pipeline  constructed  in  1956.  In  addition,  it 
should  be  kept  in  mind  that  Interstate  80  N  is  often  not  more  than  a  mile 
from  the  trail  throughout  the  section  near  the  pipeline. 

2.0V. 14  AMBIENT  AIR  QUALITY  (Pages  1-344  to  1-351) 

Page  1-344,  Lines  13  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"the  most  severely  polluted  areas,  along  the  proposed  route  through 
the  Lower  Forty-Eight  states,  are  Chicago,  Columbus,  Wheeling,  Pittsburgh,.." 
Applicants'  Coiment: 

These  areas  are  in  the  general  region  of  the  proposed  route  but  the  air 
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proposed  route.  They  further  state  that  periodic  wind  generated  dust  appears 
to  increase  particulate  concentrations  in  excess  of  800  micrograms  per  cubic 
meter  in  the  farthest  western  part  of  the  proposed  route. 

Applicants'  Conrnent: 

As  pointed  out,  in  the  comment  on  Page  1-344,  the  air  quality  data  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  DEIS  did  not  show  that  the  nitrogen  oxide  standard  was  exceeded. 
The  particulate  concentrations  in  excess  of  the  particulate  air  quality 
standard,  correspond  to  a  24-hour  sampling  time  and  although  wind  generated 
dust  may  cause  high  short-term  particulate  levels,  annual  geometric  average 
concentrations  in  the  fartherst  western  part  of  the  proposed  route  are 
well  below  the  applicable  standard. 

Page  1-348,  Lines  6  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  "excessive  particulate  concentrations  occur  locally 
in  the  eastern  segment  and  sulfur  dioxide  concentrations  greater  than  the 
National  Standard,  80  micrograms  per  cubic  meter,  are  observed  along  the 
route  in  parts  of  West  Virginia." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

As  pointed  out  in  a  previous  response,  in  only  a  few  cases  in  the  ex¬ 
treme  eastern  portion  of  the  Northern  Border  route,  is  there  a  chance  that  the 
annual  particulate  standard  may  be  exceeded.  In  addition,  sulfur  dioxide 
concentrations  greater  than  the  National  Annual  Standard  were  observed  only 
in  the  Ohio  Valley. 

2.0V. 15  ENVIRONMENTAL  NOISE  (Pages  1-352  to  1-360) 

Page  1-353,  Line  19  to  1-354,  Line  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"For  the  proposed  San  Francisco  leg,  the  Applicants  have  made  ambient 
sound  measurements  in  the  past  at  compressor  stations  along  their  existing 
pipeline.  They  do  not  report  these  measurements,  but  state  that  after  con¬ 
struction  was  completed,  the  sound  level  abated  during  the  operational 
period  at  all  but  three  of  the  16  compressor  station  sites;  at  these  3 
there  was  an  increase  in  noise  caused  by  the  compression  machinery." 

Applicants'  Conrnent: 

This  is  a  misinterpretation  of  a  statement  contained  in  the  Applicants' 
Environmental  Report.  The  following  is  the  actual  statement  made  in  the 
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quality  of  these  areas  is  not  indicative  of  the  high  level  of  air  quality 
found  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  route.  Several  miles  separate  the 
Wheeling  and  Pittsburgh  areas  from  the  proposed  route.  The  Chicago  and 
Columbus  areas  are  sufficiently  far  from  the  proposed  route  that  their 
emissions  have  a  negligible  effect  on  the  ambient  air  quality  along  the 
proposed  route. 

Page  1-344,  Lines  19  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DEIS  asserts  that  "Federal  standards  for  Particulate  matter,  nitrogen 
oxides,  sulfur  oxides,  carbon  monoxide,  and  hydrocarbons  have  been  periodi¬ 
cally  exceeded  at  locations  along  the  proposed  route"  (including  Northern 
Border  route). 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  ambient  air  quality  data  presented  in  subsection  2.1.3.14  of  the 
DEIS  was  obtained  from  populated  areas  and  does  not,  in  most  cases,  repre¬ 
sent  the  air  quality  along  the  proposed  Northern  Border  Pipeline.  The 
data  presented  in  the  DEIS  did  not  show  that  the  nitrogen  oxide  standard 
was  exceeded,  and  the  sulfur  oxide  standard  was  exceeded  only  in  the 
Ohio  Valley.  No  data  on  hydrocarbon  or  carbon  monoxide  concentrations 
were  presented.  While  the  data  presented  by  the  DEIS  indicated  that  the 
particulate  standard  was  exceeded,  the  data  presented  was  not  representa¬ 
tive  of  the  particulate  air  quality  along  the  proposed  route.  In  only  a 
few  cases,  in  the  extreme  eastern  portion  of  the  Northern  Border  route, 
is  there  a  chance  that  the  annual  particulate  standard  may  be  exceeded. 

Page  1-347,  Lines  12  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DEIS  again  states  that  "severely  polluted  areas,  along  the  proposed 
route  include  the  regions  around  Chicago,  Columbus,  Wheeling,  and  Pitts¬ 
burgh." 

Applicants'  Conrnent: 

As  stated  previously  In  the  comment  on  page  1-344,  lines  15  to  17. 

Page  1-348,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  concludes  that  "at  times,  nitrogen  oxide  concentrations  ex¬ 
ceed  the  National  Standard  of  100  micrograms  per  cubic  meter"  along  the 
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Alberta-California  Environmental  Report,  Page  11-62: 

Noise  Conditions 

"Prior  to  1960,  the  ambient  noise  level  in  the  vicinity  of  the  pipe¬ 
line  right-of-way  consisted  of  background  noise  created  by  nature  (e.g. 
wind  and  rain)  and  by  rural  activity.  Table  I I -6  estimates  the  average 
ambient  noise  types  of  areas.  These  are  representative  of  conditions  that 
probably  existed  before  pipeline  construction. 

"During  construction  of  the  pipeline  in  1960,  men  and  specialized 
equipment  raised  the  noise  level  for  the  period  of  time  required  to  ex¬ 
cavate  the  land,  install  the  pipeline  and  clean  up  (approximately  11  months 
for  the  entire  911  miles).  Afterward,  the  noise  level  abated,  except  in 
the  vicinity  of  three  compressor  stations  located  about  200  miles  apart 
(No.  4  -  Sandpoint;  No.  9  -  Wallula;  No.  13  -  Diamond  Junction).  Here 
was  ah  increase  in  noise  caused  by  machery  used  to  compress  the  gas." 

Only  three  compressor  stations  were  constructed  in  1960-61;  therefore, 
the  noise  abatement  refers  to  construction  noise  only. 

Further  information  regarding  compressor  station  noise  is  contained 
in  Applicants'  EIR  submittal,  pages  11-63  and  64,  the  responses  to 
Question  22  and  23  propounded  by  D0I/FPC  in  a  letter  dated  November  22, 

1974,  and  the  topical  discussion  contained  herein  titled  "Noise  Impacts". 

Page  1-355,  Lines  3  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  worst  case  condition  for  attenuation  is  assumed  to  be  no  wind, 
with  propagation  over  grass  covered  level  fields  for  frequencies  near  100 
hertz." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  "worst  case"  for  noise  propagation  is  the  least  amount  of  noise 
attenuation  per  unit  distance  from  the  source.  To  consider  the  effect  of 
frequency,  the  most  frequency-dependent  component  of  attenuation  with 
distance  is  atmospheric  absorption,  which  increases  with  frequency  squared; 
therefore,  the  farthest  propagation,  or  "worst  case",  occurs  at  the  lower  limit 
of  the  audible  range,  near  30  hertz,  not  100  hertz  as  stated  by  DEIS. 
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Page  1-355.  Lines  6  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"this  is  the  frequency  at  which  compressor  noise  and  construction 
equipment  noise  is  expected  to  be  maximum. M 
Applicants'  Corment: 

The  statement  that  compressor  noise  "is  expected  to  be  maximum"  at 
100  hertz  is  unjustified  because  (1)  the  manufacturer  and  design  of  the 
compressor  systems  will  not  be  determined  until  the  project  is  certified 
by  the  FPC,  and  (2)  the  frequency  spectra  of  the  compressor's  noise  emis¬ 
sions  are  subject  to  appreciable  modification,  hence  control,  in  the  engi- 
neering  design  phase. 

Page  1-355.  Lines  7  to  14.  00I-PEIS  Statement: 

"For  this  case  the  expected  attenuation  of  decibel  level  is  shown  in 
Table  2.0V. 15-3. 

Table  2.0V. 15-3 

Estimated  Sound  Attenuation  Over  Distance, 

Worst  Case  Conditions 


Distance, 

Feet 

100  200 

400 

800 

1,000 

2,000 

4,000 

8,000 

10,000 

Attenua¬ 
tion,  db  0  6 

Applicants'  Corment: 

13 

19 

23 

32 

44 

62 

70 

It  can  be  shown  by  the  equations  of  Kurze  and  Beranek*,  on  which  the 
NB-EIA  noise  analysis  was  based,  that  the  values  of  attenuation  with  dis¬ 
tance  of  Table  2.0V. 15-3  would  not  correspond  to  frequencies  near  100 
hertz,  as  stated,  but  to  frequencies  over  a  range  from  2600  hertz  to 
1100  hertz  at  relative  humidities  of  50  percent  and  100  percent,  respec- 
tlvely. 

Page  1-355,  Lines  17  to  19.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Under  windy  conditions,  sound  levels  may  attenuate  or  be  reduced  much 
more  rapidly  in  a  zone  upwind,  and  concentrated  in  the  zone  downwind. 
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Applicants'  Cogent: 

The  use  of  "concentrated"  is  misleading  in  that  it  implies  an  increase 
of  sound  levels  downwind.  In  reality,  according  to  Figure  7.15  of  Kurz  and 
Berancek*,  excess  attenuation  of  about  3  db  per  doubling  of  distance  occurs 
downwind. 

Page  1-356,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Large  stands  of  mature  trees  can  be  expected  to  increase  the  atten¬ 
uation  rate  in  Table  2.0V. 15-3  above  by  an  additional  5  to  7  db,  provided 
the  stand  is  40  to  50  feet  high,  100  to  200  feet  in  depth,  and  the  receiver 
is  200  to  400  feet  behind  the  stand." 

Applicants'  Corment: 

Shelter  belts  of  trees  are  not  necessarily  required  to  have  the  stated 
size  and  maturity  to  produce  the  stated  excess  attenuation.  This  is  demon¬ 
strated  in  Figures  17  and  18  of  Ref.  5,  a  U.S.  Forest  Service  study,  which 
show  excess  attenuations  of  6  to  8  db  (A)  resulting  from  a  belt  of  ever¬ 
greens  30  feet  high  and  45  feet  in  depth. 


*  Kurze,  V.  and  Beranek,  L.L.,  "Sound  Propagation  Outdoors",  in  Noise  & 
Vibration  Control,  ed.  L.L.  Beranek,  (M<£raw-Hill ,  1971). 
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3.0V.  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 
(Pages  1-361  to  1-408) 

3.0V. 1  CLIMATE  (Pages  1-362  to  1-364) 

3.0V. 2  TOPOGRAPHY  (Page  1-365) 


Page  1-365.  Line  1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  system  would  change  the  char¬ 
acter  of  the  terrain  ..." 

Applicants'  Consent: 

No  significant  Impact  on  topography  will  result  from  the  proposed 
project.  The  Impact  will  be  limited  to  occasional  cuts  where  steep  slopes 
cannot  be  entirely  avoided. 

Page  1-365.  Lines  1  to  2.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Wind  erosion  ...  and  gully  erosion  ...  will  change  the  topography 
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Page  1-365.  Lines  4  to  8.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“In  ...  grassland  landscapes,  the  pipeline  ditch  berm  ...»  the  vari¬ 
ous  buildings  and  towers  will  create  new  elevations  and  a  new  horizon 
alien  to  the  natural  topography." 

Applicants'  Corment: 

The  pipeline  right-of-way  will  be  essentially  restored  to  the  original 
contour  without  a  permanent  berm,  with  the  possible  exception  of  limited 
areas  in  the  discontinuous  permafrost  zone  where  a  surcharge  berm  may  be 
used  to  mitigate  possible  frost  heave.  Widely-spaced  compressor  stations 
and  cormunl cation  towers  will  have  a  minor  local  impact.  The  crown  of 
spoil  over  the  trench  backfill  is  Intentionally  placed  there  to  compensate 
for  natural  subsistence  of  backfill  material.  It  will  ultimately  produce 
a  level  surface  over  the  trench. 
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Page  1-355,  Lir.es  8  tc  15,  DOT-DEIS  Statement: 

This  paragraph  discusses  erosion  impacts  resulting  from  pipeline 
construction. 

Applicants'  Coment: 

This  discussion  does  not  take  Into  consideration  erosion  mitigation 
measures  proposed  by  the  Applicants. 

3.0V. 3  GEOLOGY  (Pages  1-366  to  1-367) 

Page  1-366,  Lines  10  to  13.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Operation  of  the  line  in  Montana  and  North  Dakota  would  stimulate 
the  development  of  coal  deposits  there  for  possible  gasification  and  trans¬ 
mission  through  the  pipeline. 

Applicants'  Cornent: 

The  purpose  of  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  project  is  to  deliver 
gas  from  the  Canadian  Border  to  the  points  of  delivery  indicated  in  the 
application  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Cormission.  The  Northern  Border 
Pipeline  and  ancillary  facilities  have  been  sized  to  transport  only  those 
volumes  of  gas  currently  under  control  from  Prudhoe  Bay.  The  project  dees 
not  Involve  the  transport  of  coal  gas. 

It  has  been  previously  stated  that  the  magnitude  of  the  gas  shortage 
is  so  great  that  other  gas  supplies  including  coal  gasification  will  be 
utilized  to  their  fullest  extent  with  or  without  this  project.  In  this 
regard,  coal  gasification  Is  expected  to  develop  independent  of  this  pro¬ 
ject.  If  in  the  future  the  proposed  Northern  Border  Pipeline  can  be  used 
or  expanded  to  handle  coal  gas,  this  availability  can  only  be  considered 
as  an  overall  benefit  in  meeting  our  country's  future  energy  needs. 

Page  1-367,  Lines  3  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“At  the  southern  end  of  the  system,  the  pipelines  to  San  Frarciscc 
and  Los  Angeles  are  located  In  areas  of  high  seismicity  and  major  dai*  i 
to  the  pipeline  system,  is  likely  In  the  event  of  a  major  earthquake." 

Applicants'  Corrent: 

Experience  demonstrates  that  modem,  electrically  welded  steel  pipe 
lines  are  not  significantly  damaged  In  major  earthquakes.  The  applicarts 
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intend  to  comply  with  all  regulations  pertaining  to  pipeline  construction 
and  operation  with  regard  to  earthquake  resistance. 

Page  1-367,  Lines  14  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

On  those  two  routes,  intense  flash  floods  are  likely  to  occur  more 
often  than  earthquakes  and  could  cause  severe  damage  to  the  pipeline 
system  from  scour  of  streambeds,  movement  of  large  boulders  onto  the 
pipe,  etc. 

Applicants'  Comment' 

Damage  to  the  pipeline  from  scour  or  boulders  in  the  streambeds 
will  be  avoided,  as  discussed  in  the  Applicants'  Environmental  Impact 
Assessment,  by  proper  selection  of  point  of  crossing  and  installation  of 
the  pipeline  below  the  maximum  expected  depth  of  scour. 

Page  1-367,  tines  19  to  23.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Landslides  might  be  Induced  ...  if  slopes  were  undercut." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Where  they  cannot  be  avoided,  steep  slopes  will  be  crossed  perpendi¬ 
cularly,  avoiding  the  landslide  hazard  caused  by  undercutting.  Slump 
hazard  from  a  trench  across  the  toe  of  the  slope  will  be  avoided.  The 
route  goes  around  the  known  unstable  slopes  wherever  possible. 

The  Applicant  appreciates  the  problems  of  trenching  and  slope  sta¬ 
bility,  and  will  Insure  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline  for  economic  as 
well  as  ecologic  reasons.  Localized  hazards  due  to,  and  affecting  trench¬ 
ing,  will  be  dealt  with  during  construction  to  control  unexpected  prob¬ 
lems.  Such  problems  are  almost  certain  to  be  minor  and  will  be  mitigated 
by  proper  engineering  practices.  Restoration  procedures  will  mitigate 
any  additional  problems  which  might  result  from  bedrock,  soil  and  vegetation 
disturbances  as  part  of  the  trenching  operation.  All  such  procedures 
have  been  developed  with  intent  to  maintain  the  pipeline's  integrity. 

3.0V. 4  SOILS  (Pages  1-368  to  1-371) 

Page  1-368,  Lines  6  to  9.  D01-DEIS  Statement: 

“This  mixing  of  subsoils  on  the  surface  of  the  backfilled  ditch  will 
prevent  the  full  restoration  of  the  site  and  cause  a  permanent  loss  of 
soil  productivity." 

PART  I  OVERVIEW 

3.0V  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 

3.0V. 4  (Cont.) 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Northern  Border  has  identified  those  soil  associations  made  up  of 
soils  with  high  wind  erosion  potential.  These  amount  to  5  miles  In 
Montana,  45  miles  in  North  Dakota,  and  16  miles  in  South  Dakota  making 
a  total  of  66  miles  of  the  650  miles  referred  to. 

To  place  the  figure  of  53  tons  of  soil  loss  per  acre  per  year  in 
proper  perspective,  it  Is  equivalent  to  3/10  of  an  inch  per  year.  The 
effect  of  airborne  sediments  on  adjoining  lands  will  be  negligible  be¬ 
cause  only  small  areas  have  the  potential  to  be  disturbed  by  the  pipe¬ 
line  project. 

Page  1-369,  Lines  6  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Losses  exceeding  5  tons  per  acre  per  year  from  wind  erosion  would 
cause  severe  seedling  damage  and  make  revegetation  of  the  right-of-way 
difficult. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Losses  of  5  tons/acre/year  are  equivalent  to  about  1/32  of  an  Inch 
per  year.  A  maximum  of  40  tons  would  be  less  than  1/3  of  an  Inch.  How¬ 
ever,  with  erosion  control  measures  applied  immediately  after  construe- 
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would  be  more  applicable 

never  apply.  In  most  cases, 

the  low  figure 

Paqe  1-370.  Table  3.0V. 4- 

1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Table  3.0V. 4-1 

Miles  of  High  Erosion  Hazard 
Soils,  Northern  Border  Route 

State 

High  Hazard  Soil  Losses,  Tons 

Montana 

38 

20,520 

Mart:  Mkcta 

120 

65,800 

Illinois 

2 

2,800 

Ohio 

100 

114,200 

We:;t  Virginia  & 
Pennsylvania 

10 

26,500 

fie-vn  ng  r'iyK  to 
(&ju4i  ■  haza.'-d 

1,275 

153,000 

381,520 
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Applicants'  Corrment: 

This  discussion  does  not  take  into  consideration  the  Applicants' 
proposal  to  mitigate  the  loss  of  soil  productivity,  such  as  addition 
of  soil  amendments,  revegetation  and  other  agronomic  techniques. 

Page  1-368,  Lines  18  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

An  estimated  300  miles  of  the  Northern  Border  route  would  be  left 
with  relatively  sterile  subsoils  or  parent  materials  on  the  surface. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Soil  associations  which  Include  soil  series  with  unfavorable  sub¬ 
soils  do  occur  over  about  300  miles  of  the  Northern  Border  route.  How¬ 
ever,  these  soil  associations  Include  both  favorable  and  unfavorable 
soil  series  components.  The  pipeline  will  be  generally  routed  over  the 
favorable  soils.  Therefore,  the  actual  pipeline  distance  is  much  less  than 
300  miles.  Sterile  subsoils  have  surface  soil  mixed  with  them  and  generally 
can  be  made  productive  by  use  of  animal  and  green  manures,  commercial  fert¬ 
ilizers,  mulches  and  normal  agricultural  practices. 

Page  1-368,  Lines  23  to  1-369,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

An  estimated  17,000  tons  per  year  could  be  lost  by  wind  erosion  on 
the  Los  Angeles  route  between  Spokane  and  the  Oregon  border. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Pipeline  construction  may  result  In  wind  erosion  along  this  segment  of 
the  route.  However,  to  keep  this  statement  in  proper  perspective,  It  should 
be  known  that  almost  all  of  the  land  In  this  area  Is  dry  farmed  for  grain. 
Thousands  of  acres  are  left  barren  for  extended  periods  of  time  in  the  summer 
and  fall.  Thus,  pipeline  construction  is  not  going  to  significantly  Increase 
the  potential  for  wind  erosion.  Frequent  plowing  also  adds  to  wind  erosion. 

Page  1-369,  Lines  2  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Wind  erosion  hazard  would  also  be  high  along  the  650  miles  of  the 
Northern  Border  route  across  the  spring  wheat  region  of  Montana  and  North 
Dakota  where  soil  losses  could  be  as  high  as  53  tons/acre/yr. 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

Only  part  of  this  mileage  will  be  susceptible  to  water  erosion  and 
these  areas  will  be  treated  with  applicable  water  erosion  control  prac¬ 
tices  both  during  and  after  construction. 

Page  1-370,  Lines  12  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  Northern  Border  route  would  also  cross  three  irrigation  project 
areas  in  Montana  and  North  Dakota.  The  ditch  and  gas  pipeline  would  in¬ 
terfere  with  subsurface  and  surface  irrigation  drains.  Construction 
equipment  and  compaction  would  disturb  the  soil  density  and  slope  and 
interfere  with  gravity  flow  irrigation. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Northern  Border  pipeline  will  cross  only  one  existing  Irrigation 
project.  During  the  construction  of  the  pipeline,  both  the  surface  and 
subsurface  Irrigation  ditches  and  drains  will  be  maintained  and/or  re¬ 
stored  and  the  impact  will  be  similar  to  the  crossing  of  agricultural 
land.  The  pipeline  system  Is  compatible  with  the  planned  irrigation 
projects  and  Northern  Border  will  consult  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation 
prior  to  the  final  design  of  the  line  through  these  areas.  The  existence 
of  the  pipeline  is  compatible  with  the  irrigation  projects,  and  no  impact 
is  anticipated. 

Page  1-370,  Lines  18  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

From  North  Dakota  east  to  Pennsylvania  the  proposed  gas  pipeline 
would  transect  thousands  of  miles  of  farm  drainage  systems.  Pipeline 
ditching  would  cut  these  drains,  introduce  sediments,  and  possibly  pol¬ 
lute  the  receiving  streams. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  impact  on  drain  tile  systems  and  the  receiving  streams  would  be 
short  turm  and  minor  as  discussed  in  response  to  PartV,  Section  3. 1.3. 4, 
of  the  DEIS. 

3.0V. 5  WATER  RESOURCES  (Pages  1-372  to  1-373) 

Page  1-372,  Lines  6  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


I 


/  37 


13? 


139 


IYI 


IYZ 


IY3 


346 


PART  1  OVERVIEW  PART  I  OVERVIEW 

3.0V  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  2.OV  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


3.0V. 5  (Cont.) 

"Hydrostatic  testing  of  the  completed  pipe  will  require  huge  vol¬ 
umes  of  water,  and  the  Indiscriminate  use  of  surface  waters  for  test 
flaids  may  reduce  local  flows  and  quality." 

Applicants'  Conment: 

Refer  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (39)  of  November  22,  1974.  Water 
withdrawals  will  be  controlled  to  prevent  any  significant  changes  In 
water  level  and/or  water  flow  discharges  will  be  done  in  accordance  with 
all  applicable  regulations  and  will  be  controlled  to  prevent  any  signi¬ 
ficant  Impact.  Applicants'  Environmental  Impact  Assessments  state  that 
water  for  hydrostatic  testing  will  be  obtained  only  after  all  necessary  per¬ 
mits  are  obtained  and  in  a  manner  that  will  not  adversely  affect  existing 
water  uses.  Alaskan  Arctic  and  Canadian  Arctic  pose  to  test  their  line 
north  of  the  60th  parallel  with  methanol  and  have  no  intention  of  "Indis¬ 
criminately"  withdrawing  water  from  springs  or  lakes  with  overwintering 
fish  populations.  It  Is  not  Intended  to  withdraw  water  from  such  areas 
but,  If  It  Is  required,  It  will  be  done  In  such  a  fashion  so  as  not  to 
adversely  impact  fish  populations. 


Page  1-373,  Lines  1  to  3,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Release  of  large  volumes  of  test  water  into  dry  streams  on  the 
western  routes  would  cause  streambed  scour,  erosion,  and  Increased  sedi¬ 
ment  yields." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Refer  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (39)  of  November  22,  1974:"The  Appli¬ 
cants  have  stated  that  If  the  discharge  is  made  to  a  dry  waterway  (i.e.. 
Intermittent  stream),  the  discharge  rate  will  be  no  greater  than  the 
flow  experienced  during  normal  flow  periods."  Thus  the  Impact  from  dis¬ 
charged  test  water  should  be  no  greater  than  those  associated  with  nor¬ 
mal  flow  conditions. 
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Page  1-373,  Lines  11  to  15,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Fuel  and  lubricant  spills  from  construction  machinery,  compressor 
stations,  camps,  etc.  would  pollute  surface  and  groundwater  supplies. 
Huge  volumes  of  fuels  will  be  stored  and  used  at  each  camp  and  some 
spills  are  Inevitable." 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

Sensitive  habitat  and  unique  areas  have  been  avoided  wherever  pos¬ 
sible  by  the  proposed  route.  The  traversing  of  such  areas  and  their 
rehabilitation  will  be  subject  to  the  recommendations  of  the  regulatory 
agencies  at  the  time  of  right-of-way  acquisition.  These  special  areas 
have  also  been  the  reason  for  considering  alternatives  and  incorporating 
deviations.  Revegetation  plans  being  developed  by  Applicants  will 
effectively  prevent  invasion  of  disturbed  areas  by  weedy  plants. 

3.0V. 7  WILDLIFE  (Pages  1-376  to  1-383) 


Page  1-376,  Lines  7  to  12,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Areas  of  critical  mammalian  habitat  that  would  be  affected  range 
from  caribou  calving  grounds  In  Alaska  to  Indiana  bat  caves.  These  areas 
will  be  affected  by  clearing  vegetation  for  rights-of-way  and  project 
related  facilities,  by  pollutant  spills,  and  by  continued  suppression 
of  trees  and  brush  during  the  operation  phase." 

Applicants'  Corrment: 

The  only  area  important  to  caribou  that  could  possibly  be  affected 
by  pipeline  activity  is  the  North  Slope.  However,  clearing  Is  not  required 
in  this  region  and  the  area  will  be  revegetated  over  the  ditch  line.  The 
HB-EIA,  Volume  2,  Page  2.2.5-31  and  Volume  4,  Page  3.1.2-44  refers  to  the 
Indiana  bat  as  an  endangered  species  which  will  not  be  affected  by  the 
project  since  construction  does  not  lead  to  the  destruction  of  caves.  The 
Limestone  caverns  are  about  2,000  feet  away  from  the  proposed  route;  and  if 
blasting  Is  required,  disturbances  can  be  minimized  by  controlling  the  p 
blasting  charges. 


Page  1-376,  Line  13  to  Page  1-377,  Line  2,  D0I-0EIS  Statement: 

"Impacts  on  mammalian  species  would  range  from  insignificant  to  po¬ 
tentially  very  serious.  The  greatest  changes  would  occur  in  Arctic  and 
subarctic  areas  which  are  the  least  altered  presently. 

Habitat  for  small  mammals  would  be  altered  permanently  within  the 
pipeline  corridor  In  undeveloped  areas.  This  habitat  alteration  would  be 
Insignificant  In  the  areas  where  the  habitat  loss  would  be  small  In  com- 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicants  will  comply  with  all  applicable  federal,  state  and  local 
regulations  and  guidelines  In  the  storage  of  fuel  and  lubricants.  Further¬ 
more  where  large  volumes  of  petroleum  products  will  be  maintained  at  storage 
sites,  containment  dikes  will  be  employed.  Thus,  the  potential  for  large- 
scale  pollution  of  surface  and  groundwater  supplies  will  be  virtually  nil. 
Small,  local  spills  may  occur  but  will  not  significantly  effect  surface 
or  groundwaters. 

3.0V. 6  VEGETATION  (Pages  1-374  to  1-375) 

Page  1-374.  Lines  1  to  4,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Vegetation  and  terrain  surface  Integrity  will  be  totally  destroyed 
along  the  pipeline  ditch,  at  camp  and  landing  sites,  towers,  permanent 
roads,  and  other  permanent  facilities.  Vegetation  will  be  partially  de¬ 
stroyed  and  changed  by  winter  roads;  alteration  of  drainage;  forest, 
grass  and  tundra  fires;  fuel  and  methanol  spillage,  sulfur  dioxide  emis¬ 
sions  and  off-road  vehicle  use  for  pipeline  emergency  repairs." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  statement  does  not  reflect  the  limited  area  of  disturbance  re¬ 
quired  for  the  construction  activities,  the  restoration  program,  or 
mitigatlve  measures  proposed  by  the  Applicants. 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  construction  activity  on  vegetation  will 
be  minor  and  short-term.  Vegetation  and  surface  integrity  will  be  re¬ 
stored  upon  completion  of  the  proposed  construction  activities  except 
at  the  location  of  permanent  facilities  which  have  minor  land  require¬ 
ments.  The  individual  points  raised  in  the  DEIS  have  been  addressed 
and  dismissed  in  the  detailed  discussion  presented  In  the  appropriate 
sections  of  these  comments. 

Page  1-374.  Lines  8  to  13.  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

A  number  of  proposed  ecological  preserve  sites  will  be  paralleled 
or  crossed,  thereby  greatly  reducing  it  not  destroying  the  purpose  for 
which  they  were  set  aside.  Invasion  by  weedy  plant  species  Is  expected 
to  occur  In  the  denuded  areas,  particularly  on  land  managed  for  wild¬ 
land  or  forest. 
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parlson  to  the  total  available  habitat.  It  could  be  more  serious  In 
areas  where  little  natural  habitat  remains." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

As  a  result  of  extensive  studies  the  Applicants  conclude  that  there 
will  be  only  minimal  impact  to  mammals  in  arctic  and  subarctic  areas. 

Small  mammal  habitat  would  be  altered  for  some  period  of  time  within  the 
pipeline  right-of-way;  however,  It  Is  unlikely  that  such  an  alteration 
would  be  permanent.  This  statement  also  implies  a  static  pre-construction 
biological  system,  when  in  fact,  plant  and  animal  communities  are  generally 
in  a  constant  state  of  flux  as  a  result  of  climatic  conditions  and  other 
human  manipulation  of  the  environment,  such  as  farming,  livestock  grazing, 
and  timber  harvesting. 

Page  1-377,  Lines  14  to  17,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  Canada,  vastly  enhanced  access  to  winter  range  would  greatly 
Increase  hunting  pressure  and  other  human  disturbance  on  this  histori¬ 
cally  lightly  hunted  herd." 

Applicants'  Conment: 

There  Is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  pipeline  Installation  will 
"greatly  Increase  hunting  pressure".  There  will  be  no  permanent  staff¬ 
ing  at  compressor  stations,  and  the  only  access  to  the  area  will  be  by 
air.  Such  access  is  already  available,  since  ST0L,  ski,  and  float- 
equipped  planes  can  gain  access  to  almost  any  area  along  the  coastal 
plain  whenever  It  Is  required. 

Page  1-377,  Lines  22  to  23  to  Page  1-378,  Line  1,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Calef  (1974)  suggests  that  the  combined  impacts  could  result  In 
a  90  percent  reduction  In  the  herd  within  five  to  ten  years." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

There  Is  no  supportive  evidence  for  this  statement  and  it  Is  contrary 
to  Artie  Gas'  studies.  Artie  Gas  has  outlined  various  and  detailed 
mitlgative  measures  which  will  be  followed,  which  Include  such  things  as 
winter  construction,  monitoring  of  the  caribou  herd,  the  assurance  that 
there  will  be  no  rifles  on  any  of  the  construction  field  crews,  etc.  The 
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predicted  90  percent  reduction  lacks  substantiation. 

Page  1-378,  Line  14  to  Page  1-379,  Line  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

On  the  relatively  undisturbed  northeastern  portion  of  the  Arctic 
Coastal  Plain  and  in  the  Mackenzie  Delta  area  relatively  severe  Impacts 
are  possible.  Aircraft  movements,  construction  activities  and  human  pre¬ 
sence  would  be  the  principal  sources  of  Impact.  The  potential  for  seri¬ 
ous  Impact  Is  greatest  with  snow  geese  staging  for  fall  migration  on  the 
Arctic  Coastal  Plain.  Snow  geese  are  particularly  sensitive  to  distur¬ 
bance  by  aircraft.  They  will  flush  as  far  as  nine  miles  from  a  low-fly¬ 
ing  aircraft.  Repeated  exposure  to  this  disturbance  Is  critical  because 
it  limits  the  storage  of  energy  necessary  for  migration. 

Applicants1  Comment: 

The  Applicant  has  developed  guidelines  to  restrict  aircraft  activity 
during  the  critical  staging  period.  No  measurable  Impacts  to  birds  are 
anticipated  as  a  result  of  the  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline. 

Page  1-378,  Lines  9  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  the  prairie  pothole  region,  particularly  in  the  Dakotas  and  Minn¬ 
esota,  important  breeding  habitat  would  be  lost  through  dewatering  or 
silting  In  of  potholes  resulting  from  pipeline  construction.  The  Impact 
would  be  locally  significant. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Impact  to  potholes  will  be  short-term  and  minor  as  Indicated  in 
the  Northern  Border  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (27)  of  November  22, 
1974.  Wetlands  will  be  restored  in  accordance  with  18  CFR  2.69  where  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  requirements  of  landowners.  These  federal  guidelines  re¬ 
quire  the  reestablishment  of  preconstruction  water  levels  and  flow  character¬ 
istics.  This  will  be  accomplished  by  using  ditch  plugs  prior  to  breaching 
wetland  basins,  plugging  wetland  banks  following  pipeline  laying  operations 
and  resealing  the  bottom  should  a  permeable  layer  be  encountered.  Revegeta¬ 
tion  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  plan  being  prepared  by  the  Applicant 
and  the  recorrcnendations  of  the  appropriate  regulatory  agencies. 

Page  1-379,  Lines  4  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Maintenance  camps  could  effectively  deprive  nesting  Canada  and  white- 
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tailed  geese  of  nesting  habitat  up  to  a  radius  of  2  3/4  miles  around  the 
perimeter  (  or  air  traffic  pattern)  of  each  site." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

There  is  no  such  species  as  white- tailed  geese.  Probably  white- 
fronted  geese  Is  Intended.  We  know  of  no  concentrations  of  nesting  geese 
within  close  range,  that  Is  +5  miles,  of  a  compressor  site  along  the  prime 
route.  The  data  do  not  agree  either  with  the  information  obtained  by 
Applicant  who  found  that  disturbance  was  limited  to  a  radius  of  1-1/2  to 
2  miles  around  a  compressor  station. 

Page  1-379.  Lines  11  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Habitat  destruction  from  water  quality  degradation  through  pollution 
and  increased  silt  loading,  vegetative  change  or  destruction,  changing 
drainage  patterns,  and  drainage  of  water  courses  will  adversely  affect 
bird  populations. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  only  Impact  to  water  quality  will  be  short-term  sedimentation 
during  stream  crossing  operations  which  will  be  minor  and  will  not  be 
expected  to  impact  bird  populations.  All  applicable  water  quality  re¬ 
gulations  will  be  adhered  to  by  Applicants.  With  the  exception  of 
forested  and  brushy  areas  on  the  40-foot  maintained  portion  of  the  right- 
of-way,  vegetation  will  be  restored.  Applicants  will  ensure,  as  a  part 
of  its  overall  restoration  program,  that  drainage  patterns  are  not 
altered  by  construction. 

Page  1-379.  Line  16  to  Page  1-380,  Line  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  impacts  to  the  fishery  resources  can  be  expected  to  be  most 
serious  in  the  remote  areas  where  previous  development  has  been  slight. 

Environmental  impacts  on  fish  would  be  local  and  could  cover  a  full 
range  from  insignificant  to  serious.  The  impacts  can  be  expected  to  be 
most  serious  in  the  remote  areas  where  previous  development  has  been 
slight.  Impacts  would  stem  from  eight  primary  sources: 

1)  enhanced  turbidity 

2)  elevated  suspended  sediment  loading 

3)  temperature  degradation 

4)  stream  dewatering 
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5)  enhanced  BOD  (biological  oxygen  demand) 

6)  loss  of  spawning  gravel 

7)  alteration  of  other  physical  conditions 

8)  pollution 
Applicants'  Comnent: 

The  Impacts  on  fish  including  the  "eight  primary  sources"  mentioned 
in  the  DEIS  have  been  addressed  by  the  Applicants.  These  effects  will  not 
constitute  significant  impacts  to  fish,  fish  spawning  beds,  or  other  ele¬ 
ments  of  aquatic  biota  since  they  are,  for  the  most  part,  short-term  and 
do  not  impair  recruitment  from  adjacent  unaffected  areas.  The  level  of 
impact  is  a  function  of  the  quality  of  the  fishery  impacted  and  not  its 
remoteness. 

Page  1-380.  Lines  18  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Enhanced  sediment  loading  could  be  anticipated  for  several  years. 

It  would  stem  from  erosion  of  areas  where  vegetation  was  disrupted  dur¬ 
ing  construction,  from  altered  drainage  patterns  and  from  enhanced  mass 
wasting. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  above  statement  neglects  to  take  into  account  the  temporary 
nature  of  the  construction  at  stream  crossings  and  adjacent  areas  and 
the  extensive  erosion  control  procedures  and  specifications  which  are 
an  Integral  part  of  the  project.  A  situation  as  described  above  is  possible 
but  should  only  occur  in  isolated  instances  and  represents  the  exception  , 
rather  than  the  rule. 


Page  1-380,  Line  22  to  Page  1-381,  Line  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  frost  bulb  around  the  chilled  pipeline  would  act  as  an  ice  dam 
blocking  the  groundwater  flow  In  the  alluvium  under  arctic  streams.  Very 
serious  aufels  (icing)  problems  could  be  anticipated  when  this  occurred. 
Extensive  aufeis  areas  can  persist  throughout  a  surmier  season.  Water 
temperatures  In  a  stream  would  be  significantly  depressed  below  a  large 
aufels  area,  5.5°  C  in  one  case  (Craig  and  McCart,  1975).  This  could 
result  In  thermal  barriers  to  migration  or  cause  a  spawning  area  down¬ 
stream  to  become  unacceptable  or  unproductive  because  of  the  depressed 
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water  temperature.  Alteration  of  the  direction  of  stream  flow  so  that 
degradation  of  an  Ice  lens  would  result  could  have  the  same  effect. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicant  has  identified  and  avoided  most  critical  over-wintering 
areas  for  fish.  In  the  event  that  fish  over-wintering  areas  are  dis¬ 
covered  downstream  of  a  pipeline  crossing,  mitigating  measures  have 
been  developed  to  prevent  blockage  of  sub-channel  flow. 


Page  1-382,  Line  1  to  Page  1-383,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

A  discussion  of  the  potential  impacts  to  fishery  resources  as  a  re¬ 
sult  of  increased  BOD  loading  in  streams,  from  mass  wasting  in  the  Arctic, 
sewage  disposal  from  the  construction  camps,  and  drainage  of  fertilizer 
from  reseeded  areas  is  presented.  Also,  pollution  of  the  streams  from 
fuel  and/or  methonal  spills  and  the  Introduction  of  pesticides  are  also 
discussed. 


Applicants'  Comment: 

Sewage  disposal  from  the  construction  camps  will  be  In  accordance 
with  all  applicable  state  and  federal  regulations.  The  Implied  impacts 
to  the  fishery  resources  as  a  result  of  sewage  disposal  cannot  be  sub¬ 
stantiated.  The  potential  impacts  associated  with  an  Increase  in  BOD 
loading  from  the  use  of  fertilizers  also  is  unsubstantiated.  No  Impacts 
to  the  fishery  resources  are  anticipated  from  fertilizer  application. 
Similarly,  the  use  of  herbicides  will  be  in  accordance  with  manufactur¬ 
er's  recommendations  and  all  federal  and  state  restrictions  and  any 
significant  impacts  to  fish  are  not  anticipated.  Pesticides  will  not 
be  used  in  Alaska  and  Canada. 

Instream  pollution  will  be  prevented  since  the  Applicants  will  com¬ 
ply  with  all  applicable  federal,  state  and  local  regulations  concerning 
water  quality.  Thus,  significnat  impacts  to  fish  will  not  result  from  pipe¬ 
line  construction. 


It# 


Page  1-381,  Lines  15  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"During  the  winter  of  1974-75,  a  complete  dewatering  of  the  sections 
of  the  Sagavanlrktok  River  appears  to  have  occurred  several  times." 

Applicants'  Comment: 
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Applicant  has  no  information  on  the  alleged  dewatering  of  a  section 
of  the  Sag  River.  Applicant  has,  however,  outlined  strict  regulations 
which  will  be  applied  to  the  usage  of  water  and  which  will  avoid  the 
situation  described  In  the  DEIS. 


Page  1-382,  Lines  11  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Gravel  taken  from  spawning  areas  would  result  in  loss  of  these 
spawning  areas." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Arctic  Gas  has  indicated  that  the  gravel  required  will  not  be  taken 
from  active  channels  with  flowing  water  and  that  there 'will  be  no  Impact 
on  spawning  areas.  Furthermore,  borrow  pits  will  be  spotted  in  accordance 
with  existing  state  and  federal  laws  and  regulations. 


Page  1-382,  Lines  13  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Water  passing  over  an  Ice  dam  during  the  summer  would  create  a  hole 
downstream  The  impact  from  this  hole  building  could  be  positive  or  nega¬ 
tive.  In  a  stream  with  uninterrupted  winter  flows  this  could  create  new 
winter  habitat  for  fish.  In  streams  with  a  potential  for  dewatering  this 
would  create  a  fatal  trap  for  fish. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  stream  flow  will  prevent  the  Ice  bulb  from  reaching  the  surface 
during  the  summer.  The  conditions  required  to  create  a  downstream  hole 
should  not  occur. 

3.0V. 8  ECOLOGICAL  CONSIDERATIONS  (Pages  1-384  to  1-386) 

Page  1-384,  Lines  9  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Complexities  of  processes  and  interactions  within  ecosystems  make 
It  difficult  to  predict  the  impact  of  the  proposed  system  on  the  many 
ecosystems  involved.  Experience  has  shown,  however,  that  the  indirect 
consequences  are  potentially  more  significant  than  the  direct  and  more 
obvious  ones. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  statement  Is  Inconsistent  with  that  In  Part  V,  Volume  3,  Sec- 
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tlon  3.1. 3. 8.  Page  V-1112,  Lines  14  to  16,  of  the  DOI-DEIS  which  predicts 
that  "Because  the  pipeline  Involves  only  a  narrow  strip  of  disturbance 
through  the  major  ecosystems,  the  adverse  effects  to  total  major  eco¬ 
systems  will  be  relatively  Insignificant."  In  addition,  the  Implication 
of  significant  Indirect  effects  of  the  pipeline  that  have  been  over¬ 
looked  lacks  substantiation.  Pipelines  have  been  built  in  this  country 
for  the  past  75  years  and  there  are  no  "significant  indirect  consequences" 
that  have  been  identified  to  date. 

Page  1-384,  Lines  15  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Disturbance  by  wind  and  water  of  the  organic  cover  protecting  soils 
from  erosion,  and  the  mixing  of  topsoils  with  subsurface  materials  will 
adversely  affect  the  functioning  of  all  terrestrial  ecosystems  and  result 
in  reduced  productivity.  This  reduced  productivity  will  occur  in  the  dis¬ 
turbed  areas  of  croplands  as  well  as  wildlands  and,  In  many  soils,  cannot 
be  restored  by  application  of  fertilizers. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  statement  is  inconsistent  with  the  conclusion  reached  in  Sec¬ 
tion  3. 1.3. 8  as  stated  in  the  previous  coirment  (Page  1-384,  Lines  9  to 
14)  which  concludes  that  the  adverse  effects  of  the  disturbance  of  a 
100-foot  wide  area  will  not  significantly  affect  major  ecosystems.  The 
statement  also  overstates  the  Impact  of  the  project  in  terms  of  the  loss 
of  productivity.  This  reduction  in  productivity  will  be  local  and  tem¬ 
porary,  especially  in  croplands  which  should  return  to  pre-existing  pro¬ 
ductivity  within  2-3  years.  In  addition,  management  techniques,  such  as 
fertilization,  mulching,  liming,  seed  bed  preparation,  compaction,  ero¬ 
sion  control,  special  seed  mixes  and  topsoil  separation  in  specified 
areas,  are  available  and  will  be  used  where  necessary  for  restoration 
of  soil  productivity. 

Page  1-385.  Lines  1  to  11.  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

Where  the  proposed  route  passes  through  areas  which  are  largely 
cultivated  and  shaped  for  man's  use  there  are  still  some  small  scattered 
remnants  of  natural  habitat.  These  scattered  woodlots,  brushy  gullies, 
fringes  of  bottomland  hardwoods  and  other  nearly  natural  areas  provide 
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a  diversity  of  landscape,  vegetation  and  wildlife  habitat  within  the 
cropland  ecosystems  essential  to  the  production  of  wildlife.  Destruc¬ 
tion  of  each  additional  Increment  of  these  few  remaining  natural  areas 
will  further  reduce  the  diversity  and  abundance  of  wildlife  available 
to  man  In  the  settled  areas  of  the  country. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

One  of  the  environmental  criteria  used  In  the  selection  of  the 
proposed  route  was  the  minimization  of  the  interaction  of  the  pipeline 
with  these  areas.  The  construction  of  the  pipeline  will  result  in  a 
small  incremental  loss  of  these  scattered  natural  areas.  The  effect  on 
wildlife  will  be  a  small  reduction  of  local  habitat  and  displacement  to 
adjacent  habitats.  No  reduction  in  diversity  Is  anticipated. 

Page  1-385,  Lines  12  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  prairie  pothole  region  contains  a  very  special  ecosystem  which 
provides  the  cover  and  nutrition  required  by  many  waterfowl  and  shore- 
birds  at  critical  periods  In  their  life  history.  Pipeline  system  In¬ 
trusion  on  this  ecosystem,  already  decimated  by  agricultural  drainage, 
will  affect  migratory  bird  populations  covered  by  International  treaties 
with  Canada  and  Mexico. 

Applicants'  Corrment: 

The  Impact  of  pipeline  construction  on  the  prairie  pothole  region 
will  be  highly  localized  and  temporary.  The  proposed  route  avoids  the 
heart  of  the  pothole  region  and  all  affected  potholes  will  be  restored 
according  to  18  CFR  2.69  and  the  landowners  requirements.  The  potential 
Impact  on  migratory  bird  population  will  be  minor  and  temporary  and  in¬ 
significant  In  comparison  to  naturally  Induced  fluctuations.  The  con¬ 
struction  of  the  pipeline  will  not  inhibit  bird  migration  nor  signifi¬ 
cantly  affect  International  bird  populations. 

Page  1-385,  Lines  19  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Turbidity  and  sedimentation  created  at  stream  crossings  will  result 
In  a  reduction  In  primary  productivity  of  the  affected  streams  which 
should  last  only  one  season  unless  erosion  of  the  disturbed  areas  con¬ 
tinue  to  contribute  silt  to  the  stream. 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

It  should  also  be  stated  that  extensive  erosion  control  procedures 
have  been  and  are  being  developed  as  an  Integral  part  of  the  proposed 
project  and  will  be  incorporated  into  the  contractor  specifications. 
Erosion  control  is  a  prime  concern  of  the  Applicants  from  both  an  en¬ 
vironmental  and  pipeline  integrity  standpoint  as  well  as  a  major  concern 
of  the  local,  state  and  federal  agencies  having  jurisdiction.  Thus, 
erosion  control  will  be  continued  and  the  impact  short  term. 

Page  1-386,  Lines  1  to  6,  COI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  summary,  pipeline  construction  will  cause  locally  significant 
losses  In  net  annual  productivity,  but  in  relation  to  the  size  of  most 
ecosystems  affected,  the  losses  will  be  minor.  Some  reduction  In  the 
diversity  of  native  plants  and  animals  will  be  accompanied  by  an  in¬ 
crease  in  the  numbers  of  "weed"  species. 

Applicants'  Coiment: 

The  above  statement  is  an  over  generalization  and  not  applicable 
to  the  proposed  project.  The  local  significance  of  a  loss  in  annual 
productivity  of  a  100-foot  wide  right-of-way  is  area  dependent,  i.e., 
so  many  g-cal/area/year  and  is  meaningless  in  the  above  context.  It 
does  not  reflect  such  factors  as  habitat  value  in  terms  of  wildlife  or 
man.  Thus,  within  the  context  of  the  above  statement  the  conversion 
of  a  mature  forest  to  grassland  may  result  in  an  increase  in  net  pro¬ 
ductivity  since  the  faster  growing  grass  species  are  able  to  produce 
more  g-cal/area/year.  In  addition,  the  above  statement  neglects  the 
temporary  nature  of  the  impacts  and  the  Applicants'  restoration  and 
revegetation  plans. 

The  limited  area  of  disturbance  caused  by  the  construction  of  the 
pipeline  will  affect  habitat  carrying  capacity  but  not  diversity.  The 
introduction  of  weed  species  will  be  effectively  controlled  by  the  re¬ 
vegetation  plans. 

3.0V. 9-10  SOCIO-ECONOMIC  (Pages  1-387  to  1-388) 

Page  1-387,  Lines  20  to  22  to  Page  1-388,  Lines  1  to  6,  DOI-DEIS 

Statement: 
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"Adverse  Impacts  would  come  about  because  of  short-term  surges  of 
demand  for  housing;  demand  for  federal,  state  and  community  services; 
cultural  upheavel;  and  Increased  competition  for  recreation,  education, 
transportation  and  entertainment." 

Applicants'  Comment: 


In  the  Lower  48  the  extra  demand  placed  on  local  public  services 
will  result  in  a  minor,  short-term  impact.  This  Is  because  construction 
Is  not  anticipated  to  exist  In  any  one  area  for  more  than  45  days.  Fifty 
miles  represents  a  typical  dally  driving  distance  and  defines  the  approxi¬ 
mate  area  within  which  construction  workers  will  find  lodging.  There  are 
numerous  communities  within  comnutlng  distance  of  most  of  the  route;  how¬ 
ever,  In  Montana,  North  Dakota  and  western  South  Dakota,  construction 
camps  will  be  developed.  These  camps  will  provide  housing  opportunities 
and  personal  services  which  will  reduce  the  dependency  on  local  community 
housing  and  services. 

Many  of  the  Impacts  that  will  be  generated  by  an  Influx  Of  the  tem¬ 
porary  population  will  be  beneficial  to  the  business  community,  l.e., 
restaurants,  recreation,  entertainment,  motels  and  hotels,  theaters,  etc. 
This  can  create  a  situation  which  assists  the  local  job  market  by  pro¬ 
viding  job  opportunities  to  the  unemployed,  underemployed  and  those 
entering  the  job  market.  The  work  schedule  construction  workers  will 
follow  will  minimize  the  amount  of  time  spent  away  from  the  job  and  thus 
limit  the  use  of  public  services.  The  contractor  will  provide  many 
job-related  services  such  as  on-the-job  sanitation  facilities  and  water. 

As  stated  In  the  NB-EIA  (Volume  4,  Page  3.1.3-12),  few  workers 
bring  school-aged  children  along  during  the  school  year.  For  this  rea¬ 
son,  impacts  on  schools  will  be  minor  and  short-term. 

No  cultural  upheavel  Is  expected  to  result  from  the  Northern  Border 
Project.  All  of  the  above  factors  will  minimize  adverse  Impacts  on  socio¬ 
economic  features.  Thus,  in  the  Lower  48  no  significant  adverse  impacts  to 
the  coninunity  structure  or  function  are  anticipated. 

It  should  be  recognized  that  because  Alaskan  Artie  will  construct 
In  Alaska  for  very  short  periods  of  time,  and  only  in  the  remote  north¬ 
eastern  corner  of  the  State,  the  population  which  will  be  attached  to 
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the  State  is  expected  to  be  very  small.  This  will  result  In  a  minimal  In¬ 
crease  In  housing,  community  services,  competition  for  recreation,  enter¬ 
tainment  and  education.  Once  operation  begins,  a  significant  sized,  but 
not  overly  large,  work  force  will  become  a  permanent  part  of  an  expanding 
Alaska.  Thus,  no  great  Impact  of  the  In  and  out  movement  of  construction 
workers  is  expected. 

Balanced  against  any  potential  Impact  are  the  benefits  of  Increased 
revenues,  without  substantial  burdens,  which  will  greatly  aid  Alaska. 

Page  1-388,  Lines  7  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Production  will  be  destroyed  from  agricultural  and  forest  lands 
throughout  much  of  the  route.  Some  of  the  land  will  be  out  of  pro¬ 
duction  for  only  a  short  time,  but  other  lands  will  be  out  of  produc¬ 
tion  for  the  life  of  the  project. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  loss  of  agricultural  production  resulting  from  construction  of 
the  Northern  Border  project  will  be  extremely  minor  when  compared  to  the 
very  large  value  of  agricultural  production  In  the  10  states.  Compensa¬ 
tion  for  loss  of  agricultural  production  will  be  Included  in  the  easement 
agreement  with  landowners.  Since  only  about  5  percent  of  the  proposed 
route  will  be  through  woodlands,  none  of  which  are  commercial  forests, 
loss  of  forest  production  will  be  very  minor. 

As  stated  in  the  amended  application,  about  572  acres  of  land,  vir¬ 
tually  all  of  which  Is  presently  agricultural,  will  be  required  for  perma¬ 
nent  above-ground  facilities  for  the  life  of  the  project.  This  acreage  is 
extremely  minor  when  compared  with  the  total  land  base  of  the  10  states. 

3.0V. 11  LAND  USE  (Pages  1-389  to  1-394) 

Page  1-389,  Lines  4  to  6  and  Lines  10  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  pipeline  right-of-way  will  impact  the  agricultural  use  during 
the  construction  period.  Soil  disturbance  could  have  long-range  impacts 
upon  the  productivity  of  some  types  of  farmlands,  but  use  for  pipeline 
will  not  preclude  use  for  agriculture." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  impact  of  soil  disturbance  on  agricultural  lands  will  be  short- 
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term,  and  productivity  reduction  will  be  limited  to  the  trench  area. 
Productivity  will  return  within  a  2  -  3  year  period. 

Page  1-389,  Lines  13  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


"In  those  parts  of  the  country  where  Irrigation  is  used  In  con¬ 
junction  with  agriculture,  a  new  set  of  Impacts  Is  found,  such  as  the 
problem  of  Interference  with  Irrigation  and  drainage  ditches." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Irrigation  and  drainage  ditches  will  not  be  permanently  altered 
by  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline,  as  Indicated  In  the  Applicants' 
Environmental  Impact  Assessments.  The  Applicants  pipeline  construction 
contract  specifications  will  outline  specific  construction  requirements 
that  will  be  followed  when  dealing  with  drainage  and  Irrigation  ditches 
encountered  by  the  construction  of  the  pipeline  system.  Only  a  short-term 
minor  Impact  Is  anticipated. 
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Page  1-389,  Lines  20  to  23.  and  Page  1-390,  Lines  4  to  9,  DOI-DEIS 

Statement:  - - 

"In  the  commercial  forested  areas  there  will  be  a  long-term  loss  of 
timber  production.  Many  areas  of  Important  woodlands  In  the  Midwest 
will  be  Impacted." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Northern  Border  pipeline  does  not  cross  any  commercial  timber 
production  areas.  Only  a  limited  amount  of  minor  value  woodlands  will 
be  affected  In  the  mid-west,  and  the  Impact  will  be  minor. 

Page  1-391,  Lines  18  to  23,  to  Page  1-392,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS 

Statement: 

"The  proposed  project  would  Impact  a  wide  variety  of  existing  trans¬ 
portation  and  communication  facilities.  Major  highways,  secondary  roads, 
railroads,  navigable  rivers,  canals,  power  transmission  lines  and  other 
pipelines  would  all  be  crossed  or  closely  paralleled  In  places  along  the 
prime  route.  The  construction  phase  can  Increase  the  traffic  on  exist¬ 
ing  systems,  and  In  some  cases,  there  will  be  a  need  to  halt  traffic  to 
Install  the  pipeline  beneath  the  existing  surface." 

Applicants'  Comment: 
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The  Applicants'  anticipate  that  all  road  crossings  will  be  bored. 
Traffic  will  be  maintained  at  all  times. 

Page  1-392,  Line  9  to  Page  1-393,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  route  crosses  many  buried  and  overhead  transmission 
facilities.  These  facilities  can  suffer  damage  If  good,  safe  construc¬ 
tion  practices  are  not  followed." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

All  underground  facilities  will  be  located  and  marked  prior  to  grad¬ 
ing  and  trenching  and  good,  safe  construction  procedures  will  be  used  at 
all  times.  All  reasonable  precautions  will  be  taken  to  ensure  that  ser¬ 
vices  supplied  by  the  transmission  facilities  will  not  be  Interrupted. 

The  DOI-DEIS  does  not  appear  to  take  Into  consideration  the  Appli¬ 
cants'  construction  procedures  and  practices  as  proposed  in  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Assessments,  and  responsibility  to  comply  with  codes  and  re¬ 
gulations. 

Page  1-393,  Lines  7  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"However,  the  significant  point  with  regard  to  this  proposal  is  that 
there  is  no  existing  mechanism  by  which  this  complex  set  of  governmental 
entities  can  coordinate  planning  efforts  to  even  recognize  (much  less 
fully  consider)  a  proposal  of  this  size  which  stretches  1,100  miles  from 
Alaska  into  California  and  Pennsylvania. 

Formal  land  use  planning  In  the  States  along  the  pipeline  Is  In  the 
early  stages  of  development.  State  legislation  that  creates  authority 
and  staffing  for  statewide  land  use  planning  and  controls  has  not  occurred 
In  any  of  the  States." 

Applicants'  Conment: 

Existing  mechanisms  do  exist  by  which  the  complex  set  of  govern¬ 
mental  entities  are  able  to  coordinate  a  project  of  this  scope. 

3.0V. 12  PALEONTOLOGICAL,  ARCHAEOLOGICAL,  AND  HISTORICAL 
(Pages  1-395  to  1-396) 

Page  1-395,  Lines  2  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  nature  of  the  proposed  construction  Is  such  that  any  cultural 
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resource  sites  In  the  path  of  the  pipeline,  access  roads,  compressor 
stations  or  other  facilities  will  be  damaged  or  destroyed. 

Applicants'  Corment: 

Upon  receipt  of  certification  to  construct  the  proposed  pipeline, 
a  survey  of  the  route  will  be  made  where  necessary.  Paleontological, 
archaeological,  and  historical  sites  will  be  avoided.  Where  such  sites 
cannot  be  avoided,  they  will  be  salvaged.  Any  archaeological  or  his¬ 
torical  finds  discovered  during  construction  will  be  reported  to  the 
appropriate  authorities,  as  listed  In  the  Applicants'  Environmental 
Impact  Assessments.  Pipeline  construction  may  result  In  discovery  of  pre¬ 
viously  unknown  cultural  resources  and  may,  therefore,  provide  a  positive 
benefit.  Of  course,  Arctic  Gas  has  and  is  undertaking  archaeological 
surveys  to  assure  that  archaeological  sites  will  be  located  prior  to 
construction. 

Page  1-395,  Lines  5  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states  that  some  sites  may  be  affected  "as  a  consequence 
of  increased  access  and  vandalism  to  unprotected  historic  sites." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  construction  of  the  pipeline  will  not  result  In  Increased  access 
to  the  right-of-way.  Local  jurisdictions  along  the  entire  pipeline  route 
have  ordinances  which  prohibit  treaspassers  on  private  property,  and  vio¬ 
lators  could  face  prosecution  by  local  law  enforcement  agencies. 

Page  1-396,  Lines  3  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states  that  15  known  archaeological  sites  are  threatened 
by  the  Northern  Border  and  that  five  "are  likely  to  suffer  major  damage." 
The  two  "historic"  canals  are  also  mentioned. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  use  of  the  term  "major  damage"  Is  erroneous,  as  the  extent  of 
the  damage  Is  dependent  on  the  size  and  location  of  the  sites  In  relation 
to  the  construction.  Northern  Border  will  avoid  known  significant  sites 
during  final  right-of-way  survey,  as  stated  in  the  NB-EIA  and  in  response 
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to  Question  No.  (13)  of  November  22.  1974.  The  historic  Integrity  of  the 
canals  will  not  be  affected  by  the  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline. 
3.0V. 13  RECREATION  AND  AESTHETICS  (Pages  1-397  to  1-399) 

Page  1-397.  Lines  2  to  3.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Arctic  Slope  of  Alaska  and  the  Yukon  Territory  Is  largely 
wilderness  at  this  time." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Arctic  Slope  of  Alaska  has  been  previously  discussed.  While 
the  coast  of  the  Yukon  Territory  Is  largely  unlnhabltated,  It  Is  cer¬ 
tainly  not  a  wilderness.  It  has  been  exposed  for  many  years  to  the  con¬ 
struction  and  then  the  operation  of  the  OEW  line  sites.  It  has  been 
the  scene  of  extensive  geophysical  exploration  and  of  wildcat  drilling 
for  oil  and  gas.  There  Is  presently  an  operating  mining  venture  on  the 
Firth  River.  Thus,  the  Yukon  coast  also  Is  not  a  wilderness  area. 

Page  1-396.  Line  23.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Impacts  on  many  areas  with  special  aesthetic  values  will  be  long- 

term. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

As  stated  In  the  NB-EIA  (Table  3. 1.1-1).  the  proposed  route  crosses 
about  113  miles  of  public  lands,  about  103  of  which  are  In  Montana  and 
Include  84  miles  of  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation.  About  92  percent 
of  the  proposed  route  Is  through  agricultural  lands  where  there  will  be 
no  long-term  aesthetic  Impact.  For  these  reasons,  the  word  "many"  Implies 
a  greater  Impact  than  will  occur  and  Is  Inappropriate. 

3.0V. 14  AIR  QUALITY  (Pages  1-400  to  1-401) 

Page  1-400.  Lines  10  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  asserts  that  nitrogen  dioxide  concentrations  may  be 
created  that  are  dangerous  to  human  health  around  compressor  stations 
when  atmospheric  conditions  combine  to  prevent  dispersion. 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

As  was  pointed  out  in  a  response  to  later  subsections  of  the  D0I- 
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DEIS,  the  nitrogen  oxides  standard  will  not  be  exceeded  and  short-term 
levels  producing  adverse  effects  to  human  health  will  not  be  reached. 


Page  1-400,  Lines  14  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Sulphur  dioxide  emissions,  while  low  enough  to  preclude  adverse 
effects  on  human  health,  would  be  present  in  sufficient  concentrations 
to  kill  lichens  which  are  very  sensitive  to  sulphur  oxides." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicants'  studies  have  shown  that  the  projected  ground  level  con¬ 
centration  of  sulphur  dioxide  will  be  well  below  the  lethal  range  of  lichen 
sensitivity.  (Reference:  reports  by  Western  Research  and  Development 
entitled  "An  Evaluation  of  the  Air  Quality  Changes  Associated  with  Con¬ 
struction  of  a  Pipeline  Through  the  Mackenzie  Valley"  and  "An  Evaluation 
of  Air  Quality  Surrounding  a  Compressor  Station  in  Alberta;"  August, 

1975.) 


Page  1-400,  Lines  21  to  23  and  Page  1-401,  Lines  1  to  4,  DOI-DEIS 

Statement: 

The  DEIS  theorizes  that  concentrations  of  construction  equipment 
at  some  sites  would  cause  nitrogen  dioxide  concentrations  that  exceed 
National  Ambient  Air  Standards  under  certain  meteorological  conditions. 
This  would  be  a  short-term  effect,  but  would  last  for  as  much  as  100 
to  140  days  In  such  sensl tl ve -areas  as  the  crossings  to  be  constructed 
on  the  Mississippi,  Ohio,  and  Monongahela  Rivers. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  point  was  refuted  in  a  response  to  a  DOI-DEIS  statement  In  Part 
V,  subsection  3.1.3.14  on  Page  V-1218.  The  National  Standard  will  not  be 
exceeded,  nor  will  levels  that  create  adverse  effects  to  human  health  be 
reached.  Construction  operations  would  proceed  for  the  most  part,  for 
only  10  hours  a  day  and  due  to  the  staged  nature  of  the  construction 
activities  the  suggested  concentrations  of  construction  equipment  would 
not  occur. 


Page  1-401,  Lines  9  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Dust  from  construction  activities  would  also  create  short-term  ad¬ 
verse  Impacts  on  air  quality  and  visibility.  This  problem  would  be 
severest  In  the  arid  soils  of  the  western  States  where  as  much  as  6  tons 

3-25 


3.0V. 14  (Cont.) 

of  dust  per  mile  of  ditch  could  be  suspended  In  the  air  by  construction 
activities. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Impacts  from  construction  dust  are  of  limited  range  as  well  as 
being  short-term.  The  total  fugitive  dust  concentration  Is  made  up 
of  various  particle  sizes,  ranging  from  less  than  lp  to  greater  than 
lOOu  In  diameter.  It  Is  generally  assumed  that  particulates  greater 
than  10  or  20u  settle  out  rapidly.  These  particulates,  while  responsi¬ 
ble  for  the  greatest  weight  per  air  mass  volume,  actually  have  fewer 
particles  per  unit  weight  than  the  smaller  sizes.  These  larger  particles 
are  termed  nuisance  particles  and  usually  settle  out  quickly,  creating 
a  dust  cover  on  surrounding  property.  The  smaller  particles  are  termed 
suspended  particles. 

The  impact  due  to  fugitive  dust  from  construction  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  must  be  viewed  In  comparison  with  ambient  dust  concentrations. 
Uncontrolled  fugitive  dust  concentrations  resulting  from  construction 
may  be  Insignificant  compared  to  existing  conditions  at  distances  greater 
than  1/4  mile  downwind.  The  control  methods  specified  In  the  engineering 
specifications  for  construction  and  In  the  regulations  of  the  States  tra¬ 
versed  will  markedly  reduce  dust  concentrations  and  no  significant  impact 
is  anticipated. 

3.0V. 15  ENVIRONMENTAL  NOISE  (Pages  1-402  to  1-404) 

Page  1-402,  Lines  8  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Where  the  pipeline  passes  near  towns  and  farms,  construction  equip¬ 
ment  noise  will  be  loud  enough  to  be  highly  annoying  to  thousands  of 
people,  and  hundreds  are  expected  to  complain  to  authorities.  The  noise 
will  be  of  relatively  short  duration." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  final  alignment  Is  deliberately  designed  to  avoid  towns  and 
cities,  and  thus  to  minimize  the  number  of  people  exposed  to  pipeline- 
related  noise.  The  construction  noise  In  the  vicinity  of  the  right-of- 
way  will  be  short-term,  transitory  and  not  markedly  different  from  that 
of  farm  tractors  and  trucks  serving  the  communities. 
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The  projections  of  construction  equipment  noise  "highly  annoying 
to  thousands",  from  which  "hundreds  are  expected  to  complain  to  authori¬ 
ties"  are  not  substantiated,  within  the  experience  of  the  Applicants. 

Page  1-403,  Lines  13  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Periodic  venting  of  high  pressure  gas  from  the  pipeline  and  com¬ 
pressor  stations  would  cause  temporary  but  severe  Increases  In  sound 
level.  These  maintenance  check  or  emergency  blowdowns  would  occur 
about  once  a  year  and  last  for  45  minutes  on  the  pipeline  and  5  minutes 
at  a  compressor.  They  would  be  audible  for  15  miles." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Blowdown  of  the  pipeline  is  not  planned  as  a  routine  operation. 

The  stated  venting  duration  of  45  minutes,  which  might  occur  only  under 
emergency  conditions,  is  In  reality  a  function  of  line  length  between 
the  nearest  upstream  and  down  stream  blockvalves,  and  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  gas  Is  discharged,  and  a  15  minute  duration  of  blowdown  Is  a 
more  appropriate  number. 

The  stated  duration  of  5  minutes  for  compressor  blowdowns  appears 
to  be  an  over-estimate  of  the  routinely  scheduled  blowdown.  The  state¬ 
ment  that  "they"  would  be  audible  for  15  miles  Is  not  applicable  to 
compressor  blowdowns,  and  Is  not  substantiated  for  pipeline  blowdowns. 

Page  1-404,  Lines  11  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  noise  level  from  the  gas  blowdown  Is  high  and  was  estimated 
at  a  maximum  of  140  db (A)  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the  stack.  How¬ 
ever,  this  noise  occurs  seldom  and  with  a  stack  silencer  It  could  be 
brought  down  to  80  db(A)." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  stated  maximum  blowdown  noise  of  140  dB(A)  at  100  feet  Is  not  a 
realistic  description  of  operational  blowdowns,  which  produce  noise  levels 
less  than  120  dB(A).  Maintenance  check  blowdowns  would  be  Infrequent, 
and  appropriate  silencers  would  be  used. 
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Page  1-406,  Lines  5  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  1971,  there  were  410  reported  failures  of  gas  transmission 
lines  In  the  United  States  which  caused  $2  million  in  damages,  3  deaths, 
and  24  Injuries." 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

These  figures  should  not  be  relied  upon  as  any  Indication  of  the 
possibility  of  failure  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  CFR  49.191  requires  the 
reporting  of  "gas  leaks  that  are  not  Intended  by  the  operator  and  that  re¬ 
quire  immediate  or  scheduled  repair  and  test  failures."  Of  the  410  fail¬ 
ures,  approximately  75%  were  pipeline  testing  failures  l.e.  non-operational 
failures.  In  addition,  the  proposed  pipeline  system  will  Incorporate  the 
most  modern  technology  and  failsafe  equipment  available.  The  natural  gas 
transmission  pipelines  safety  record  Is  excellent  especially  when  compared 
to  the  safety  record  for  other  transportation  systems  such  as  railroads, 
trucks,  and  airplanes. 

Page  1-406,  Line  17  to  Page  1-407,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Emergency  repairs  In  the  Arctic  would  Involve  the  movement  of 
heavy  equipment  across  the  tundra,  without  regard  to  the  condition  of 
the  soil,  etc." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Emergency  repairs  can  be  handled  with  a  combination  of  aircraft 
and  low  ground  pressure  vehicles.  The  technology  is  such  that  winter 
repairs  could  be  undertaken  without  any  appreciable  damage  or  sign  that 
vehicles  have  traversed  along  the  right-of-way.  In  summer,  the  planning 
Is  such  that  the  necessary  equipment  can  be  supplied  with  one  or  two 
passes  of  the  low  ground  pressure  vehicles,  with  the  additional  support 
being  provided  by  helicopter.  Such  vehicles  will  minimize  the  impact 
of  the  pipeline,  and  as  we  have  Indicated  above,  the  likelihood  of  such 
a  break  Is  most  remote. 
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4.0V  MITIGATING  MEASURES  IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  (Pages  1-409  to  1-464) 
4.0V.1  INTRODUCTION  (Pages  1-409  to  1-415) 

Page  1-409,  Lines  3  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  Applicant  is  not  definitive  enough  in  many  areas  to  assure  that 
proposed  mitigation  will  minimize  the  impact  on  the  environment.  Basic 
deficiencies  associated  with  final  alignment,  pipeline  system  design  and 
construction  procedures  are  highlighted  below. 

Applicant's  Comment: 

To  further  place  the  project  in  perspective,  one  must  fully  under¬ 
stand  the  general  sequence  of  events  required  to  develop  a  project  for 
preparation  of  an  application  for  certification. 

First  a  concept  is  developed  which  is  explored  for  its  general 
feasibility.  This  includes  general  engineering  input  to  define  all  the 
parameters  which  would  be  required  to  undertake  the  project.  Then  the 
work  moves  into  a  preliminary  design  phase. 

This  preliminary  design  phase  Includes  development  of  a  reasonable 
plan  of  action  to  define  the  project,  (including  but  not  limited  to 
material  specifications,  equipment  sizes,  availability  and  costs)  within 
the  bounds  of  all  codes  and  regulations  necessary  to  submit  an  applica¬ 
tion  for  certification  by  the  Federal  Power  Comnission,  and  to  undertake 
that  plan  in  such  a  manner  that  it  presents  the  case  effectively  within 
reasonable  limits  of  cost.  Included  are  an  engineering  design  of  a  system 
and  a  location  plan  that  is  examined  and  developed  from  both  technical 
and  environmental  standpoints.  At  this  time  the  general  parameters  are 
developed  regarding  mitigating  actions  to  be  taken  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  phase  of  the  project  to  minimize  environmental  impact.  The  project 
Is  then  submitted  to  the  Federal  Power  Comnission  for  consideration. 

Upon  determination  by  the  Federal  Power  Comnission  that  the  project 
Is  required  by  public  convenience  and  necessity,  the  third  phase  Is 
undertaken.  This  phase  Involves  completion  of  the  design  and  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  project.  It  is  now  that  detailed  plans  are  developed  In 
compliance  with  all  codes  and  requirements  set  forth  by  regulatory  agencies, 
to  ensure  adequacy  and  integrity  of  the  pipeline,  and  to  minimize  environ¬ 
mental  impact.  Site  specifics  are  addressed  Including  involvement  of 
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landowners,  administrators  of  public  lands  and  appropriate  agencies. 

The  above  information  will  be  available  to  the  D0I. 

In  the  48  the  project  has  the  availability  of  existing 

utilities  and  comnercial  sources  of  supplies.  Thus  the  development  of 
additional  sources  of  supply  is  expected  to  be  minor.  The  proposed  con¬ 
struction  is  a  cornnon  activity  which  routinely  occurs  throughout  the 
nation  in  an  orderly  controlled  manner  in  conformance  with  established 
applicable  regulations,  successful  restoration  programs,  and  landowner 
requirements. 

The  location  of  the  final  alignment  is  shown  in  the  aerial  mosaics 
submitted  by  the  Applicants.  Within  the  scope  of  the  data  presented, 
the  Applicants  could  conmence  to  build  the  pipeline  in  the  loca¬ 
tion  submitted  consistent  with  slight  alignment  adjustments  after  consul¬ 
tation  with  landowners.  Any  modifications  required  will  be  made  using 
the  same  route  selection  criteria  that  were  used  to  select  the  proposed 
route  and  any  difference  in  impact  would  be  minor. 

The  intent  of  the  mitigation  procedures  will  be  achieved  by  their 
incorporation  into  the  final  stage  and  planning  and  construction  specif¬ 
ications  and  by  the  use  of  Inspectors  to  insure  compliance  with  the 
specifications.  The  Applicants  are  committed  to  taking  all  necessary  and 
reasonable  steps  to  minimize  environmental  impact,  in  accordance  with 
applicable  federal  standards  and  state  and  local  statutes  and  codes. 

The  cumulative  experience  of  the  companies  involved  is  in  excess  of 
hundreds  of  years  and  the  personnel  assigned  to  the  task  represent  cumula¬ 
tive  experience  of  many  hundreds  of  years.  Also,  the  companies  and  per¬ 
sonnel  have  long  experience  with  the  construction,  operation  and  mainten¬ 
ance  of  natural  gas  pipelines  in  virtually  all  of  the  states  through 
which  the  Applicants  will  operate.  Additionally,  the  consultants 
employed  by  the  companies  have  many  cumulative  years  of  experience  In 
the  technical  and  environmental  disciplines  required  by  the  project.  The 
expertise  and  conmitment  of  the  Applicants  should  be  reflected  In  the  final 
EIS. 
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Page  1-409,  Lines  15  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Applicants  have  proposed  judicious  route  selection  as  a  positive 
mitigation  measure  but  this  has  not  yet  been  accomplished,  as  stated 
by  the  Applicants. 

Applicants'  Coinnent: 

Route  selection  is  the  most  important  mitigating  procedure  which 
can  be  adopted  and  the  location  of  the  final  alignment  was  selected  to 
minimize  the  Impact  on  sensitive  areas. 

The  final  alignment  shown  on  the  aerial  mosaics  submitted  with  the 
Applicants'  EIAs  reflect  these  modifications.  It  is  the  Applicants' 
position  that  within  the  scope  of  the  data  presented,  they  could 
commence  to  build  the  pipeline  in  the  location  submitted  consistent 
with  slight  alignment  adjustment  to  accommodate  detailed  site  specific 
environmental  or  geotechnical  considerations  and  the  wishes  of  the 
landowners.  The  pipeline  alignment  within  the  corridor  as  presented 
by  the  Applicants  has  been  carefully  studied.  Upon  receipt  of  the 
certificate  of  convenience  and  necessity,  negotiations  with  the  landowners 
will  be  Initiated.  It  must  be  understood  that  most  of  the  pipeline  route 
crosses  lands  owned  by  private  parties  whose  rights  cannot  and  should  not 
be  arbitrarily  abrogated.  On  public  lands  the  right-of-way  will  be  in 
accordance  with  the  permit  requirements  of  the  administering  agencies. 
These  modifications,  If  required,  will  be  made  using  the  same  route  selec¬ 
tion  criteria  that  were  used  to  select  the  proposed  route  and  any  differ¬ 
ence  in  impact  would  be  minor. 

It  should  be  noted  in  certain  cases  that  the  Applicants  will  expand 
existing  facilities  and  will  utilize  an  existing  alignment. 

4.0V.1-B  PIPELINE  SYSTEM  DESIGN 

Page  1-410,  Lines  9  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Design  normally  is  done  in  phases  that  can  be  defined  as  conceptual 
design,  preliminary  design,  and  final  design.  The  applications  submitted 
for  analysis  were  considered  to  be  in  the  conceptual  design  phase. 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

As  discussed  in  the  Coronent  on  Page  I-4C9,  Lines  3  to  7,  the  appli¬ 
cation  is  considered  to  be  in  the  preliminary  design  phase.  In  order  to 
assess  the  environment  It  was  necessary  to  develop  much  more  detail  than 
conceptual  design.  Furthermore,  this  study  is  sufficient  to  the  point 
that  the  Applicant  can  build  the  pipeline  where  and  as  submitted  consis¬ 
tent  with  slight  alignment  adjustments  to  accommodate  detailed  site 
specific  environmental  or  geotechnical  considerations  and  to  accomnodate 
landowner  requests.  Final  design  will  not  change  physical  size,  oper¬ 
ating  characteristics,  or  land  use  to  a  measureable  degree  from  the 
application.  It  will  consist  of  detailing  what  has  been  presented  to 
assure  adequacy  and  integrity  in  accordance  with  all  applicable  codes 
and  requirements  set  forth  by  jurisdictional  agencies. 

Page  1-410,  Lines  18  to  23  and  Page  1-411,  Lines  1  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement 

The  major  part  of  the  system  does  not  go  beyond  the  current  state  of 
the  art  In  engineering,  except  in  the  arctic  and  subarctic  reaches  through 
Alaska  and  Canada  where  the  proposed  burial  of  a  chilled  pipeline  has  never 
been  done.  The  chilled  pipeline  concept,  while  achieving  the  purpose  of 
maintaining  permafrost  conditions,  develops  an  ice  bulb  around  the  pipeline 
and  creates  problems  such  as  frost  heave  and  interference  with  stream  flow, 
thereby  disturbing  the  river  regime  and  interfering  with  surface  and  sub¬ 
surface  water  flow.  Design  criteria  for  the  arctic  and  subarctic  condi¬ 
tions  are  not  considered  adequate;  therefore  further  efforts  are  needed  to 
prevent  pipeline  failure  in  order  to  mitigate  adverse  envi ronmental  impacts. 
Applicants'  Corment: 

To  ensure  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline,  performance  criteria  have 
been  established  from  detailed  stress  analysis  for  the  operating  pipeline 
system  and  from  metallurgical  considerations.  These  criteria  include  such 
factors  as  allowable  bend  angles,  operating  temperatures  and  pressures  for 
the  pipeline  system,  and  allowable  differential  and  total  pipe  mousnents. 

In  addition,  to  these  criteria,  Arctic  Gas  proposes  to  monitor  the 
pipeline  in  critical  areas  to  confirm  that  the  system  is  performing  accord- 
ing  to  design  specifications. 
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Extensive  geotechnical  and  environmental  investigations  have  been 
carried  out  for  the  proposed  pipeline  route.  Further,  potential 
areas  of  concern  have  been  identified.  Several  major  drilling  programs 
to  assess  potential  slope  stability,  thaw  settlement,  and  frost  heave 
problems  at  many  of  these  sites  have  been  completed.  As  part  of  final 
design  this  information  will  be  supplemented  by  further  detailed  field 
investigations,  extensive  drilling,  geophysical  surveys,  and  airphoto 
analysis  to  identify  areas  of  concern. 

In  addition  to  the  extensive  field  investigations,  Arctic  Gas  has 
developed  a  number  of  techniques  to  evaluate  specific  problems  such  as 
at  river  crossings.  Computer  programs  have  been  developed  or  licensed 
for  geothermal  analysis  and  for  assessing  the  effect  of  frost  bulb  devel¬ 
opment  on  subsurface  drainage  and  groundwater.  Methodologies  have  been 
developed  for  estimating  rates  and  magnitudes  of  frost  heave  under  various 
soil,  moisture,  and  temperature  conditions  and  evaluating  slope  stability, 
and  drainage  and  erosion  control  problems.  Techniques  have  also  been  de¬ 
veloped  for  inhibiting  frost  heave. 

Finally,  extensive  field  and  laboratory  programs  have  been  undertaken 
to  confirm  the  applicability  of  the  techniques  which  have  been  developed 
under  conditions  characteristic  of  the  proposed  pipeline  route.  The  em¬ 
phasis  of  much  of  this  work  has  been  related  specifically  to  the  arctic 
and  subarctic  reaches  of  the  pipeline  route  through  Alaska  and  Canada. 

The  results  of  these  studies  are  detailed  in  numerous  reports  prepared  by 
Northern  Engineering  Services  for  Arctic  Gas. 

In  relation  to  the  effect  of  frost  bulb  development  around  a  buried 
chilled  gas  pipeline  on  surface  runoff  and  subsurface  drainage,  Arctic 
Gas  has  proposed  a  number  of  techniques  which  are  described  in  the  Filing 
In  general  surface  runoff  in  arctic  and  subarctic  regions  can  be  handled 
by  conventional  methods  such  as  diversion  dikes,  dispersion  barriers,  and 
mound  breaks,  etc.  Subsurface  flow,  on  the  other  hand,  requires  special 
measures.  For  Instance,  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  groundwater 
flow  across  the  pipeline  right-of-way,  In  general,  and  the  frost  bulb 
developed  around  a  buried,  chilled  pipeline,  in  particular,  a  number  of 
techniques  are  under  consideration  by  Arctic  Gas.  These  include  insula¬ 
tion  of  the  pipeline,  and  the  possible  use  of  Insulated  culverts  through 
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the  frost  bulb  in  areas  of  significant  groundwater  or  perennial  subsurface 
flow. 

Under  arctic  and  subarctic  conditions,  significant  groundwater  ac¬ 
tivity  is  associated  mainly  with  river  and  stream  crossing  situations. 
Groundwater  activity  is  further  manifested  in  the  occurrence  of  springs, 
open  water  leads  in  winter,  and  Icings.  These  areas  have  been  identified 
in  the  field  and  from  aerial  photography.  The  larger  Icings  or  aufeis 
fields  are  also  identifiable  from  satellite  imagery.  Several  of  the  major 
springs  along  the  Arctic  Coast  have  been  identified  by  Arctic  Gas  as  im¬ 
portant  fish  overwintering  areas. 

Cross  slope  drainage  can,  in  general,  be  handled  by  conventional 
drainage  and  erosion  control  measures.  To  place  cross  slope  drainage 
problems  in  perspective,  less  than  one  percent  of  the  proposed  pipeline 
route  through  the  discontinuous  permafrost  is  classified  as  being  within 
unfrozen  high  permeability  terrain  with  a  cross  slope  angle  of  10°  or 
170  greater.  A  lesser  proportion  of  the  pipeline  route  within  the  continuous 

permafrost  zone  is  classified  as  being  in  unfrozen,  highly  permeable  ma¬ 
terials  with  significant  side  slopes. 
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Pages  1-411  to  1-413,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

These  pages  discuss  the  design  concepts  that  the  Department  did 
not  feel  were  discussed  in  enough  detail  in  the  Applicants'  Environmental 
Impact  Report. 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

To  some  extent  these  pages  discuss  items  that  will  be  considered  In 
the  final  design;  the  others  are  discussed  in  the  following  detailed 
comments. 

Page  1-411,  Lines  13  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Pipe  safety  factor  -  Pipe  is  designed  only  for  hoop  stress  to  meet 
the  minimum  required  safety  factor  and  ignores  external  loading.  Appli¬ 
cants  should  show  by  analysis  that  their  design  is  satisfactory  based  on 
worst  case  external  loading  conditions  with  the  pipe  in  both  the  pres¬ 
surized  and  unpressurized  states. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  statement  is  incorrect;  under  49  CFR  192.103,  105,  107,  and  111, 
it  is  included  and  is  considered  in  the  design  of  a  pipeline.  Applicants 
have  considered  sources  of  stresses  beyond  the  gas  pressure  Including 
proof  test  pressure,  temperature  differential,  weight  of  pipe,  test  medium 
and  external  loads,  seismic  loading,  differential  soil  settlement,  differ¬ 
ential  frost  heave,  buoyant  uplift,  overburden  loads,  and  soil  deformation 
at  bends.  Primary,  secondary,  and  bending  stresses  are  not  in  general 
additive.  The  pipeline  design  follows  all  the  relevant  codes. 

Page  1-411,  Lines  19  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Fracture  toughness  of  the  selected  steel  at  low  operation  temper¬ 
atures  should  be  investigated  and  controlled  by  specification. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicants  have  given  consideration  to  the  special  characteristics  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  cold  environment  and  pipeline  design.  By  the  use  of  high 
quality  X70  pipe  with  notch  toughness  requirements  shown  in  the  Arctic 
Gas  Specification  2950-6-6,  the  brittle-ductile  transition  temperature 
will  be  below  the  specified  operating  temperatures.  As  a  result,  the 
pipe  will  not  be  susceptible  to  brittle  fracture  and  the  sensitivity  to 
flaws  will  not  be  increased  in  either  the  basic  material  or  the  weld  joints. 
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It  is  clear  that  frost  heave  in  the  active  layer  will  be  above  the 
pipe  and  would  therefore  have  no  effect  on  pipeline  integrity. 

There  may  be  limited  heaving  in  the  permafrost  layer  but  this  is 
mitigated  by  two  factors:  (1)  the  permeability  of  permafrost  is  very 
low,  and  (2)  there  will  be  a  reversal  of  heat  flow  between  summer  and 
winter. 

As  has  already  been  indicated,  the  Applicant  is  not  depending  upon 
a  seasonal  reversal  in  the  direction  of  water  movement  around  the  pipe 
to  prevent  or  even  minimize  frost  heave  in  permafrost  soils.  The  Appli¬ 
cant's  analysis  has  shown,  for  instance,  that  the  amount  of  heave  that 
can  be  induced  in  permafrost  due  to  the  thermal  gradients  around  the 
chilled  pipeline  should  not  exceed  one  or  two  inches  over  the  life  of 
the  pipeline.  The  bases  for  this  conclusion  are  given  in  the  Applicant's 
response  to  Question  No.  1  from  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

Potential  rates  of  water  migration  in  permafrost  or  frozen  soils 
under  temperature  gradients  of  the  magnitude  that  would  be  induced  by 
the  operating  pipeline  are  extremely  small  due  to  the  very  low  perme¬ 
ability  of  frozen  soil.  At  -1°C,  for  example,  the  permability  of  frozen 
soils  tends  to  lie  in  the  range  of  1  x  10  13  to  1  x  10  9  cm/sec.  The 
Applicant's  geothermal  analyses  have  further  shown  that  in  permafrost 
terrain  the  operation  of  a  buried  chilled  pipeline  will  not  significantly 
affect  the  natural  thermal  gradients  at  depth  beneath  the  pipeline.  It 
can  be  assumed,  therefore,  that  over  the  operational  life  of  the  pipeline 
water  migration  at  depth  beneath  the  pipe  will  not  be  significantly 
altered.  It  is  recognized  that  a  change  in  the  thermal  gradients  and 
hence  moisture  transfer  in  the  immediate  proximity  to  the  pipeline  may 
occur  with  a  resultant  redistribution  of  ice  and  water  to  the  cold  side. 

The  redistribution  of  ice  and  water  to  the  cold  side,  however,  does  not 
mean  that  the  resultant  heave  will  equal  or  even  approach  the  volume  of 
water  moved.  In  most  situations  the  amount  of  heave  will  be  much  less 
due  to  consolidation  of  the  soil  on  the  warm  side  due  to  a  decrease  in 
total  ice  content  in  this  area  and  an  increase  in  soil-water  suction 
forces . 

Finally,  there  may  be  heave  in  unfrozen  ground.  The  only  unfrozen 
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Page  1-411,  Lines  22  to  23  and  Page  1-412,  Lines  1  to  4,  DOI-DEIS 

Statement: 

Summer  repair  and  maintenance  In  the  Arctic  and  subarctic  is  a 
major  problem  in  that  surface  disturbance  upsets  the  thermal  regime. 

This  causes  thermal  erosion  followed  by  surface  erosion  which  adversely 
impacts  the  environment  and  can  threaten  pipeline  integrity.  Once  ero¬ 
sion  is  started  it  is  difficult  to  stop. 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

Maintenance  plans  have  at  all  times  been  formulated  to  recognize 
terrain  sensitivites  with  particular  reference  to  permafrost.  The  impact 
of  heavy  equipment  will  be  avoided  during  temporary  maintenance  or  repairs 
with  low  ground  pressure  vehicles  and/or  air  cushion  vehicles  and  heli¬ 
copter  portable  equipment.  Permanent  repair  will  be  done  when  the  ground 
is  frozen. 

Experience  in  the  Arctic  has  shown  that  2  or  3  passes  can  be  made 
over  tundra  with  low  ground  pressure  vehicles  without  causing 
damage.  It  would  be  the  plan  to  haul  the  necessary  repair  material  to 
the  site  with  low  ground  pressure  vehicles  or  air  cushion  vehicles, 
and  if  deemed  necessary,  leave  the  equipment  at  the  repair  site  until 
freeze  up  to  avoid  double  passes  over  the  permafrost. 

/  *7/  Page  1-412,  Lines  5  and  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Effects  of  frost  heave  need  further  analysis  to  assure  pipeline 
integrity. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Effects  of  frost  heave  have  been  discussed  in  detail  in  comments 
on  Parts  II  and  III  and  in  responses  to  the  FPC/D0I  Questions. 
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ground  of  this  type  along  the  proposed  route,  in  which  the  pipe  would 
be  buried,  is  located  under  rivers  so  that  this  section  relates  to  po¬ 
tential  frost  heaving  at  river  crossings. 

The  Applicant  has  not  conducted  test  drilling  at  all  river  crossings. 

It  is  recognized,  however,  that  there  is  unfrozen  ground  below  some  rivers 
but  that  for  other  rivers,  which  have  small  sunnier  flows  and  which  freeze 
off  in  the  winter,  most  of  the  ground  below  them  Is  generally  frozen. 

The  Applicant  has  examined.  In  the  field,  all  river  crossings  and  has 
off  in  the  winter,  most  of  the  ground  below  them  is  generally  frozen.  The 
Applicant  has  examined,  in  the  field,  all  river  crossings  and  has  ob¬ 
served  that  the  beds  of  these  rivers  generally  consist  of  non  frost-susceptible 
unfrozen  frost-susceptible  ground  at  depth  beneath  the  gravel  bed  in  a 
few  rivers.  The  load  on  the  frost  front  at  this  depth  would  be  substan¬ 
tial,  however,  so  that  the  potential  rate  of  heave  would  be  significantly 
lower  than  if  the  same  soil  was  heaving  near  the  ground  surface.  The 
H3  results  of  our  studies,  and  others,  on  frost  heaving  clearly  show  the 

dramatic  effect  on  the  reduction  in  the  rate  of  heave  due  to  Increased 
overburden  pressure.  It  is  the  Applicant's  view  at  this  time,  therefore, 
that  frost  heaving  at  river  crossings  in  Alaska  does  not  constitute  a 
major  design  problem. 

Where  frost  heaving  around  the  pipeline  in  Alaska  may  need  to  be 
taken  into  account  during  design,  the  methods  of  analysis  employed  will 
be  similar  to  those  used  where  the  pipe  is  buried  in  the  many  miles  of 
unfrozen  ground  in  Canada,  such  as  in  the  discontinuous  permafrost  zone. 

These  methods  have  been  developed  by  the  Applicant  during  the  major 
study  on  frost  effects  which  was  initiated  about  1-1/2  years  ago.  This 
program  is  probably  the  most  extensive  frost  effects  study  ever  under¬ 
taken  for  any  project.  It  included  operation  of  four  buried  sections 
of  48-inch  diameter  pipeline  in  frost-susceptible  unfrozen  soil  in  order 
to  obtain  actual  field  performance  data.  This  facility  was  put  into 
operation  in  March  1974.  The  study  also  included  a  comprehensive  labor¬ 
atory  study  in  which  frost  heave  characteristics  of  undisturbed  soil 
samples  from  the  proposed  route  and  from  the  field  test  facility  were 
obtained. 
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The  Applicant  is  confident  that  frost  heave  problems  have  been 
solved. 

Page  1-412,  Lines  7  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  effects  of  mass  wasting  remain  a  major  design  problem  and  some 
allowance  for  mass  wasting  should  be  Included  in  external  design  loads. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicant  has  done  extensive  engineering  analysis  of  slope 
stability  and  this  is  reported  in  "Slope  Stability  in  Permafrost  Terrain," 
December  1974.  This  has  been  provided  in  response  to  Question  24  to 
the  FPC/D0I  Study  Group. 

The  primary  approach  has  been  to  minimize  slope  stability  problems 
Insofar  as  possible  by  judicious  route  selection.  Where  potentially 
unstable  slopes  must  be  crossed,  the  Applicant  has  a  range  of  preventa¬ 
tive  slope  stabilization  techniques  to  ensure  the  integrity  of  the 
pipeline.  Much  of  the  mass  wasting  in  the  Arctic  involves  movement  only 
in  the  active  layer  in  which  case  there  would  be  little  concern  for  the 
integrity  of  the  pipeline. 

A  number  of  contingency  measures  have  been  proposed  in  the  applica¬ 
tion  and  these  will  be  Included  in  the  pipeline  operation  and  maintenance 
schedule  to  correct  any  potential  problems  should  they  develop. 

The  Applicant  has  acquired  a  sufficient  understanding  of  the 
problems  in  a  permafrost  environment  such  that  a  sound  and  environ¬ 
mentally  acceptable  design  can  be  assured.  To  this  end  it  is  note¬ 
worthy  that  the  Aerospace  Corporation  (Page  128)  supports  the  Applicant's 
position  in  this  regard  by  concluding  that: 

"The  Applicant  has  displayed  a  good  understanding  of 
the  mass  wasting  problems  *nd  has  presented  an  exten¬ 
sive  qualitative  description  of  the  various  aspects 
of  this  phenomenon,  analytical  methods,  and  stabili¬ 
zation  methods  known." 

Where  appropriate,  the  Applicant  will  design  for  additional  loadings  that 
could  be  Imposed  by  mass  wasting. 
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Page  1-412,  Lines  16  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Effects  of  leaking  gas  on  the  environment  which  could  cause  explo¬ 
sions,  fire,  and  death  to  humans,  animals  and  birds  need  to  be  evaluated. 

Applicants'  Comment: 


The  properties  of  natural  gas  are  well  known.  Further  study  of  the 
effects  on  the  environment  is  not  warranted,  and  these  effects  have  been 
addressed  elsewhere  in  the  document. 

Page  1-412,  Lines  19  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Subsurface  soil  exploration  is  not  sufficient  to  provide  adequate 
information  for  system  design,  final  alignment,  or  erosion  control  measures. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

It  is  not  appropriate  to  have  completed  subsurface  soil  exploration 
at  this  point  in  time.  It  will  be  performed  in  conjunction  with  the 
final  design. 

Subsurface  soil  exploration  has  proceeded  to  the  extent  to  permit 
the  level  of  design  as  presented.  Where  required  this  has  entailed 
extensive  analyses.  For  example,  over  7,000  test  holes  have  been 
analyzed  to  date.  The  remaining  subsurface  exploration  will  be  limited 
to  site  specific  analyses  such  as  compressor  stations  and  other  surface 
structures. 

Page  1-412,  Line  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Emergency  and  contingency  plans  are  incomplete. 

Applicants'  Corrment: 

The  Department  of  Transportation  Regulation  49  CFR  192  requires 
establishment  of  operating  and  maintenance  plans  which  Includes  emer¬ 
gency  planning.  Regulation  49  CFR  192.605  cites  the  need  for  and  guide¬ 
lines  to  prepare  emergency  plans.  The  Applicants  will  file  final  plans 
with  DOT  prior  to  comnencement  of  operations. 

Arctic  Gas  has  filed  with  the  Canadian  Pipeline  Application  Assess¬ 
ment  Group  in  response  to  Question  22  a  description  of  equipment  and 
methods  to  be  used  in  contingency  repairs. 
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Pane  1-412,  Lines  11  to  13.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Protection  of  pipe  from  damage  at  river  crossings  caused  by  river 
scour  and  annular  ice  bulb  needs  further  evaluation. 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

The  Applicant  has  done  extensive  design  work  on  river  crossings 
and  has  prepared  typical  river  crossing  designs  for  twelve  of  the  major 
Alaska  crossings  (Ref.  Volume  5,  Reference  Book  of  Water  Crossings, 
Preliminary  Designs  of  Selected  River  Crossings,  Alaskan  Coastal  Route, 
February  1975). 

The  criteria  for  designs  are  In  Volume  2  of  Reference  Book  of 
Water  Crossings,  a  copy  of  which  was  appended  to  Question  7  response  to 
the  FPC-D0I  Study  Group. 

The  question  of  the  frost  bulb  has  been  addressed  in  response  to 
Question  5  of  the  same  series  of  questions  and  also  in  response  to  the 
Aerospace  report. 

The  Applicant  is  confident  that  the  studies  performed  have  pro¬ 
vided  criteria  for  safe  and  economical  river  crossings  in  permafrost 
areas. 

Detailed  drawings  for  the  remainder  of  the  routes  will  be  prepared 
and  requirements  will  be  placed  in  the  construction  specifications. 

Submerged  crossings  will  be  laid  below  scour  depth  and  in  accordance 
with  permit  requirements  and  in  accordance  with  requirements  of  all 
statutory  authorities  including  those  authorities  concerned  with  water 
supply,  irrigation,  water  pollution,  navigation  and  fisheries. 

Page  1-412.  Lines  13  a-d  14,  D01-DE1S  Statement: 

Leak  detection  methods  and  procedures  need  to  be  addressed. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Leaks  are  extremely  rare  in  modem  gas  transmission  lines  due  to  the 
rigid  construction  specifications  and  testing  procedures  which  are  followed. 
Maintenance  of  a  corrosion  prevention  system  in  accordance  with  CFR  49-192 
will  insure  a  minimum  of  leaks.  Periodic  patrolling  of  gas  transmission 
lines  in  accordance  with  CFR  49-192  for  the  detection  of  leaks  has  proven 
to  be  a  satisfactory  method  of  minimizing  any  damage  which  might  result. 
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Page  1-412,  Lines  23  and  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Procedures  for  seismic  monitoring  should  be  considered  in  areas  of 
high  activity. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

There  are  no  areas  of  high  seismic  risk  along  the  Northern  Border 
pipeline  and  seismic  monitoring  is  not  warranted. 

The  West  Coast  companies  have  had  past  experience  with  large 
natural  gas  lines  being  subjected  to  earthquakes.  There  have  been 
several  major  earthquakes  that  have  caused  severe  damage  to  above  ground 
structures  while  burled  gas  pipelines  have  withstood  the  shocks  without 
failure.  Based  on  this  experience  no  seismic  monitoring  is  planned. 

Except  for  the  region  of  the  Richardson  Mountains,  the  Arctic  Gas 
pipeline  does  not  cross  areas  of  high  seismicity;  however,  earthquakes 
have  occurred  near  enough  to  the  proposed  pipeline  that  they  might  affect 
stability  of  the  facilities  unless  design  provisions  have  been  made  for 
seismic  resistance.  The  Applicants  have  described  the  design  criteria 
for  seismic  design  in  "Seismic  Design  Criteria  for  Canadian  Arctic  Gas 
Pipeline  and  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline"  by  N.  Newmark,  March  1974. 
Monitoring  of  seismic  activity  beyond  what  is  presently  done  is  not 
required. 

Page  1-413,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Schedules  proposed,  especially  for  the  Arctic,  are  highly  idealistic. 
Planning  should  be  carefully  conducted  including  a  contingency  plan  to 
assure  completion  schedules. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  schedules  for  the  construction  of  the  Arctic  Gas  pipelines  are 
not  highly  idealistic.  The  Applicants  have  extensive  experience  in 
northern  work  and  have  considered  many  factors  which  will  impinge  on  the 
schedule  including  all  aspects  of  weather.  The  Applicants  have  concluded 
that  in  a  winter  season,  allowing  excessive  time  for  non-work  due  to 
cold,  blowing  snow  and  fog,  snow  road  construction  and  Christmas  break, 
there  are  still  a  minimum  of  some  98  days  available  to  build  65  miles/spread 
of  pipeline,  which  is  judged  ample  time  to  complete  the  job,  with  due 

allowance  for  any  problems  that  might  arise. 
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Page  1-413,  Lines  4  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

Gas  chill  temperature  needs  to  be  controlled  so  that  miniimjn  pipe¬ 
line  temperature  is  compatible  with  the  fracture  toughness  of  the  steel. 
Applicants'  Comment: 

Gas  chill  temperatures  will  vary  within  small  limits  depending  on 
the  volume  of  gas  being  transported  but  they  will  always  be  above  those 
temperatures  at  which  the  pipe  might  be  susceptible  to  brittle  fracture. 
Page  1-413,  Lines  7  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Consideration  of  remote  control  valves  with  automatic  shutdown 
features  should  be  given  to  the  entire  pipeline  system  to  assure  quick 
shutdown  in  case  of  emergency. 

Applicants'  Coimient: 

In  response  to  Question  No.  (42)  of  the  FPC/D0I  of  December  12,  1974, 
request  for  information  made  April  4,  1975,  Northern  Border  stated  that 
automatic  line  break  devices  will  be  Installed  at  mainline  block  valves 
to  distinguish  between  normal  operations  and  conditions  which  would 
indicate  that  a  pipeline  break  has  occurred.  Upon  indication  of  a  line 
break,  the  valves  will  close  automatically  in  approximately  one  minute. 

The  West  Coast  companies'  main  line  block  valves  will  be  manually 
operated  except  for  those  located  at  compressor  stations  which  will  be 
automatically  controlled. 

Alaskan  and  Canadian  segments  of  the  route  will  use  automatic 
self-actuating  mainline  valves  at  compressor  stations.  Either  automatic 
self-actuating  valves  or  manual  valves  will  be  used  at  intermediate 
locations.  Both  valves  meet  code  and  regulatory  requirements. 

Page  1-413,  Lines  11  and  12,  D0I-DE1S  Statement: 

Cathodic  protection  system  should  be  designed  in  detail. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

It  is  the  experience  of  the  Applicants  that  the  monitoring  measures 
set  forth  in  49  CFR  192.465  are  sufficient.  Actual  corrosion  control 
measures  will  be  designed  and  installed  on  a  mile-by-mile  basis.  The 
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4.0V.1-C  CONSTRUCTION  PROCEDURES 

Page  1-415,  Lines  2  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Temperate  zone  construction  procedures  and  schedules  can  be 
mitigated  to  protect  the  environment  through  standard  procedures,  such 
as  rescheduling  work  to  mitigate  interference  with  animals  or  birds. 
Applicants  have  proposed  to  do  this  as  necessary. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicants  have  and  intend  to  adjust  construction  schedules  to 
mitigate  interference  with  animals  or  birds  where  warranted.  There  are 
few  cases  where  the  short-term,  minor  impact  associated  with  the  con¬ 
struction  activity  warrants  rescheduling  of  the  construction. 

Page  1-415,  Lines  8  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Arctic  and  subarctic  construction  must  be  completed  as  scheduled 
in  order  to  use  the  proposed  snow/ice  roads  for  access.  Consequently, 
mitigation  measures  proposed  to  preclude  interference  with  the  environ¬ 
ment  will  minimize  impacts,  but  these  impacts  cannot  be  avoided;  there¬ 
fore,  mitigation  is  not  effective.  All  environmental  mitigation  measures 
will  be  secondary  to  construction  schedules. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  construction  schedule  has  been  designed  to  avoid  or  mitigate 
potential  environmental  impacts  in  the  arctic  and  subarctic  areas. 
Therefore  there  will  be  no  significant  interaction  between  the  pipeline 
and  mammals,  birds,  and  fish. 

Arctic  Gas  has  shown  elsewhere  there  is  good  evidence  that  there 
will  be  sufficient  days  to  accomplish  the  program  of  construction  that 
is  envisaged  during  the  winter  season,  and  this  construction  schedule 
takes  account  of  all  those  conditions  which  would  inhibit  construction. 
4.0V. 2  MITIGATING  MEASURES  PROPOSED  BY  APPLICANT  (Pages  1-416  to  1-433) 
Page  1-416,  Lines  3  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  Applicant  has  indicated  that  he  will  execute  certain  mitigating 
geotechnical  and  environmental  control  measures  which  the  Department 
assumes  will  be  implemented  and  the  effects  controlled  to  the  degree 
that  the  Applicant  states. 
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corrosion  control  measures  required  cannot  be  fully  determined  until  the 
pipe  has  been  installed.  Following  Installation  of  the  pipeline  soil 
resistivity  surveys  are  made  to  determine  current  flow  potential.  Only 
then  can  proper  cathodic  protection  be  designed  and  installed.  The 
Applicants  will  follow  the  above  procedure  to  properly  protect  the 
pipeline  from  corrosion. 


Page  1-413,  Lines  13  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

A  detailed  specification  of  the  properties  of  the  natural  gas  to 
be  transported  is  required  to  assure  impurities  are  removed  to  eliminate 
internal  corrosive  damage  to  pipe  and  compressors,  and  to  assure  the 
pipeline  is  designed  for  worst  case  conditions. 

Applicants'  Comment : 

The  Applicants  in  Exhibit  G-11  of  their  application  to  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  set  forth  the  properties  of  the  gas  to  be  transported.  The 
filed  Tariff  also  contains  limits  on  gas  specifications,  also  applicable  to 
all  gas  to  be  transported.  All  deleterious  substances  will  be  removed 
from  the  gas  prior  to  its  injection  into  the  pipeline. 

Page  1-413,  Lines  18  and  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Operating  plans  and  operations  and  safety  manuals  should  be  submitted 
for  approval. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

49  CFR  192  requires  that  inspection  and  maintenance  plans  be  filed 
with  DOT  and  that  each  change  to  such  plans  be  filed  within  20  days  of 
implementation. 
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Page  1-413,  Lines  20  and  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Gas  pressures  and  temperatures  for  extremes  of  operating  conditions 
are  necessary  for  the  system  design. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Gas  pressure  and  temperature  for  a  fully  powered  maximum  flow  have 
been  provided.  Several  computer  runs  for  lower  flow  conditions  have  been 
made  and  basically  they  indicate  that  during  these  conditions  the  temper¬ 
ature  of  the  gas  approaches  asymptotically  the  temperature  of  the  ground. 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicants  are  confident  that  based  on  their  comprehensive 
detailed  environmental  studies,  their  design,  expertise,  and  the  his¬ 
toric  construction  and  operating  practices  of  the  industry,  they  can 
mitigate  potentially  significant  adverse  environmental  effects. 

Page  1-416,  Lines  13  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Additional  mitigating  geotechnical  or  environmental  control  measures 
as  suggested  by  the  Department,  if  applied  to  the  project  actions,  would 
significantly  reduce  adverse  environmental  effects  to  be  expected  from 
the  proposal.  The  latter  group  of  measures  are  only  suggested  in  the 
following  discussion  for  future  planning  consideration  and  are  not  assumed 
active  in  the  environmental  impact  analysis. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  additional  measures  are  examined  in  Comments  relative  to 
pages  434  to  464,  below,  and  other  places  where  suggestions  occur.  In 
general,  Applicant  believes  such  proposals  do  not  sufficiently  take  into 
account  the  short-term  minor  impact  associated  with  the  construction 
activity  and  the  mitigating  measures  already  proposed. 

4.0V. 2. A  MEASURES  ASSUMED  EFFECTIVE 
4.0V.2.A. 1  GEOLOGY 

4.0V. 2. A. la  GEOTECHNICAL  CONSIDERATION 

Page  1-417,  Lines  14  to  19,  Page  1-418,  Lines  1  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DO I  discusses  the  requirement  to  preserve  the  permafrost  in  the 
arctic  and  subarctic  areas  in  Alaska  and  Canada.  DOI  also  states  that 
surface  conditions,  water  flow  characteristics,  frost  heave,  and  pipe 
metallurgical  properties  require  mitigation. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

See  responses  to  Page  1-411,  Lines  19  to  21  and  Page  1-412,  Lines 
5  and  6. 
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4.0V. 2. A. 6  LAND  USE 

Page  1-425,  Lines  12  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Construction  of  fences  and  gates  (with  locks)  on  private  roads 
leading  to  the  right-of-way  "to  prevent  unauthorized  access  to  the 
restored  right-of-way"  Is  proposed  as  a  mitigating  measure  to  deter 
unauthorized  land  use. 

Applicants'  Coirment: 

Where  fences  exist  along  private  roads  across  the  right-of-way. 
they  will  be  replaced. 

4.0V. 2. 7  HISTORICAL.  ARCHAEOLOGICAL.  AND  UNIQUE  AREA  VALUES 

4.0V. 2. 7a  Historical  Values 

Paae  1-426,  Lines  3  to  6.  DOI-deis  statement- 

The  Applicants'  submittal  contains  very  few  references  to  applying 
mitigating  measures  for  historic  resources  along  the  proposed  route. 

The  mitigation  measure  proposed  is  avoidance. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicant  has  identified  the  known  historic  sites  situated  in  the 
project  area.  The  identified  sites  have  been  avoided  or  construction  is 
planned  to  preserve  the  historical  integrity  of  these  sites.  Unknown 
buried  historical  sites  encountered  by  the  pipeline  will  be  treated  the 
same  as  archaeological  sites. 

4.0V.2.B  MITIGATION  MEASURES  ASSUMED  NOT  EFFECTIVE 
Page  1-429,  Lines  8  to  16.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  following  environmental  control  actions  indicated  by  the 
Applicant  are,  for  reasons  of  engineering,  experience  with  arctic 
conditions,  historic  experience  with  biological  response  or  other  expert 
knowledge  held  by  the  Department,  not  assumed  effective  in  controlling 
the  adverse  effects  associated  with  the  activity  to  the  same  degree 
assumed  by  the  Applicant.  Therefore,  the  analysis  of  environmental 
impact  contained  in  this  volume  is  made  without  the  assumed  degree  of 
control . 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  final  EIS  should  recognize  that  the  Applicants  are  no  novices 
to  the  field  of  natural  gas  transmission.  The  member  companies  have 
designed,  constructed  and  operated  thousands  of  miles  of  pipelines  since 
the  inception  of  transporting  this  important  fuel  to  domestic  and  com¬ 
mercial  users.  The  Application  and  EIA  were  the  results  of  large  invest¬ 
ments  of  time  and  money  by  the  Applicants,  its  member  companies  and  con¬ 
sultants  over  a  period  of  three  years,  and  after  giving  careful,  expert 
consideration  to  both  the  engineering  and  environmental  requirements  of 
the  project.  In  other  words,  this  is  a  ful ly-considered  plan  by  estab¬ 
lished  natural  gas  companies  to  improve  the  supply  of  energy  for  the 
United  States.  All  of  these  companies,  in  fact,  have  been  instrumental 
in  the  development  of  all  aspects  of  such  service  and  continue  to  be 
vitally  interested  in,  and  support  research  to  further  improve  their 
capability  to  continue  serving  the  nation  in  this  regard. 

The  Applicants  and  others  in  the  field  have  developed  the  specifi¬ 
cations,  codes,  and  know-how  required  to  put  together  a  project  of  this 
magnitude  in  such  a  manner  that  is  is  safe,  has  minimal  environmental 
impact,  and  serves  the  public  interest.  Furthermore,  the  natural  gas 
industry  code,  which  it  imposed  upon  itself  many  years  ago,  is  the  basis 
for  the  development  of  49  CFR  192. 

The  cumulative  experience  of  the  companies  involved  is  in  excess 
of  two  hundred  years,  and  the  personnel  assigned  to  the  task  represent 
cumulative  experience  of  many  hundreds  of  years.  Also,  the  companies 
and  personnel  have  long  experience  with  the  construction,  operation 
and  maintenance  of  natural  gas  pipelines  in  virtually  all  of  the 
states  through  which  the  Applicants  will  operate.  Additionally, 
the  consultants  employed  by  the  companies  have  many  cumulative  years  of 
experience  in  the  technical  and  environmental  disciplines  required  by 
the  project. 

Upon  determination  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  that  the  project 
is  required  by  public  convenience  and  necessity,  the  final  steps  are 
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undertaken  to  implement  it.  This  phase  involves  completion  of  the 
design  and  construction  of  the  project.  It  is  then  that  detailed  plans 
are  completed  in  compliance  with  all  codes  and  requirements  set  forth 
by  the  regulatory  agencies  to  insure  adequacy  and  integrity  of  the 
pipeline,  and  minimum  environmental  impact.  Site  specifics  are  addressed, 
including  involvement  of  landowners,  administrators  of  public  lands,  and 
appropriate  agencies. 

The  intent  of  the  mitigation  procedures  will  be  achieved  by  their 
incorporation  into  the  final  stage  and  planning  and  construction  specif¬ 
ications  and  by  the  use  of  inspectors  to  insure  compliance  with  the 
specification.  The  management  of  the  Applicants  are  committed  to  take 
all  necessary  and  reasonable  steps  to  minimize  environmental  impact,  in 
accordance  with  applicable  federal  standards  and  state  and  local  statutes 
and  codes.  The  expertise  and  corrmitment  of  the  Applicants  should  be 
reflected  in  the  EIS,  to  describe  the  environmental  impact  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  action  and  the  evaluation  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation 
measures. 

4.0V.2.B.1  GEOLOGY 

Page  1-429,  Lines  17  and  18,  Page  1-430,  Lines  1  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Mass  wasting  consisting  of  solifluction,  liquefaction,  deep  creep 
in  the  Arctic  and  subarctic  and  landslides,  slumping,  and  subsidence 
throughout  the  pipeline  system  have  been  addressed  by  the  Applicants. 

Any  of  those  phenomena  can  generate  external  loads  of  concern  to  pipe 
integrity,  or  to  the  environment  if  the  construction  activity  triggered 
the  mass  wasting.  Mitigation  measures  proposed  by  the  Applicants  have 
generally  been  deferred  until  final  design,  so  specific  site  mitigation 
measures  cannot  be  termed  acceptable  at  this  time. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

See  comment  to  Page  1-412,  Lines  7  to  10. 
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Page  1-430,  Lines  10  to  20.  Page  1-431,  Lines  1  and  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  general,  the  Applicants  have  discussed  effective  mitigating 
measures,  except  for  Arctic  areas.  For  oil  spills,  the  Applicants  pro¬ 
pose  to  add  nutrients  to  the  affected  soils.  Because  the  cold  temper¬ 
atures  and  short  summer  season  do  not  lend  themselves  to  bacterial  growth, 
2/3  this  mitigation  measure  is  considered  ineffective.  To  help  maintain  the 

thermal  balance  along  the  pipeline  route,  the  Applicants  propose  to  strip 
the  tundra  mat  and  replace  the  mat  over  the  ditch  backfill.  This  is  only 
proposed  for  areas  where  the  mat  is  sufficiently  thick.  Because  this 
does  not  satisfy  conditions  along  the  entire  Arctic  route,  and  because 
it  is  not  clear  how  this  will  be  accomplished  in  frozen  soils,  this  method 
is  considered  ineffective. 

Applicants'  Conment: 

Research  in  Canada  has  shown  that  biodegradation  of  crude  oil  in 
Arctic  soils  does  go  on  in  the  sunnier  and  at  rates  quite  comparable  with 
temperate  areas.  The  amount  of  oil  required  as  fuel  will  not  be  great 
and  will  be  stored  at  many  locations  along  the  route.  Any  spill  would 
therefore  involve  small  quanities  and  the  effects  would  be  localized. 

Arctic  Gas  has  conducted  field  tests  of  pipe  installations  as  well 
as  extensive  model  studies  to  predict  the  thawing  which  might  occur  over 
the  pipe  in  an  inactive  summer  before  start  up.  It  has  been  shown  that 
for  northern  sections  the  thaw  would  not  go  below  the  top  of  the  pipe. 
Stable  backfill  will  be  brought  in  where  needed  which  will  ensure  that 
there  is  a  minimum  of  disturbance.  Where  there  is  a  sufficient  thickness 
of  organic  material  that  it  would  provide  a  useful  insulating  layer  over 
the  backfill  mound,  Applicant  is  considering  stripping  this  layer  and 
replaceing  it.  Tests  are  presently  underway  in  the  Arctic  to  Implement 
this  procedure. 
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4.0V.2.B.3  VEGETATION 


Page  1-431,  Lines  4  to  11 ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Revegetation  is,  in  most  cases,  an  acceptable  erosion  control 
method  with  the  exception  of  northern  Canada  and  Alaska.  These  areas 
have  a  very  short  growing  season  and  there  is  not  sufficient  evidence 
that  vegetation  can  be  reestablished  in  the  short  time  available. 
Degradation  of  these  soils,  due  to  thermal  imbalance  along  the  pipeline 
trench  In  the  first  sunmer  after  installation,  further  aggravates  this 
problem. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicant  submits  there  is  ample  evidence  that  vegetation  can  be 
reestablished  over  disturbed  areas  in  the  Arctic.  Extensive  field 
studies  at  Sans  Sault,  Normal  Wells,  and  Prudhoe  Bay  showed  that  a 
variety  of  agronomic  species  would  provide  cover.  Some  did  well  the 
first  year,  others  came  along  in  the  second  and  third  years.  Well  over 
100  acres  of  wildcat  well  sites  have  been  revegetated  by  Arctic  Gas 
experts  as  far  north  as  the  Arctic  Coast  in  the  general  Mackenzie  Delta 
area.  It  is  a  matter  of  the  proper  seed  mix  to  be  selected  for  the 
various  climatic  regions  and  soil  types,  this  has  been  the  subject  of 
five  years  of  Arctic  Gas  research  and  is  now  well  understood  and  doc¬ 
umented  in  the  Biological  Report  Series. 

4.0V.2.B.4  WILDLIFE 
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Page  1-431,  Lines  13  to  19,  Page  1-432,  Lines  1  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  Applicants  have  proposed  a  number  of  measures  that,  if  successful, 
will  reduce  project  impact  on  fishery  resources.  Not  discussed  adequately 
in  contingency  plans  to  mitigate  impacts  on  aquatic  life  are:  disposal  of 
methanol  and  other  pollutants,  surface  drainage  controls,  and  changes  in 
stream  flow  caused  by  the  formation  of  the  ice  bulb  around  the  pipe.  The 
ice  bulb  could  change  stream  channels  and  flow  characteristics  enough  to 
damage  fishery  resources;  of  the  ice  bulb  causes  aufeis  formation,  the 
resultant  change  of  flow  and  temperature  regimes  of  streams  could 
adversely  affect  oxygen  levels  in  the  streams  during  winter,  as  could 
disposal  of  sewage  and  other  organic  materials.  Also  not  discussed. 
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are  effects  of  water  withdrawals  for  ice  roads,  construction  camps,  and 
compressor  stations  which  could  reduce  water  availability  for  fish  life. 
Applicants'  Comment: 

Methanol  test  solution  will  be  distilled  after  use  and  the  resulting 
residue  spread  over  land  surfaces.  Tests  have  shown  that  there  Is 
little  effect  on  vegetation  as  a  result  of  methanol  spills  at  low  con¬ 
centrations.  Fish  and  fish  fry  are  not  harmed  by  concentrations  of  up 
to  1  percent  methanol. 

Drainage  controls  have  been  extensively  examined  and  are  described 
in  the  NESCL  report,  "Drainage  and  Erosion  Control  Measures  -  Description 
and  Proposed  Design  Principles,"  March  1975.  Applicant  is  convinced  that 
measures  are  available  and  can  be  used  to  provide  protection  In  Arctic 
conditions. 

Applicant  has  determined  that  there  are  very  few  overwintering  areas 
downstream  of  the  pipeline  In  Alaska.  In  these  cases,  the  sub-bottom 
water  flow  may  be  conducted  through  the  frost  bulb  by  the  use  of  an 
insulated  conduit.  Fisheries  will  not  be  harmed  by  the  installation  of 
the  pipeline.  Such  a  technique  will  also  avoid  the  formation  of  aufeis 
initiated  by  the  pipeline. 

All  sewage  will  receive  secondary  treatment  and  its  disposal 
will  be  according  to  the  stipulations  and  regulations  of  government 
agencies. 

4.0V.2.B.5  NOISE 

Page  1-432,  Lines  11  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

While  the  Applicants  indicate  measures  to  protect  construction 
workers  on  the  job,  they  fail  to  adequately  discuss  other  long-lasting 
impacts  during  their  operation  phase,  such  as  maintenance  and  emergency 
repa i  rs . 

Applicants'  Conment: 

Workers  during  maintenance  and  repair  will  be  trained  in,  and 
required  to  observe,  protective  measures,  as  will  be  provided  during 
the  Initial  construction. 
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The  noise  impact  to  the  wildlife  resources  along  the  pipeline,  during 
operation,  will  be  minor  and  consist  of  displacement  to  adjacent  habitat 
and  adaption.  OSHA  regulations  regarding  noise  will  be  strictly  followed. 
This  condition  will  exist  for  emergency  repairs  also. 

4.0V.2.B.6  EMERGENCY  REPAIRS 

Page  1-433,  All  Lines,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI  discusses  potential  impact  resulting  from  emergency  repairs 
during  thaw  periods  In  the  Arctic. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

See  response  to  Page  1-411,  Lines  22  to  23. 

4.0V. 3  ADDITIONAL  MITIGATING  MEASURES  (Pages  1-434  to  1-464) 

Page  1-434,  Lines  2  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  following  mitigating  or  environmental  control  actions  comprise 
measures  which  are  not  planned  by  the  Applicant  but  which,  if  applied 
to  the  project  action,  would  significantly  reduce  adverse  environmental 
effects  to  be  expected  from  the  proposal .  They  are  therefore  only 
suggested  here  for  the  following  subjects." 

Applicants'  Cownent: 

The  construction  of  the  pipeline  will  result  in  short-term  minor 
Impacts.  The  mitigation  measures  proposed  by  the  Applicants  are  adequate 
to  insure  this  level  of  impact,  and  additional  mitigation  measures  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  DEIS  are  not  warranted. 

Page  1-434,  Lines  8  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Mass  wasting  can  be  mitigated  by  the  Applicant  by  defining  the 
exact  nature  of  the  local  and  site  specific  geological  conditions, 
assessing  the  mass  wasting  hazards  in  terms  of  pipe  stresses,  and 
developing  design  solutions  for  critical  areas  prior  to  construction.* 

Applicants'  Comment: 

See  response  to  Page  1-412,  Lines  7  to  10. 
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Page  1-434,  Lines  14  to  18.  and  Page  1-435.  Lines  1  to  6,  DOI-DEIS 

Statement:  —  1 - 

"Complete  procedures  for  cleanup  of  oil  spills  should  be  prepared 
by  the  Applicant. 

The  Applicant  should  also  establish  criteria  for  backfill  In  the 
Arctic  area  so  that  the  thermal  balance  will  be  maintained  without  re¬ 
liance  on  replacing  the  thermal  mat. 

The  Applicant  should  identify  the  quantity  of  backfill  material  re¬ 
quired  and  methods  used  to  supply  this  material  along  the  pipeline  route. 

Research  needs  to  be  continued  in  this  northern  area  where  perma¬ 
frost  and  arctic  weather  make  severe  growing  conditions  and  reseeding 
success  limited." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Contingency  plans  are  being  prepared  by  Applicant  for  the  cleanup 
of  oil  spills.  Experience  in  the  north  is  that  land  spills  should  be 
cleaned  up  by  pumping  off  oil  and  that  more  damage  is  caused  to  the 
surface  if  more  aggressive  cleanup  procedures  are  used.  Applicant  will 
have,  at  appropriate  staging  sites,  proper  equipment  such  as  boats,  booms, 
and  absorbent  materials  to  handle  any  spills  which  might  occur  on  the 
major  transportation  arteries  such  as  the  Mackenzie  River. 

Backfill  will  be  selected  so  that  the  cover  over  the  pipeline  will 
remain  relatively  stable  even  during  the  thaw  season.  Backfill  from  ex¬ 
ternal  sources  will  be  used  where  the  local  material  has  too  high  an  ice 
content.  The  quantities  of  borrow  material  required  have  been  listed  in 
the  application. 

Research  Is  continuing  on  revegetation  to  improve  what  is  already  an 
acceptable  program. 

Page  1-435,  Lines  7  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Of  major  concern  to  any  re vegetation  program  is  the  seedbed,  or 
soil  left  at  the  surface.  In  areas  where  a  sufficient  soil  profile  ex¬ 
ists  and  it  is  salvaged  and  replaced,  there  should  be  less  difficulty  in 
reseeding.  In  those  areas  where  there  is  little  soil  and/or  the  soil  is 
mixed  with  the  subsurface  material,  revegetation  will  be  very  difficult, 
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even  with  heavy  applications  of  fertilizer. 

Cropping  of  the  seed  by  small  rodents,  and  of  the  new  plants  later 
by  livestock  or  big  game,  will  be  a  major  problem  in  the  reestablishment 
of  vegetation.  Animals  are  frequently  attracted  to  exotic  plants,  and 
are  especially  attracted  to  fertilized  plants  of  any  kind.  Continuous 
short  cropping  of  any  plant  usually  prohibits  its  establishment  or  even¬ 
tually  kills  it." 

Applicants'  Corment: 

In  the  Arctic,  the  Applicant  disagrees  that  cropping  of  new  vegeta¬ 
tion  by  wildlife  will  be  a  serious  factor  in  the  revegetation  program. 
The  agronomic  species  used  are  generally  species  that  have  been  selected 
as  suitable  pasture  species,  and  will  remain  viable  even  with  consider¬ 
able  usage. 

Applicant  is  also  fully  aware  that  these  factors  together  with  cli¬ 
matic  conditions  may  cause  some  additional  reseeding  to  be  required,  end 
plans  have  been  made  for  such  an  eventuality. 

No  significant  adverse  impacts  will  be  imposed  upon  soil  resources 
as  a  result  of  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  project. 
All  disturbed  areas  will  be  restored  and  revegetated  and  mitigative 
measures  will  control  both  water  and  wind  erosion  of  the  soil. 

The  grazing  of  livestock  along  the  newly  re vegeta ted  right-of-way 
will  be  coordinated  with  the  landowner  at  the  time  of  the  right-of-way 
agreement  and  controlled  in  this  manner. 

Page  1-436,  Lines  1  to  4,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Degradation  of  ice-rich  soils  must  be  retarded  during  the  early 
phase  of  pipeline  operation  by  appropriate  insulating  materials  to  re¬ 
store  the  thermal  balance  along  the  pipeline  route." 

Applicants’  Conment: 

The  only  degradation  that  is  anticipated  is  over  the  pipeline  it¬ 
self  since  the  working  surface  will  be  protected  by  a  snow  pad.  In  the 
case  of  a  very  high  ice  content  native  material,  borrow  will  be  hauled 
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in  to  provide  a  stable  backfill.  In  certain  critical  a^eas,  e.g., 
strea.it  banks,  it  nay  be  necessary  to  use  nar-nace  insulating  materials 
to  prevent  thawing,  and  this  use  has  beer  described  by  the  Applicant. 

Pages  I -436,  L^e-s  15  t c  13,  XI-IEIS  Statement: 

"During  spring  of  the  construction  period  in  Alaska  and  northern 
Canada,  the  Applicant  should  noritor  caribou  movements  to  insure  that 
activities  do  not  interfere  with  migration  of  caribou.* 

App  11  carts'  Conner- 1: 

The  Applicant  has  noted  that  it  inters  to  mcrito'-  caribou  movements 
to  ensure  that  the  location  of  the  herd  Is  known  with  respect  to  construc¬ 
tion  activities. 

Pape  1-iy.,  .ires  ‘I  tc  ?7,  Xl-ZE IS  Stat&mert: 

“The  Applicant  should  not  operate  mccile  accord  equipment  off  the 
right-of-way,  access  roads,  state  highways,  or  authorized  areas,  in  or¬ 
der  to  minimize  disturbance  to  wildlife." 

f-s:''  carts'  Z-ome't: 

Hbbile  ground  equipment  will  not  be  operated  off  the  right-of-way, 
access  roads,  state  highways,  or  authorized  areas. 

Pape  15  zrc  15,  XI-SSIS  Statement: 

"The  Applicant  should  provide  blasting  schedules  that  prevent 
disturbances  of  caribou,  moose,  and  musk  oxen.* 

Applicants*  Comment: 

de  do  not  understand  the  weaning  of  a  blasting  schedule  with  re¬ 
gard  to  disturbance  of  caribou,  noose,  and  musk  oxen,  me  would  note, 
however,  that  blasting  will  Pe  required  only  to  loosen  the  ground  and 
that,  with  the  general  noise  and  activity  around  a  construction  site, 
we  would  not  anticipate  the  proximity  of  caribou,  noose,  and  musk  oxen 
so  that  there  would  be  no  \jndjt  disturbance  to  these species. 

Blasting  is  an  activity  that  is  planned  and  performed  in  accordance 
with  comprehensive  federal,  state,  and  local  codes  and  requirements  in¬ 
cluding  OSrtA. 
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Page  1-437,  Lines  1  to  3,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Applicant  should  conduct  sufficient  research  to  determine  a 
safe  (non-disturbing)  aircraft  altitude  while  over  large  manrals." 

Applicants1  Comment: 

The  potential  impact  to  the  populations  of  large  mammals  along  the 
Lower  48  pipeline  route  from  aircraft  noise  during  surveillance  flights 
will  be  negligible  and  additional  research  is  not  warranted.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  Alaskan  Arctic  and  Canadian  Arctic  areas,  the  Applicant  has 
conducted  sufficient  research  to  determine  safe  aircraft  altitude  over 
large  mammals  and  has  prepared  regulations  restricting  aircraft  overflights. 
(See  Applicants  comments  on  Part  II).  These  regulations  state  that  all 
sensitive  areas,  such  as  the  calving  grounds  of  the  Porcupine  herd,  are 
to  be  avoided  during  critical  times  of  the  year,  and  in  the  event  that 
flights  are  required  in  these  areas,  they  are  to  be  at  altitudes  above 
2,000  feet.  Moreover,  it  is  a  serious  crime  in  Alaska  to  harass  wildlife 
with  aircraft. 

Page  1-437,  Lines  4  to  9,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Applicant  should  conduct  a  monitoring  program  sufficiently 
long  and  detailed  to  determine  effects  of  the  total  project  (line  and 
compressor  stations)  on  mammals .  Program  objectives  should  be  to  de¬ 
termine  adverse  impacts  and  to  readjust  operating  procedures  to  mitigate 
impacts." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Arctic  Gas  has  undertaken  disturbance  programs  which  are  reported 
In  the  Biological  Report  Series.  They  reflect  In  particular  the  impact 
of  noise  disturbance  on  more  important  mammal  species.  In  addition, 

Arctic  Gas  intends  to  monitor  important  mammalian  species. 

Page  1-437,  Lines  9  to  15,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Applicant  should  conduct  a  research  program  long  and  detailed 
enough  to  identify  marine  naul  populations,  their  locations,  time  in 
the  shipping  area,  and  their  food  supply. 
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Applicant  should  have  on  hand  sufficient  pollutant  cleanup  devices, 
and  should  train  shipping  crews  and  station  cleanup  specialists  at  the 
wharf  areas  before  shipping  starts.* 

Applicarts  Zymer  t: 

During  the  survre-  of  1975,  Applicant  undertook  a  marine  manmal  sur¬ 
vey  off  the  north  coast  of  Alaska.  It  is  expected  that  the  results  of 
that  study  will  be  available  by  January  1  ,  1976.  When  the  report  is 
available,  it  will  promptly  be  supplied  to  DOI. 

It  is  not  expected  that  fuel  oil  spills  will  occur,  since  Arctic 
6as  will  undertake  measures  to  prevent  such  spills.  In  the  event  such 
spills  should  occur,  they  will  be  local  in  nature  and  will  promptly  be 
cleaned  i®.  Applicant  notes  tnat  both  £?A  ard  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard  have 
reg* 1 ations  in  this  area,  and  such  regulations  will  of  course  be  complied 
with. 

page  1-437,  Lines  16  to  22,  arc  Page  1-438.  Lines  1  to  4.  DOI-QFTS 
Statement: - - — — 

2.2  Z.  - 

"The  lack  of  detailed  information  on  the  exact  location  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  route,  of  access  roads,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  storage  and  pre¬ 
paration  sites,  etc.,  naves  the  formulation  of  specific  measures  to  iriti- 
gate  fish  and  wildlife  and  other  environmental  losses  very  difficult. 
Mitigation  wight  best  be  achieved  by  the  establishment  of  technical  re¬ 
view  teams  and  construction  monitoring  teams  for  various  stretches  of 
the  pipeline.  Such  teams  should  be  financed  by  the  Applicant.  These 
tears  could  include  state  and  federal  fish  and  wildlife  biolooists. 
archaeologists,  soil  scientists  ar.d  other  resource  personnel  familiar 
with  local  condi tons  and  values.* 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  location  of  the  proposed  route  is  shown  on  the  aerial  mosaics 
sitfwntted  with  the  H8-EIA.  It  is  the  Applicants’  position  that  within 
the  scope  of  the  data  presented,  they  could  commence  to  build  the 
pipeline  in  tne  location  submitted  consistent  with  slight  alignment 
adjustments  after  consultation  with  landowners.  Any  modifications,  if 
required,  will  be  made  using  the  sane  route  selection  criteria  that  were 
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used  to  select  the  proposed  route, and  any  difference  in  impact  would  be 
minor.  The  impact  of  "access  roads,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  storage 
areas,  and  preparation  sites,  etc.",  have  been  described  in  Response  to 
Page  V - 1 06 2  of  the  DOI-DEIS  which  states,  "the  requirements  for  land,  in 
addition  to  that  required  for  the  construction  right-of-way  will  be  minor 
and  the  impact  will  be  only  a  fraction  of  that  associated  with  that  of 
the  construction  right-of-way.  In  addition,  mitigative  measures  such 
as  restoration  will  pertain  to  those  areas  as  well  as  to  the  mainline 
construction  and  will  be  included  in  the  construction  specifications." 

Northern  Border  has  responded  to  requests  for  information  on  borrow 
and  storage  and  preparation  sites  in  Response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  Nos. 

(18  and  26)  of  December  12,  1974,  and  access  roads  in  Response  to  FPC/D0I 
Questions  Nos.  (37  and  38)  also  of  December  12,  1974.  The  Lower  48  com¬ 
panies  have  stated  that  commercial  sites  would  be  used  where  available. 

If  commercial  sites  were  not  available,  new  sites  would  be  developed  and 
restored  in  accordance  with  landowner  requirements  and/or  applicable  reg¬ 
ulations.  The  Applicants  would  also  use  existing  public  roads  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  they  are  available.  Additional  access  roads  may  be  required  in  the 
western  portion  of  the  route. 

It  was  also  stated  that  all  temporary  roads.no  longer  required  after 
construction,  would  be  restored  "in  a  manner  similar  to  that  planned  for 
the  right-of-way,  and/or  left  in  a  condition  suitable  to  the  landowner" 
(as  stated  in  Section  1.5.2.K.3  of  the  NB-EIA). 

The  proposed  Northern  Border  and  West  Coast  Projects  have  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  existing  utilities  and  commercial  sources  of  supplies.  Thus, 
the  development  of  additional  sources  of  supply  is  expected  to  be  minor. 
The  proposed  construction  is  a  common  activity  which  routinely  occurs 
throughout  the  country  in  an  orderly  controlled  manner,  in  conformance 
with  established  applicable  regulations,  successful  restoration  programs, 
and  landowner  requirements. 

Applicants  have  proposed  mitigation  and  restoration  procedures  in 
both  the  EIAs  and  in  the  responses  to  the  joint  FPC/DOI  questions.  The 
same  procedures  will  also  be  used  in  the  selection,  use,  and  restoration 
of  such  areas  as  access  roads,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  storage  areas. 
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and  preparation  sites  where  commercial  facilities  are  not  available. 
Specific  details  where  required  will  be  Included  in  the  construction 
specifications.  In  addition,  approvals  will  be  obtained  at  a  number  of 
government  levels  and  the  construction  and  operations  of  the  proposed 
project  will  be  in  conformance  with  these  permits  and  all  applicable 
federal,  state  and  local  regulations. 

With  respect  to  borrow,  etc.,  Alaskan  and  Canadian  Arctic  have 
located  potential  borrow  sources  along  the  proposed  pipeline  route. 

In  addition,  staging  sites  are  expected  to  be  located  at  Prudhoe  Bay, 

Camden  Bay,  and  Demarcation  Bay.  Applicants'  environmental  consultants 
were  aware  of  these  sites  when  they  rendered  judgment  that  the  pipeline 
would  not  have  a  serious  adverse  impact  on  wildlife  provided  Arctic  Gas 
constructed,  operated,  and  maintained  its  pipeline  as  it  proposed. 

The  Applicants  have  adequately  addressed  route  selection  and  con- 
22.3  struction  and  restoration  procedures  and  see  no  reason  to  establish  tech¬ 

nical  review  teams  which  would  duplicate  existing  regulatory  authorities. 

First,  the  Applicants'  Environmental  Assessments  detail  the  virtually 
endless  number  of  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  which  have  certain 
project  approval  requirements,  which  determine  or  administer  regulations 
affecting  the  pipeline,  or  with  which  the  Applicants  must  consult  prior 
to  and  during  the  construction  phase.  Review  of  this  information  in  the 
Applicants'  Environmental  Assessments  will  quickly  establish  that  federal, 
state,  and  local  agencies  have  responsibilities  respecting  an  extremely 
broad  range  of  facilities  location  and  construction  procedures  and  re¬ 
quirements  for  the  areas  within  their  jurisdiction.  There  is  no  valid 
reason  to  establish  teams  to  largely  duplicate  their  responsibilities. 

In  addition,  the  actual  right-of-way  must  be  obtained  for  the  most 
part  from  private  landowners  and  the  remainder  from  either  federal,  state, 
or  local  governments.  Each  landowner,  whether  private  or  governmental, 
will  negotiate  concerning  conditions  required  in  conjunction  with  the 
grant  of  right-of-way.  If  negotiations  for  right-of-way  are  unsuccess¬ 
ful,  resort  to  federal  or  state  courts  is  required  in  condemnation  pro¬ 
ceedings.  Thus,  for  the  principal  portion  of  the  pipeline  in  the  lower 
48  states,  the  technical  review  and  construction  monitoring  teams  would 
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have  no  lawful  authority.  It  is  both  unnecessary  and  extremely  impractical 
to  superimpose  upon  the  existing  structure  of  federal,  state,  local,  and 
private  landowner  authority,  still  another  organization  which  would  have 
no  authority  beyond  the  federal  lands  for  which  DOI  has  responsibility 
for  issuing  right-of-way  permits. 

Also  important  to  any  consideration  of  the  proposed  teams  is  an 
understanding  of  the  normal  precautions  taken  to  insure  that  natural  gas 
pipeline  facilities  will  be  constructed  in  accordance  with  specifications 
which  will  largely  avoid  or  affectively  mitigate  any  undesirable  environ¬ 
ment  impact.  Construction  specifications  will  be  developed  in  extensive 
detail,  and  contracts  between  the  Applicants  and  and  construction  contrac¬ 
tors  will  expressly  require  careful  implementation  of  those  specifications. 
Such  specifications  will  include  the  measures  necessary  to  insure  the 
mitigation  set  forth  in  the  mitigation  sections  of  the  Applicants'  En¬ 
vironmental  Assessments.  They  also  will  include  implementation  of  the 
guidelines  prescribed  by  the  FPC  to  be  followed  by  natural  gas  companies 
in  the  planning,  locating,  clearing,  and  maintenance  of  right-of-way 
and  construction  of  above-ground  facilities.  (See  18  C.F.R.  Section  2.69.) 
Performance  in  accordance  with  construction  specifications  will  be  deter¬ 
mined  first  by  the  contractor's  experienced  supervisors  in  charge  of  the 
crews  of  the  pipeline  spread  which  perform  the  several  stages  of  con¬ 
struction  including  right-of-way  clearing,  pipe  stringing,  trenching, 
bending,  line-up,  welding,  coating,  lowering  in,  hydrostatic  testing, 
and  cleanup  and  restoration. 

In  addition,  the  Applicants  will  provide  an  inspection  team  for  each 
construction  spread  consisting  of  approximately  15  people  qualified  by 
training  and  experience  to  provide  independent  inspection  of  all  aspects 
of  the  construction  of  the  pipeline.  A  separate  hydrostatic  test  will 
be  performed  on  each  segment  of  the  pipeline  to  insure  that  the  pipeline 
is  ready  for  service.  Any  problems  encountered  during  the  hydrostatic 
test  will  be  corrected  and  another  hydrostatic  test  on  any  affected 
segments  will  be  conducted  prior  to  operating  the  pipeline.  Finally,  as 
discussed  in  the  Applicants'  Environmental  Assessments,  the  Applicants 
will  comply  with  the  multitude  of  federal,  state,  and  local  health  and 
safety  regulations  and  codes  there  set  forth.  These  include,  inter  alia. 
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the  Federal  Safety  Standards  prescribed  by  the  Office 
of  the  Department  of  Transportation,  49  CFR  190,  191, 
Occupational  Health  and  Safety  Standards  together  with 
Health  Regulations  for  Construction  prescribed  by  the 
and  Health  Administration  of  the  Department  of  Labor, 


of  Pipeline  Safety 
and  192,  and  the 
the  Safety  and 
Occupational  Safety 
29  C.F.R.  1910  and 


1926. 


In  light  of  the  comprehensive  structure  of  regulation  and  standards 


developed  for  the  construction  of  natural  gas  pipelines  and  substantial 
experience  of  the  industry  In  pipeline  construction,  and  the  inspections 
expected  relative  thereto,  there  plainly  is  no  sound  or  compelling  reason 
to  inject  still  another  regulatory  requirement  into  the  already  complicated 
process  of  constructing  this  vitally  needed  pipeline.  Hundreds  of 
thousands  of  miles  of  natural  gas  pipelines  have  been  constructed  in 


these  United  States  without  the  benefit  of  the  suggested  teams,  and  they 
are  not  required  now.  At  best  such  teams  are  unnecessary,  but  equally 
important,  they  easily  could  create  unreasonable  delays  adding  substantial 
additional  costs  to  the  project.  In  this  time  of  rapidly  escalating 
energy  costs,  the  consumer  can  ill-afford  to  bear  the  cost  of  delays 
occasioned  by  duplicating  responsibilities  of  existing  agencies  and 
regulations  in  procedures  which  have  never  before  been  required  for  the 
construction  of  natural  gas  pipelines  in  this  country,  and  which  would 
have  no  authority  respecting  most  of  the  land  traversed. 


Page  1-438,  Lines  5  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


"These  on-the-ground  specific  mitigation  decisions  cannot  be  made 
on  the  basis  of  a  very  general  survey  of  the  possible  path  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  route  and  without  any  indication  of  the  off-route  locations,  such 
as  borrow  areas,  to  be  impacted.  There  are  some  general  mitigation  pro¬ 
cedures  adaptable  to  various  types  of  situations  which  will  be  encountered 
during  construction." 


Applicants'  Comment: 

See  preceding  comment. 


Page  1-438,  Lines  13  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Minor  route  diversions  may  be  necessary  to  avoid  wetland  areas, 
big  game  wintering  areas,  nesting  and  denning  trees,  productive  aquatic 
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habitat  areas,  and  other  critical  areas  of  natural  habitat.  Elk,  moose, 
and  deer  winter  ranges  and  elk  calving  areas  should  be  avoided  during 
critical  periods.  Critical  periods  for  such  animals  include  the  winter 
range  areas  during  December  to  March. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  proposed  route  has  been  reviewed  and  selected  to  avoid  potholes 
and  other  wetland  areas  where  possible.  The  impact  on  these  areas  has 
been  described  as  short-term  and  minor  and  all  potholes  will  be  restored 
to  their  pre-existing  conditions  upon  completion  of  construction,  subject 
to  the  requirements  of  the  landowners. 

The  response  to  DOI-DEIS,  Part  V,  Section  3. 1.7. A  points  out  that 
no  specific  problems  are  related  to  wetland  restoration.  Procedures  for 
wetland  restoration  are  being  developed  and  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
construction  specifications. 

The  question  of  mitigating  the  impact  during  the  breeding  and  brood¬ 
ing  period  of  May  through  July  has  been  discussed  in  Response  to  FPC/D0I 
Question  No.  (48)  of  the  November  22,  1974  submission,  which  states  that, 
"due  to  the  long  sensitive  periods  for  waterfowl  which  extends  from  spring 
through  the  fall  and  the  overall  length  of  the  pipeline,  mitigation  by  con¬ 
struction  schedule  is  not  practical."  The  alignment  was  selected  to  avoid 
wetland  areas  where  possible;  however,  It  will  cross  a  limited  number  of 
wetland  areas.  These  wetlands  can  be  described  as  primarily  intermittent 
or  marginal  with  limited  wildlife  value.  The  impact  of  construction 
through  these  areas  is  described  in  NB-EIA  Section  3.1.2.  Considering 
the  minor  and  short-term  impact  associated  with  the  construction  activity, 
and  the  restoration  program  being  developed,  additional  mitigating  pro¬ 
cedures  are  not  necessary. 

The  revised  construction  schedule  of  May  through  November  will  fur¬ 
ther  reduce  the  level  of  impact  on  the  use  of  critical  winter  habitats. 
Stream  crossing  locations  have  been  selected  with  respect  to  minimizing 
the  impact  on  vegetation  and  aquatic  communities.  Nesting  and  denning 
trees  which  are  identified  at  the  time  of  construction  will  be  avoided 
where  possible. 
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Page  1-438,  Lines  19  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Sage  grouse  strutting  areas  that  are  found  along  the  route  In 
eastern  Oregon  and  Nevada  should  not  be  disturbed  from  mid-March  to 
mid-May.  Again,  work  scheduling  may  make  this  difficult. 

Applicants'  Cormients: 

The  eastern  Oregon  and  Nevada  sections  of  the  route  have  been  dropped 
in  the  amended  filing.  Applicant  is  also  aware  of  grouse  strutting  areas 
in  the  Frenchman  River  district  of  Saskatchewan  and  will  implement  miti¬ 
gation  necessary  to  avoid  disturbance. 

Sage  grouse  strutting  grounds  may  also  be  found  in  the  Lime  Creek 
Drainage  in  Montana.  Mainline  construction  will  be  limited  to  May  through 
November  as  a  result  of  the  revised  construction  schedule.  Should  sage 
grouse  strutting  grounds  be  identified,  timing  restrictions  can  be  used 
to  mitigate  the  impact. 
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Page  1-439,  Lines  3  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Because  of  the  national  and  International  implications  if  waterfowl 
losses  are  caused  by  the  presence,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed 
pipeline,  it  is  suggested  that  detailed  studies  of  disturbance  factors 
causing  population  losses  must  be  made." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Alaskan  Arctic  will  construct  the  pipeline  in  the  winter  when  the 
birds  are  not  in  the  area.  Moreover,  Applicant  has  conducted  distur¬ 
bance  studies  of  aircraft,  human  presence,  and  compressor  station  noise. 

The  results  of  these  surveys  indicate  that  the  project  will  not  have  a 
serious  adverse  impact  on  bird  population  along  the  pipeline  route. 

Along  the  remainder  of  the  pipeline,  the  incremental  loss  of  water- 
I  fowl  productivity  due  to  construction  will  be  small  and  In  general  tempor¬ 
ary,  so  that  the  effect  on  ecosystems  in  other  nations  would  be  Insignif¬ 
icant  and  imperceptible. 

The  mitigative  procedures  outlined  in  the  EIA  and  in  the  responses 
to  FPC/DOI  Questions  would  insure  that  losses  to  waterfowl  productivity 
are  temporary.  Thus  no  additional  studies  are  warranted. 

Page  1-439,  Lines  8  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

"Continuing  flights  for  maintenance  and  surveillance  purposes  over  and 
to  the  proposed  pipeline  and  related  facilities  will  constitute  a  continued 
disturbance  factor  on  geese  and  fresh  water  ducks.  Studies  should  be  con¬ 
ducted  to  determine  lateral  distance  disturbance  thresholds,  possible 
accommodation  to  disturbance,  and  reactions  to  other  types  of  craft  by 
geese  (particularly  snow  geese)  and  fresh  water  ducks.  Schedules  should 
be  adjusted  to  reduce  Impacts.  Conducting  this  research  may  also  adversely 
affect  the  snow  geese  population  unless  carefully  devised  and  carried  out, 
probably  without  aircraft  or  other  vehicle  support." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

As  noted  above,  Applicant  has  conducted  disturbance  studies  of  air¬ 
craft  on  waterfowl  along  the  coast  of  Alaska.  These  studies  are  reported 
in  the  Biological  Report  Series.  It  is  not  intended  by  Applicant  to  have 
"continuing  flights  for  maintenance  and  surveillance  purposes"  but  to 
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keep  aircraft  overflights  to  a  minimum.  While  an  aircraft  will  disturb 
birds  over  a  fairly  wide  area,  that  disturbance  occurs  for  only  a  few 
minutes.  The  area  along  the  coast  between  the  Canning  River  and  the 
Mackenzie  Valley  has  already  a  fair  amount  of  aircraft  traffic.  One  of 
the  observations  made  by  LGL  Limited,  Arctic  Gas'  ornithological  consul¬ 
tant,  showed  there  was  an  aircraft  every  four  hours. 

The  potential  impacts  to  waterfowl  along  the  remainder  of  the  pipeline 
during  the  operation  of  the  pipeline  system  are  negligible  and  no  further 
studies  are  warranted. 

Page  1-439,  Lines  20  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  preferable  mitigation  procedure  on  potholes  and  other  wetland 
areas  is  to  make  minor  route  changes  to  avoid  these  very  valuable  and 
rapidly  vanishing  wildlife  areas.  In  detailed  route  planning  these  areas 
should  be  avoided." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

As  discussed  previously  in  the  comment  to  the  statement  on  Page 
XZ<C  1-409,  Lines  15  to  17,  numerous  adjustments  have  already  been  made  In  the 

proposed  route  to  minimize  the  adverse  environmental  effects  of  the  project 
The  avoidance  of  potholes  and  wetlands  was  one  of  the  criteria  for  the 
route  modifications.  Additional  field  modifications  will  be  made  to  avoid 
these  areas  as  discussed  in  Section  4.1  of  Part  V  of  DOI-DEIS. 

The  impact  to  these  areas  will  be  short-term  and  a  restoration  program 
has  been  developed  to  Insure  the  reestablishment  of  these  areas  consistent 
with  the  requirements  of  the  landowners. 

Page  1-440,  Lines  1  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  recommended  technical  review  teams  should  participate  in  the 
selection  of  the  exact  alignment  of  the  route,  in  the  choice  of  access 
routes,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  etc.,  and  In  the  selection  of  land 
reclamation  or  resource  replacement  alternatives.  Since  construction 
impacts  can  be  magnified  or  decreased,  depending  on  the  attitude  of  the 
contractor  and  his  employees,  monitoring  teams  should  work  closely  with 
the  contractors  during  construction.  Careless  action  by  a  single  heavy 
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equipment  operator  in  fragile  ecosystems  could  negate  the  most  careful 
planning  and  the  best  intentions  of  the  Applicant. 

Detailed  route  selection  through  the  cooperative  efforts  of  the 
Applicant  and  the  technical  review  teams  can  minimize  adverse  environmental 
effects.  They  can  look  in  detail  at  the  minor  route  diversions  necessary 
to  avoid  potholes,  wetland  areas,  bottomland  hardwood  concentrations, 
woodlots,  nesting  and  denning  trees,  especially  productive  aquatic  habitat 
areas  and  other  critical  areas  of  natural  habitat." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

As  discussed  in  response  to  statement  on  Page  1-437,  Lines  16  to  23, 
and  Page  1-438,  Lines  1  to  4,  the  Applicants  have  proposed  mitigation  and 
restoration  procedures  in  both  the  EIA  and  the  responses  to  the  joint 
FPC/DOI  questions. 

As  described  earlier,  Applicants  have  adequately  addressed  route 
selection  and  construction  and  restoration  procedures,  enforcement  of 
pre-set  standards  will  exist  and  there  is  no  reason  to  establish  technical 
review  teams  which  would  duplicate  existing  regulatory  authorities. 

Page  1-440,  Lines  19  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Microwave  towers  along  the  proposed  route  will  be  200-300  feet  high. 
Towers  with  white  strobe  lights  tent  to  attract  birds  during  migration. 

Red  warning  lights  would  be  less  attractive  to  birds.  Towers  should  be 
as  low  as  possible." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  tower  will  be  less  than  300  feet  high  and  will  not  be  equipped 
with  stobe  lights.  Since  most  birds  migrate  at  an  altitude  from  450  to 
5,000  feet  during  the  night,  little  interaction  is  expected.  Furthermore, 
Applicant  is  seriously  considering  the  use  of  a  satellite  comnunications 
system  north  of  60°N. 

Page  1-441,  Lines  3  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  Montana,  oxbow  islands  above  Frenchman  Reservoir  used  by  nesting 
geese  are  crossed  by  the  route.  Construction  should  be  done  in  such  a 
manner  that  predator  access  to  these  islands  is  not  provided.  The  oxbows 
should  be  cleared  of  spoil  materials." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Oxbows  affected  by  construction  are  mostly  dry  during  much  of  the  year 
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and  accessible  to  predators.  Excess  spoil  material  will  not  be  left  on  the 
oxbows.  Additional  mitigative  measures  are  not  warranted. 

Page  1-441.  Lines  8  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

If  the  proposed  technical  review  teams  locate  prairie  and  peregrine 
falcon  nests  in  close  vicinity  to  the  route,  construction  activities 
should  not  be  carried  out  in  the  area  from  mid-February  through  July. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

There  are  no  known  peregrine  or  prairie  falcon  nests  between  Mileposts 
10  and  23  in  Montana.  Peregrine  falcons  are  not  known  to  nest  anywhere  east 
of  the  Rocky  Mountains  in  the  United  States  at  this  time. 

There  may  be  wintering  falcons  in  this  region;  however,  the  construc¬ 
tion  schedule  (starting  in  May)  will  avoid  the  possibility  of  effects.  In 
the  remote  chance  that  an  unforseen  nest  site  should  be  discovered,  slight 
route  adjustment  can  be  made  at  the  time  of  construction.  No  additional 
mitigative  measures  are  warranted. 

Page  1-441,  Lines  12  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Based  on  technical  review  team  survey,  sage  grouse  strutting  ground 
areas  found  along  the  route  in  the  Lime  Creek,  Montana  drainage  should  not 
be  disturbed  from  mid-March  to  mid-May. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Mainline  construction  will  be  limited  to  May  through  November  as  a 
result  of  the  revised  schedule.  Should  any  sage  grouse  strutting  grounds 
be  identified,  timing  restrictions  can  be  used  to  mitigate  the  impact. 

Page  441,  Lines  16  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  survey  of  the  buttes  from  Mile  83  to  Mile  85  in  Montana  is  needed 
to  determine  their  use  by  breeding  birds  of  prey.  If  substantial  use  is 
found,  the  pipeline  should  be  realigned  to  pass  south  of  this  area  by  two 
miles. " 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  route  was  designed  so  as  not  to  impact  on  the  buttes  which  are  on 
the  average  some  1,000  feet  away  from  the  construction  zone. 
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Deviations  of  the  smallest  magnitude  would  be  adequate  to  maintain  a 
distance  of  500-700  feet  between  right-of-way  and  the  foot  of  the  buttes. 
Also,  construction  could  be  scheduled  to  occur  between  August  and  November 
to  avoid  disturbances  during  nesting.  While  there  are  these  alternatives 
to  the  D0I  recommendation,  it  is  considered  that  the  present  alignment  does 
not  threaten  wildlife  dependent  on  these  buttes. 

Page  1-441,  Lines  20  to  23,  and  Page  1-442,  Lines  1  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  effect  of  barge  and  lighter  traffic  on  waterfowl  using  the  areas 
through  which  shipping  travels  and  is  unloaded  must  be  studied  to  assure 
that  during  the  molting  period  waterfowl  will  not  be  disturbed. 

An  adjustment  of  shipping  periods  cannot  be  made  because  of  the  short 
time  during  which  the  coast  area  is  free  from  ice  and  used  by  both  the 
molting  birds  and  shipping.  Molting  areas  and  times  must  be  delineated 
so  that  shipping  lanes  and  wharf  areas  can  be  best  located  and  shipments 
properly  scheduled  or  restricted. 

Applicants'  Corment: 

Applicant's  staging  sites  along  the  northern  coast  of  Alaska  are 
located  on  Camden  Bay  and  Demarcation  Bay.  The  site  at  Camden  Bay 
will  not  be  located  in  areas  where  waterfowl  molt.  In  Demarcation  Bay, 
disturbance  from  barge  traffic  will  be  short-term  and  local.  Applicant 
does  not  anticipate  any  serious  adverse  impact  on  molting  ducks  from  Its 
barge  operations.  Study  of  location  is  continuing,  however. 

Page  1-442,  Lines  7  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  route  could  be  relocated  in  some  areas  to  reduce  impact 
on  waterfowl.  Several  of  these  areas  where  minor  relocations  may  be 
feasible  involve  existing  wildlife  management  areas  in  Montana,  Illinois, 
Ohio,  Idaho,  Oregon,  Nevada  and  California. 

Applicants'  Corment: 

Northern  Border  will  consult  with  the  appropriate  managing  agency  at 
the  time  of  land  acquisition  to  finalize  the  alignment  and  determine  where 
construction  will  occur  In  the  above  mentioned  areas  and  all  construction 
and  restoration  will  be  done  in  accordance  with  the  necessary  permits.  As 
a  result  of  the  consultations  with  the  management  agencies  and  the  low 
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level  of  impact  associated  with  the  proposed  project,  no  loss  in  the  use 
of  these  lands  or  to  the  purposes  for  which  these  lands  were  acquired  will 
occur. 


Page  1-442,  Lines  12  to  20,  and  Page  443,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

D0I  Discusses  the  need  for  additional  studies  on  the  effects  of  methanol 
on  fish  in  the  Arctic  and  subarctic. 


Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicant  has  conducted  studies  of  the  toxic  effect  of  methanol  on 
fish  and  fish  fry  and  has  determined  that  the  fish  are  tolerant  of  concen¬ 
trations  of  up  to  1%  methanol.  These  studies  are  reported  in  the  Biolog¬ 
ical  Report  Series,  Volume  15.  Applicant  plans  to  undertake  studies  on 
the  effect  of  methanol  on  fish  eggs  and  benthic  invertebrates. 


223 


Page  1-443,  Lines  14  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  monitoring  program  should  start  as  soon  as  the  Applicant's  permit 
request  Is  approved  to  gather  information  to  be  used  to  judge  the  effect 
of  operating  a  cold  pipeline  and  releasing  treated  sewage  effluent  on  fish 
habitats." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicant  will  treat  all  sewage  with  at  least  secondary  treatment. 
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Arctic  Gas  will  abide  by  all  pertinent  government  regulations  regarding 
sewage  disposal.  Moreover,  the  cold  pipeline  will  have  no  impact  on 
fish  because  It  will  be  deeply  burled,  operating  at  a  temperature  com¬ 
parable  to  the  surrounding  terrain,  and  crossings  will  be  at  right 
angles  to  the  streams. 

Page  1-443,  Lines  18  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

"Areas  of  aufeis  should  be  mapped  in  enough  detail  so  location,  thick¬ 
ness  and  extent  of  aufeis  is  known  along  the  proposed  route,  for  a  distance 
of  one  mile  up  and  downstream  from  the  centerline  of  the  pipe,  and  during 
all  seasons." 

Applicants'  Conment: 

Applicant  does  not  believe  that  aufeis  presents  a  serious  threat  to 
the  integrity  of  the  pipeline.  However,  in  conjunction  with  its  fisheries 
program.  Applicant  has  located  areas  of  aufeis. 


Page  1-444,  Lines  4  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Pre-construction  temperatures  should  be  taken  along  the  pipe  center- 
lines.  Post-construction  temperatures  should  be  taken  inmediately  down¬ 
stream,  100  yards  downstream,  and  1/2  mile  downstream  of  the  pipeline." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicant  has  already  taken  temperatures  of  typical  northern  streams 
and  does  not  anticipate  any  change  in  temperatures  of  such  streams  as  a 
result  of  the  installation  of  the  line.  Applicant  will  take  temperature 
measurements  at  such  typical  northern  streams  after  installation  of  the 
line. 
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Page  1-444,  Lines  15  and  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Blasting  restrictions  (usually  1/4  mile  from  fish  spawning  areas) 
need  to  be  promulgated  and  used." 


Applicants'  Comment: 

Blasting  is  an  activity  that  is  planned  and  performed  in  accordance 
with  comprehensive  federal,  state,  and  local  codes  and  requirements, 
including  OSHA. 
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Page  1-444.  Lines  17  to  22,  and  Page  1-445,  Lines  1  and  2,  DOI-DEIS  State- 
ment. 

"A  study  should  be  undertaken  to  establish  the  significance  of  impacts 
from  a  pipeline  break  or  leak  in  aquatic  habitats.  Results  would  enable 
analysts  to  predict  consequences  of  such  events.  The  study  should  Include 
tests  on  aquatic  wildlife  at  a  variety  of  distances  from  a  pipeline  break 
or  leak.  It  should  include  tests  of  long-term  and  short-term  exposure  of 
aquatic  animals  and  habitat  to  pipeline  break  pollutants." 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  study  as  proposed  is  unnecessary.  Present  experience  indicates 
that  the  frequency  of  breaks  in  minimal.  In  the  unlikely  event  of  a  pipe¬ 
line  break  or  leak,  only  methane  gas  (CH^)  would  be  released.  The  gas  has 
a  very  low  solubility  in  water.  The  effects  of  methane  on  aquatic  organisms 
are  reported  In  the  literature  and  have  been  found  to  be  insignificant.  As 
such,  no  short-term  or  long-term  impacts  on  the  aquatic  wildlife  would 
occur  from  exposure  to  the  gas. 

Page  1-445,  Lines  3  to  22,  and  Page  1-446,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement 

DO I  lists  a  series  of  procedures  to  insure  minimal  impact  to  the 
fishery  resources  during  construction.  They  include  measures  to  insure 
the  uninterrupted  passage  of  migratory  fish,  minimize  siltation,  and 
prevent  the  trapping  of  fish  in  diversion  structures  and  pump  intakes,  and 
maintain  existing  water  quality. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicants  have  already  proposed  mitigative  measures  which  would 
Insure  that  the  impact  to  the  fishery  resources  along  the  proposed  route 
will  be  minor  and  short-term.  Those  additional  measures  listed  in  the 
O0I-DEIS  will  be  used  where  applicable  to  maintain  this  low  level  of  impact. 
In  addition,  the  Applicants  intend  to  comply  with  all  federal,  state,  and 
local  permit  requirements  at  stream  crossings. 

page  1-446,  Lines  7  to  18,  DOI-DEI S'  Statement: 

In  certain  cases  the  Applicant  should  be  required  to  widen,  and  where 
necessary  surface  and  maintain,  all  existing  road  used  in  pipeline  construc¬ 
tion  and  operation.  The  Applicant  should  be  required  to  construct  new 
roads  over  federal  lands,  to  the  specifications  of  the  agencies  involved. 

Measures  are  required  to  discourage  the  general  public  from  gaining 
access  to  the  'restored  right-of-way'  from  public  roads.  Unless  the  right- 
of-way  itself  is  fenced,  gated,  barricaded,  or  otherwide  restricted  at 
public  road  crossings  in  conjunction  with  the  proposed  pipeline,  the 
public  will  have  relatively  uninhibited  access. 
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Applicants'  Comment: 


Applicants  will  comply  with  all  road  load  requirements  and  only  normal 
wear  and  tear  of  the  road  surface  is  anticipated.  Where  required,  over¬ 
load  permits  will  be  obtained  from  the  appropriate  agency.  Typically  these 
permits  require  the  restoration  of  the  road  surface  to  the  standards  of 
the  regulatory  agency  in  the  event  of  damage.  Public  roads  should  be 
maintained  by  the  public  agency  having  jurisdiction  and  should  not  become 
the  responsibility  of  the  Applicants  because  of  normal  use. 

The  comment  of  DOI  referring  to  the  construction  of  new  roads  on 
federal  lands  is  unclear.  The  potential  use  of  existing  roads  on  federal 
lands  should  not  be  precluded.  The  construction  of  new  roads  where  exist¬ 
ing  roads  are  available  will  result  in  an  increased  level  of  impact  that 
is  not  warranted.  Also  the  referenced  specifications  are  not  defined. 

Temporary  access  roads  upon  completion  of  their  use  will  be  restored 
to  pre-existing  grade  and  revegetated  or  left  in  a  stabilized  condition 
subject  to  the  requirements  of  the  landowner. 

The  Applicants  do  not  plan  to  fence  the  right-of-way  at  locations 
where  fences  do  not  presently  exist.  Mainline  block  valves  and  compressor 
stations  will  be  fenced.  However,  fencing  at  road  crossings  would  be 
constructed  if  necessary  to  keep  unauthorized  persons  from  the  right-of-way 
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Page  1-447,  Lines  1  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


DOI  discusses  the  employment  of  a  competent  historian  approved  by  the 
National  Park  Service  to  evaluate  the  entire  route  and  monitor  project 
development  and  assure  the  proper  measures  are  taken  to  avoid  loss  of 
significant  values  and  comply  with  Public  Law  93-201,  Section  106  of  the 
Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  Executive  Order  11593,  and  Title  36  of 
CFR  (Part  800). 

Applicants1  Conment: 


See  Comment  to  4.0V. 36,  Archaeological  Values,  below. 


Page  1-447,  Lines  15  to  21,  Page  1-448,  All  Lines,  Page  1-449,  Lines  1  to 

3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“Upon  discovery  of  an  archaeological  find,  the  professional  archaeol¬ 
ogist  would  be  notified  so  he  may  make  an  evaluation.  Every  effort  will  b 
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iade  to  prevent  destruction  of  any  archaeological  find. 

The  Applicants'  proposals  need  to  be  bolstered  to  adequately  meet 
legal  requirements  and  professional  standards.  Procedures  developed  by 
the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  for  implementing  the  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  Executive 
Order  11593  and  the  Reservoir  Salvage  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Historical, 
Archaeological,  and  Scientific  Preservation  Act  of  1970  (Public  Law  93- 
291)  must  be  followed. 

Archaeological  survey  work  must  be  done  at  the  same  time  the  pipeline 
Is  staked  so  that  on-the-ground  decisions  to  avoid  or  salvage  the  archaeol¬ 
ogical  resources  can  be  made. 

An  archaeologist  should  monitor  the  pipeline  trench  to  minimize  the 
damage  to  hidden  and  unpredictable  archaeological  and  historical  finds. 

To  provide  for  the  highest  and  best  use  of  the  archaeological  and  hist¬ 
orical  resources  in  such  cases,  archaeological  resources  must  be  salvaged 
in  lieu  of  destruction  by  professionally  approved  research  design  methods. 
Surveillance  of  the  archaeological  resource  stipulations  must  be  coordin¬ 
ated  with  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies  having  an  interest  in  the  land 
and/or  the  resources.  Their  needs  and  desires  should  be  considered  in 
making  decisions  so  that  the  best  use  of  the  resource  can  be  made  In  the 
most  economical  manner.  Consideration  must  be  given  to  the  data  and 
materials  recovered  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action.  Funds  for  labora¬ 
tory  work,  research,  curatorial  work,  storage  and  publication  of  results 
must  be  provided  to  complete  the  job  of  mitigation  and  to  comply  with  legal 
intent." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

In  the  Applicants'  Environmental  Impact  Assessments  it  was  indicated 
that  there  would  be  full  cooperation  and  compliance  with  the  requirements 
of  jurisdictional  agencies. 


Page  I -449 .  Lines  17  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

These  areas  have  unique  biological  or  physiographic  features  that 
make  them  worthy  of  preservation  for  scientific  study  and  use  as  undis¬ 
turbed  control  areas  for  experimental  work. 
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"in  northern  Alaska  and  Canada  there  are  several  such  sites  and  others 
may  be  Identified  in  other  places.  The  proposal  If  implemented  could  have 
severe  Impacts  upon  the  integrity  of  such  sites.  Mitigation  would  be  to 
make  minor  route  changes  to  avoid  the  sites  entirely  or  else  to  decrease 
the  total  impact  by  limiting  development  to  the  margins  of  the  site,  thus 
preserving  the  major  portion.  Several  suggested  route  changes  have  been 
Identified  in  the  various  systems  to  accomplish  the  purpose  of  protecting 
these  unique  values.  In  northern  Alaska  the  Jago  River,  Shublik  Spring 
and  Sadlerochit  Spring  would  be  Impacted  to  a  great  extent  unless  measures 
are  taken  to  avoid  use  of  the  waters." 


Applicants'  Comment: 

While  the  Jago  River  will  be  crossed,  the  impact  on  that  river  will  be 
small.  If  any  water  is  withdrawn  from  the  Sadlerochit  Springs  it  will 

be  done  In  such  a  manner  as  to  have  no  harmful  impact  on  fish  populations. 
The  Canadian  Arctic  line  will  traverse  the  proposed  IBP  site  at  Ebbut 
Hills  and  the  proposed  extension  Firth  River  site  but  this  not  Inconsistent 
with  the  purpose  of  these  sites.  In  fact,  the  Firth  River  site  Is  proposed 
to  be  extended  by  the  IBP  in  order  to  monitor  the  disturbance  associated 
with  the  pipeline.  The  remainder  of  the  pipeline  will  not  traverse  "unique 
areas"  as  defined  above. 


Page  1-450,  All  Lines,  Page  1-451,  All  Lines,  Page  1-452,  All  Lines,  Page 

1-453,  Lines  1  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  discusses  the  impact  of  the  pipeline  on  aesthetics  and 
recreation.  Aesthetic  impact  is  primarily  associated  with  the  clearing  of 
trees  In  forested  areas  and  the  maintainance  of  the  permanent  right-of-way 
in  a  grassed  condition.  Forested  areas  usually  occur  in  mountainous  regions 
where  the  visual  impact  would  be  more  pronounced.  The  DEIS  states  that 
these  areas  should  be  avoided  and  that  the  "tunnel"  effect  cannot  be  avoided 
but  can  be  softened  by  scalloping  or  feathering  the  right-of-way  edge. 

The  DEIS  then  states  that  "minor  alignment  changes  can  be  used  as  an 
effective  measure  to  reduce  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  pipeline. 

A  detailed  analysis  of  natural  resources,  land  use,  and  aesthetic  and  recre¬ 
ational  factors  along  the  right-of-way  is  required.  Also,  the  absence  of 
certain  detailed  information  on  the  proposed  route,  such  as  access  roads, 
spoil  areas,  storage  areas,  and  other  requirements  closely  related  to  reloca- 
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tion,  demonstrates  the  need  for  additional  detailed  analysis." 

The  DEIS  lists  24  areas  where  alignment  and  modifications  have  been 
proposed  by  D0I  in  Section  4  of  the  separate  reports. 

The  DEIS  further  states  that  "where  rerouting  of  pipeline  is  not 
practical  and  where  the  recreation  area  has  been  acquired  or  developed 
with  the  assistance  of  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  money,  the 
Applicant  must  comply  with  Section  6F  of  P.L.  88-578  (Land  and  Water 
Conservation  Fund  Act  of  1965)  regarding  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
approval  of  conversion  of  use  of  Federally  assisted  recreation  areas. 

"Where  recreation  areas  cannot  be  avoided,  restoration  of  the  right- 
of-way  should  be  done  so  as  to  provide  the  recreational  opportunities 
that  were  present  before  construction.  This  will  include  rebuilding  road 
systems  that  have  been  damaged,  replacing  facilities  and  reestablishing 
vegetation  that  screens  the  open  right-of-way  through  the  park. 

"The  Applicant  should  take  necessary  steps  to  avoid  closed  canopied 
hardwood  forest  areas  where  they  occur  within  designated  park  and  recrea¬ 
tion  areas  and  at  river  crossings  where  recreation  and  aesthetic  values 
are  significant." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  potential  impact  on  both  the  aesthetic  and  recreational  resources 
in  the  project  area  was  one  of  the  environmental  criteria  used  in  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  the  proposed  route.  The  additional  mitigating  measures  of  avoiding 
forested  areas,  screening  of  the  right-of-way,  feathering  the  right-of-way 
edge,  and  minor  alignment  modifications  to  avoid  tunnel  views  will  be  used 
where  applicable  as  stated  in  the  Applicants'  EIA  and  in  response  to  DOI- 
DEIS  Section  4. 1.3. 4. M  and  as  addressed  in  FPC  guidelines  18  CFR  2.69. 

The  DEIS  suggestion  that  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  natural  resources, 
land  use,  aesthetic  and  recreational  factors  is  required  is  not  warranted. 

In  the  selection  of  the  proposed  route  all  of  these  factors  were  considered 
and  many  minor  modifications  were  made  using  these  route  selection  criteria. 
The  impact  of  the  access  roads,  storage  areas,  disposal  sites,  etc.,  will 
be  minor  and  the  mitigation  measures  will  pertain  to  these  areas  as  well 
as  to  the  mainline  construction. 

The  Applicants  will  consult  with  the  appropriate  managing  agencies  of 
the  park  and  recreation  areas  through  which  the  pipeline  passes  prior  to 
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construction.  The  right-of-way  will  be  restored  using  suitable  measures 
to  mitigate  the  impact.  Relocation  of  the  right-of-way  is  not  warranted 
in  these  areas  the  presence  of  the  pipeline  right-of-way  will  not  alter 
the  use  of  these  areas  requiring  Northern  Border  to  provide  comparative 
lands  in  accordance  with  the  Land  and  Water  Conservation  Fund  of  1965. 


231 


Page  1-453,  Lines  9  to  21,  Page  1-454,  Line  1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"There  are  a  number  of  specific  measures  that  can  be  implemented  in 
order  to  mitigate  the  adverse  effects  on  air  quality.  The  basic  sources  of 
air  quality  degradation  are  construction-related  engine-powered  equipment, 
compressor  stations,  burning  of  materials  and  maintenance  operations. 
Mitigating  measures  should  address  visible,  particulate,  sulfur  oxide, 
carbon  oxide,  nitrogen  oxide,  volatile  organic,  hydrocarbon,  photochemical 
oxidant,  and  odor  emissions.  Emissions  from  the  sources  noted  above  are 
a  mixture  of  several  classes  of  emission;  generally  one  is  predominant. 

In  identifying  a  mitigating  measure,  it  was  considered  that  if  the  major 
emissions  were  controlled  satisfactorily,  lesser  but  connected  emissions 
would  also  be  controlled." 


Applicants'  Comment: 

As  previously  discussed  in  response  to  other  sections  of  the  DOI-DEIS 
mitigating  measures  are  not  warranted  since  the  construction  and  operation 
of  the  pipeline  will  not  result  in  any  significant  adverse  impacts  on  air 
quality. 
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Page  1-454,  Lines  3  to  22,  and  Page  1-455,  Lines  1  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement 


In  this  section,  the  DEIS  presents  a  discussion  of  problems  associated 
in  the  fugitive  dust  emission,  and  describes  methods  of  control. 


Applicants'  Comment: 

The  problem  of  fugitive  dust  is  overstated.  The  proposed  construction 
will  result  in  limited  movement  of  excavated  earth  and  debris,  and  the 
emissions  will  be  localized  and  similar  to  those  resulting  from  a  typical 
construction  project. 

Areas  where  fugitive  dust  problems  are  expected  from  the  exposed 
right-of-way  have  been  defined  and  dust  and  soil  control  measures  will 
be  applied  as  part  of  the  construction  procedures.  Wind  erosion  will  also 
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be  taken  Into  account  during  the  revegetation  program. 

Page  1-455.  Lines  11  to  16.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Research  is  necessary  to  understand  the  consequences  of  pipe  rupture 
In  the  environment.  The  gas  expansion  from  such  high  pressure  suggests  that 
gas  densities  may  be  greater  than  ambient  air,  which  would  then  result  in 
a  very  large  air  pollution  problem  at  the  least  and  a  disastrous  fire 
hazard  at  worst." 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

The  probability  of  the  occurrence  of  such  an  accident  is  remote,  and 
over  91  percent  of  the  gas  is  methane  which  is  a  non-pollutant.  Should 
such  an  accident  occur  the  resulting  plume  would  be  buoyant  as  discussed 
in  response  to  Section  3.1.3.13  of  Part  V  of  the  DOI-DEIS.  A  layering  of 
the  escaping  gas  would  not  occur.  The  limiting  factor  in  gas  discharge 
under  high  pressure  is  the  velocity  of  escape,  which  cannot  exceed  sonic 
velocity.  Experience  with  existing  high  pressure  systems  has  shown  mass 
flow  rates  of  escaping  gas  will  allow  heat  exchange  to  take  place  and 
prevent  cooling.  As  a  result,  escaping  gas  densities  will  not  be  greater 
than  ambient  air. 

In  higher  pressure  systems,  sonic  velocity  will  still  limit  gas  flow 
through  a  rupture  in  the  pipe,  with  no  additional  affect  other  than  for  a 
longer  period  required  for  the  gas  to  escape.  The  buoyancy,  in  combination 
with  background  wind  conditions,  would  result  in  the  rising,  downwind  move¬ 
ment,  and  dispersion  of  the  gas.  Should  the  gas  ignite,  the  heat  of  combus¬ 
tion  would  produce  hot  gases  with  high  buoyancy  resulting  in  low  ground 
level  concentrations. 
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Pages  1-459,  Lines  13  to  22,  to  Page  1-463,  Line  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  section  consists  of  recommendations  which  the  DEIS  believes 
are  necessary  for  mitigating  potential  impact  of  noise  on  the  environment. 
Applicants'  Comnent: 

In  this  section,  DOI  postulates  some  measures  for  mitigating  both 
construction  and  operating  noise.  Many  of  these  recommendations  were 
originally  incorporated  into  the  applicants'  planning  and  have  been 
discussed  both  in  the  EIA  and  in  the  responses  to  the  FPC/D0I  questions 
and  are  summarized  here  in  the  following  paragraphs.  The  balance  of  the 
proposed  DEIS  measures  are  unrealistic  for  reasons  stated  below. 

Construction  contractors  will  be  required  to  meet  all  applicable 
federal  and  state  requirements.  This  applies  to  all  construction  equip¬ 
ment  and  road  vehicles.  OSHA  noise  standards  will  be  met. 

Explosives  will  be  used  during  construction  in  accordance  with  federal, 
state  and  local  permit  requirements.  The  use  of  explosives  is  regulated 
and  controlled  under  these  permits  and,  therefore,  a  "written  explosives 
management  plan"  is  unnecessary. 

To  impose  a  requirement  to  shut  down  construction  at  6  p.m.  is  unduly 
restrictive  and  would  cause  a  tremendous  and  unnecessary  economic  burden 
to  be  borne  by  the  gas  consumers. 

Proposed  compressor  stations  have  been  located  in  areas  of  sparse 
population  to  minimize  noise  impact  upon  people.  The  compressor  stations 
will  be  designed  to  meet  applicable  federal,  state  and  local  requirements. 
OSHA  requirements  will  be  met  in  the  work  areas. 

Noise  attenuation  apparatus  will  be  used  to  control  intake  and  exhaust 
noise. 

Compressor  stations  will  be  designed  to  meet  the  applicable  federal, 
state  and  local  requirements.  Noise  measurements  will  be  made  at  all 
compressor  station  sites  prior  to  construction  to  establish  baseline  levels. 
Periodic  noise  level  surveys  (monitoring)  will  be  conducted  at  each  station 
following  conmen cement  of  operations  and  any  changes  required  to  comply 
with  standards  will  be  incorporated. 

Page  1-461,  Lines  9  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  paragraph  proposes  that  EPA  suggested  occupational  noise  levels 
be  considered  in  design. 


4.0V. 3  (Cont.) 

Page  1-456,  Lines  1  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Open  burning  operations  can  emit  significant  amounts  of  particulate 
matter."  DOI  then  lists  several  procedures  which  can  be  employed  to 
minimize  the  emissions. 

Applicants'  Comnent: 

The  proposed  project  will  be  constructed  in  compliance  with  OSHA. 

Open  burning  will  be  done  in  accordance  with  the  open  burning  regulations 
for  each  state  and  no  additional  provisions  are  necessary. 

Page  1-456,  Lines  19  to  22,  Page  1-457,  Lines  1  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  principal  method  of  reducing  the  impact  of  nitrogen  oxide  (N0X) 
emissions  is  to  maximize  their  dispersion  in  the  atmosphere.  Generally, 
this  is  achieved  by  providing  exhaust  stacks  that  are  as  tall  as  possible. 
Dispersion  is  necessary  because  there  is  no  demonstrated,  commercially 
available  technology  that  will  significantly  reduce  N0X  emissions  from 
engines  fired  by  fossil  fuels. 

In  those  states  which  have  laws  which  limit  absolute  emission  rates 
of  N0X  as  a  function  of  the  energy  consumed,  new  technology  must  be  found 
if  the  emissions  from  both  the  construction  equipment  and  the  gas  turbines 
of  compressor  stations  are  to  conform.  Possible  mitigating  measures  to 
meet  those  laws  include  catalytic  converters  in  the  exhaust  lines, 
controlled  combustion  by  water  injection  or  fuel  additives,  or  staged 
combustion.  These  measures  will  mitigate  the  impact  but  the  absolute 
standards  in  those  states  will  still  not  be  met. 

Page  1-458,  Lines  9  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  air  quality  alerts  are  given,  all  mobile  equipment  should  cease 
operation  for  the  duration  of  the  alert  and  all  fixed  installations  should 
carefully  monitor  their  facilities  to  ensure  compliance  with  local  law." 

Applicants'  Conrvent: 

Each  state  in  which  construction  will  occur  has  a  set  of  staged  air 
pollution  episode  criteria  to  protect  human  health,  which  specify  levels 
of  air  pollutants  and  corresponding  reductions  in  emission  rates  required 
for  the  various  classes  of  sources.  Applicants  intend  to  comply  with  all 
applicable  portions  of  these  criteria. 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  applicants  will  comply  with  all  existing  occupations  and  safety 
regulations  with  due  consideration  for  possible  future  requirements  as 
deemed  appropriate. 

Page  1-462,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

All  gas  vents  should  be  equipped  with  muffling  devices  designed 
specifically  for  the  reduction  of  supersonic  jet  noise  which  would  occur 
when  vents  are  used. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  applicants  intend  to  comply  with  all  regulatory  requirements  and 
such  additional  measures  as  are  deemed  appropriate  or  necessary. 
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5.0V  ADVERSE  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  SHOULD  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 
BE  IMPLEMENTED 

5.0 V  ADVERSE  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  SHOULD  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 
BE  IMPLEMENTED  (Pages  1-465  to  1-478) 

5.0V.1  GENERAL 
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5.0V. 2  UNAVOIDABLE  EFFECTS 

Pages  1-468  to  1-478,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


Pages  1-466  to  1-467,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  section  states  that  the  final  alignment  needs  refinement  in  order 
to  make  site-specific  locations  available  for  analysis  and  that  minor  reroutes 
to  eliminate  site-specific  impacts  cannot  be  made  from  the  submittal.  It 
also  indicates  that  the  "conceptual  design"  does  not  permit  an  analysis 
of  the  geotechnical  aspects  of  the  alignment  in  a  quantitative  manner  nor 
is  sufficient  information  available  to  conduct  a  complete  technical  analysis 
of  pipeline  integrity.  The  DEIS  concludes  that  the  application  does  not 
conclusively  show  that  the  project  reliability  or  design  will  minimize  environ¬ 
mental  impact.  The  DEIS  also  states  that  the  winter  construction  schedule 
In  the  Arctic  is  not  considered  feasible. 

Applicants1  Comment; 

The  information  depicted  in  the  Applicants'  EIAs  does  contain  suffi¬ 
cient  information  for  a  determination  of  the  environmental  impact  of  the 
project  and  conforms  to  the  requirements  of  the  FPC  and  the  NEPA  of  1969. 

Sufficient  field  surveys  were  done  to  Identify  specific  areas  of 
environmental  value  and  the  alignment  was  modified  to  avoid  these  areas 
where  possible.  Minor  reroutes,  where  necessary  to  further  avoid  or 
mitigate  the  impact  during  the  finalizing  of  the  alignment,  will  be  made 
in  the  field.  The  pipeline  design  is  sufficient  to  construct,  operate  and 
maintain  the  system  in  accordance  with  proven  engineering  practices  and 
the  mitigation  measures  included  in  the  EIAs  will  insure  project  relia¬ 
bility  and  minimal  environmental  impact. 

The  Applicant,  having  considerable  experience  in  a  broad  spectrum  of 
northern  winter  work,  does  not  find  the  winter  construction  schedule  to  be 
"highly  idealistic."  Making  full  allowance  for  the  worst  conditions  of 
nonproductive  days,  there  remains  at  least  98  days  available  to  build  65 
spread  miles  of  pipeline  (see  Appendix  1,  Part  II,  Alaska).  We  expect  the 
concern  expressed  in  the  DEIS  on  this  matter  reflects  the  history  of  prob¬ 
lems  in  Alaska  arising  from  limited  northern  construction  experience.  It 
should  be  apparent  that  the  Arctic  Gas  Companies  have  pulled  together  an 
unprecedented  body  of  northern  experience  and  applied  that  experience  to 
the  design  of  the  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  system.  That  experience  convinces 
us  that  we  can  build  a  proper  pipeline  in  a  very  reasonable  time  frame. 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

See  comment  Section  5.0V.1,  Page  1-466  to  1-467. 
5.0V. 2. D  SOILS 


Page  1-469.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  soil  loss  will  occur  "through  erosion;  burial 
under  permanent  facilities  and  waste  disposal  areas;  destruction  by  stripping 
along  rights-of-way,  material  sites  and  access  roads;  and  compaction. 

Losses  are  considered  negligible  on  a  regional  basis,  but  could  be 
significant  on  a  local  site  specific  basis." 


Applicants'  Comment: 

No  significant  adverse  Impacts  will  be  imposed  upon  the  soil  resource 
as  a  result  of  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  project. 
Disturbed  areas  will  be  restored  and  revegetated  and  mitlgative 
measures  will  control  both  water  and  wind  erosion  of  the  soil. 

Northern  Border  has  proposed  restoration  programs  in  both  the  EIA 
and  in  response  to  the  joint  FPC/D0I  questions.  Site  specific  information 
will  be  developed  and  further  refined  upon  completion  of  final  design  of 
the  project  and  will  be  Incorporated  into  the  construction  specifications. 
Special  restoration  programs  are  being  developed  for  both  rangelands  and 
badlands  and  pothole  areas.  These  programs  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
construction  specifications.  Restoration  of  critical  areas  defined  by 
state  and  federal  authorities  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  that  agency. 

In  the  Lower  Forty-Eight,  the  soil  loss  figures  Indicated  on  Page 
V-1372,  Lines  9  to  15,  are  overstated.  As  previously  described  in 
the  comment  to  Part  V,  Sections  3. 1.3. 2  and  3. 1.3. 4  of  the  DOI-DEIS, 
the  rates  of  "several  hundred  tons/acre/year  for  water  losses  and  20  to  50 
tons/acre/year  for  wind  losses"  reflect  annual  losses  of  unmanaged  areas. 

The  mitigating  measures  proposed  by  Northern  Border  will  reduce  these 
losses  by  about  90%  and  the  normal  rate  of  soil  loss  of  3  to  5  tons/acre/ 
mile  will  be  achieved.  The  soil  losses  from  both  wind  and  water  erosion 
along  the  right-of-way  will  not  differ  significantly  from  normal  agricultural 
practices  and  will  not  result  in  any  significant  impact. 


This  section  addresses  "mitigating  measures  proposed  by  the  applicant 
that  ere  not  considered  adequate,"  and  briefly  discusses  each  subject 
area,  i.e.,  climate,  topography,  geology,  soils,  vegetation,  wildlife,  etc 

Applicants'  Comment: 
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In  general,  no  quantitative  or  qualitative  estimate  of  impact  Is 
given.  Thus,  the  reader  Is  Informed  of  the  "unavoidable  effects"  of  the 
project  but  not  the  Impact,  which  will  be  minor  and  not  significant. 

Each  subject  area  is  discussed  below. 


5.0V. 2. A  CLIMATE 


Page  1-468,  Lines  9  to  11 ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 


"Pipeline  must  be  chilled  the  first  thaw  season  after  construction 
to  maintain  stable  conditions  in  permafrost  areas." 

Applicants'  Comment: 
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Applicant  does  not  agree.  Studies  have  shown  that  even  without 
chilling  In  the  line  the  first  sunnier,  thawing  would  not  go  deeper  than  the 
top  of  the  pipeline,  and  there  would  be  no  risk  of  damage. 


5.0V.2.B  TOPOGRAPHY/LANDSCAPE 


Page  1-468,  Lines  12  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  section  states  that  topography/landscape  will  be  affected 
by  disturbances  during  construction  activities  and  the  presence  of 
compressor  stations  and  other  appurtenances. 

Applicants'  Conment: 

There  will  be  no  significant  topographic  landscape  alterations,  as  all 
disturbed  areas  will  be  essentially  restored  to  their  pre-construction 

grades,  and  elevations.  Only  above  ground  structures  -  widely  spaced  -  will 
be  evident. 

5.0V.2.C  GEOLOGY 


Page  1-469,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  without  final  design,  an  analysis  of  geological 
Impacts  on  the  pipeline  system  cannot  be  made. 
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5.0V.2.E  WATER  QUALITY 


Pages  1-469  to  1-470,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  "the  Applicant  proposes  to  comply  with  appli¬ 
cable  Federal,  state  or  local  regulations  to  protect  water  quality." 

Water  quality  degradation  will  occur  from  accidental  spills  and  failures 
of  erosion  control  facilities.  Adequate  control  measures  have  been  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Applicant  but  local  site  specific  areas  will  experience 
water  quality  degradation. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicants  Intend  to  comply  with  all  applicable  federal,  state  and 
local  water  quality  regulations.  No  quantitative  or  qualitative  level  of 
impact  is  given.  The  primary  unavoidable  impact  on  water  quality  will  be 
a  minor  short-term  transitory  Increase  In  the  sediment  load  of  streams 
during  construction  when  such  streams  are  not  frozen  to  bottom  In  the  win¬ 
ter.  If  accidental  spills  or  failure  of  erosion  control  facilities  occur, 
the  impact  would  be  localized,  short-term  and  minor.  The  overall  effect 
on  water  quality  will  be  short-term  and  insignificant. 

5.0V.2.F  VEGETATION 

Page  1-470,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


"Revegetation  is  the  primary  procedure  for  protection  of  the  surface. 
It  is  planned  that  revegetation  will  prevent  erosion,  stabilize  slopes,  and 
protect  the  undisturbed  organic  layer  to  preclude  loss  of  mammal  and  bird 
habitat.  Successful  revegetation  in  the  Arctic  has  not  been  proven  suffi¬ 
cient  to  show  adequate  control  of  any  or  all  of  the  impacts  ...  in  the 
first  year  after  disturbance.  Mechanical  erosion  measures  .  .  .  must  be 
used  the  first  year  to  permit  the  vegetation  to  establish.  In  the  Arctic 
and  su^-Arctic  there  will  be  a  loss  of  native  vegetation  ....  Temperate 
zones  are  more  adaptable  to  revegetation  but  some  productivity  losses 
will  be  sustained,  depending  on  the  time  of  year  of  disturbance." 
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Applicants'  Cownent: 

Mechanical  erosion  control  techniques  comprise  an  integral  part  of 
the  revegetation  and  restoration  program  as  proposed  by  the  Applicants. 
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5.0V.2.F  (Cont) 

Productivity  losses  as  a  result  of  the  project  will  be  for  the  most  part 
short-term  and  minor.  Minor  long-term  alteration  of  productivity  will 
occur  in  woodlands  on  the  permanent  right-of-way .  Arctic  Gas  has  con¬ 
ducted  extensive  revegetative  tests  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and  other  arctic 
locations  and  has  demonstrated  that  the  right-of-way  can  be  revegeta¬ 
ted  within  a  reasonable  time.  The  results  of  those  tests  have  been 
reported  in  the  Biological  Report  Series  and  include  tundra  stripping, 
use  of  acceptable  agronomic  species,  etc.  It  is  not  anticipated  that 
significant  erosion  or  slope  stability  problems  will  occur.  If  the 
native  material  has  high  ice  content,  selected  backfill  will  be  used 
which  will  prevent  such  problems. 

5.0V.2.G  WILDLIFE 
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Pages  1-471  to  1-473,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

A  decline  in  numbers  of  arctic  wildlife  populations  along  the  route 
due  to  the  intrusion  of  man  and  the  construction  activities,  and  a  reduction 
or  relocation  of  wildlife  in  such  areas  as  the  cornbelt  of  the  midwest 
due  to  the  removal  of  "scarce"  habitat  are  anticipated.  Population  reduction 
of  several  unique,  sensitive,  threatened  or  endangered  species  of  birds 
that  inhabit  the  vicinity  of  the  right-of-way  from  construction  activities 
is  also  predicted.  The  potential  effects  on  wildlife  of  operational  noise 
from  low  flying  aircraft  inspecting  the  line  and  from  compressor  stations 
are  stated  as  unknown. 

A  loss  of  fish  and  other  aquatic  life  is  predicted  from  sedimentation 
from  erosion  or  accidentia!  spills  of  pollutants. 

The  DEIS  states  that  in  many  instances,  impacts  can  only  be  estimated 
on  limited  data  and  that  studies  to  determine  tolerance  levels  of  wild¬ 
life  species  be  performed  in  order  to  reduce  the  impact.  They  also  state 
monitoring  to  enable  the  updating  of  mitigation  efforts  will  be  required 
to  keep  wildlife  population  losses  to  a  minimum. 

Applicants'  Cownent: 

As  discussed  more  fully  in  the  volumes  dealing  with  Alaska  and  Canada, 
the  Applicant  does  not  anticipate  any  measurable  adverse  in^acts  to  wildlife, 
fish  or  vegetation  as  the  result  of  the  construction,  operation  or  main¬ 
tenance  of  its  proposed  pipeline.  Applicant  has  undertaken  5  years  of 
intensive  research  to  assure  this  result  and  the  reports  of  the  research 
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Mitigation  of  environmental  impact  requires  a  balancing  of  benefits  to  be 
gained  and  the  expense  which  must  ultimately  be  borne  by  the  consuming 
public.  Many  of  the  mitigation  measures  that  will  be  employed  are  not  in 
the  best  "economic  interest"  of  the  Applicants  at  least  within  the  narrow 
meaning  of  that  term  as  used  in  the  above  statement,  but  are  being  done  any¬ 
way,  in  the  public  interest. 

The  example  referring  to  failure  to  revegetate  over  the  trench  is 
misleading  and  inappropriate.  Applicant  will  revegetate  the  disturbed 
soil  in  the  Great  Plain  region  referred  to. 

Page  1-473,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Socio-economic  impacts  will  be  related  to  those  resulting  from 
short-term  demands  for  housing,  services  goods,  etc.  Impacts  will  be 
both  positive  and  negative  and  more  noticeable  in  small  communities.  The 
DEIS  also  notes  that  the  success  of  the  restoration  of  the  soil  profile 
will  determine  the  extent  of  crop  production  that  will  be  lost  by  the 
fanners  along  the  route. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

It  should  be  noted  that  there  will  be  a  very  limited  "surge"  in  de¬ 
mand  for  human  services  caused  by  the  nature  of  the  construction  involved. 

In  addition.  Northern  Border  will  utilize  mobile  construction  camps 
to  alleviate  the  socio-economic  impact  on  the  small  conmunities  in  the 
western  portion  of  the  Proposed  Route.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  any 
significant  social  or  economic  burden  will  be  placed  upon  the  communities 
along  the  route  and  that  the  economic  benefits  to  be  gained  will  outweigh 
any  costs.  Cropland  restoration  will  be  performed  at  the  direction  of 
the  landowner  and  effects  on  productivity  can  be  controlled  by  existing 
agricultural  management  techniques.  Although  many  acres  of  cropland  will 
be  effected,  the  affected  acreage  within  any  sinqle  farm  is  small. 

5.0V. 2. J  LAND  USE  PLANNING  AND  EXISTING  PLANS 
Page  1-474,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  pipeline  will  cause  some  restrictions  in  the  use  along  the 
right-of-way  that  may  be  reflected  in,  for  example,  development  patterns." 
The  presence  of  the  pipeline  and  appurtenances  through  the  large  de  facto 
wilderness  In  northeastern  Alaska  will  eliminate  a  substantial  portion  of 
this  area  from  any  future  wilderness  designation. 
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have  been  supplied  to  the  DOI  and  other  interested  governmental  agencies. 

The  DEIS  presumes  that  only  limited  data  are  available.  In  strong  contrast, 
it  is  the  opinion  of  such  respected  scientists  as  Dr.  A.  W.  F.  Banfield 
that  the  Porcupine  Caribou  herd  is  probably  the  best  studied  herd  in  the 
world.  The  other  portions  of  this  statement  have  been  discussed  pre¬ 
viously  and  are  incorporated  herein  by  reference . 

In  the  Lower  Forty-Eight,  the  impacts  to  wildlife  and  aquatic  pop¬ 
ulations  will  be  short-term  and  transitory,  and  it  is  anticipated  that 
preconstruction  population  levels  will  be  achieved  a  few  years  after 
construction  has  been  completed. 

Since  no  significant  reductions  of  wildlife  populations  are  anticipated, 
additional  studies  are  not  required  for  authorization  of  the  Project. 

5.0V.2.H  ECOLOGICAL  CONSIDERATIONS 


Pages  1-472  to  1-473,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  mitigation  was  based  on  economic  factors  instead 
Of  ecosystem  considerations  guarantees  that  ecosystem  productivity  will  not  be 
maintained  at  the  present  level  unless  actions  are  perceived  to  be  in  the 
applicants'  best  economic  interest. 

Applicants'  Corment: 


This  statement  is  unjustified  and  unwarranted  and  should  bedei- 
eted  from  the  report.  The  Applicants  intend  to  undertake  extensive  mea¬ 
sures  to  protect  the  environment.  Five  years  of  intensive  studies  at  a 
cost  of  approximately  20  million  dollars  were  undertaken  for  that  very 
purpose.  This  project  represents  unprecedented  studies  of  the  environ¬ 
ment  and  it  is  unwarranted  to  assert  that  mitigative  measures  were  only 
to  be  undertaken  when  in  the  Applicants'  best  interest. 

The  attenuation  in  "ecosystem  productivity"  as  a  result  of  the 
proposed  project  is  negligible.  The  Applicants  intend  to  comply  with  all 
applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  laws,  regulations,  and  guidelines 
and  the  mitigation  measures  were  developed  to  ensure  compliance  as  well 
as  a  level  of  environmental  impact  which  for  the  most  part  is  short-term 
and  minor  and  which  is  deemed  acceptable  in  relation  to  the  benefits  to 
be  derived  from  the  implementation  of  the  project.  Mitigative  measures 
were  developed  based  on  both  ecological  and  economic  considerations. 
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THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicant  does  not  agree  that  its  proposed  pipeline  will  elimi¬ 
nate  any  wilderness  since  the  area  it  proposed  to  use  is  not  wilderness. 
Use  of  the  Arctic  coastal  plain  instead  of  the  utility  corridor  around 
the  present  wildlife  range  will  allow  uninterrupted  extension  of  the 
range  to  the  west  and  south  of  present  boundaries. 

The  pipeline  will  not  restrict  development  patterns.  Buried  natural 
gas  pipelines  are  compatible  with  all  types  of  development  patterns,  and 
the  proposed  project  is  consistent  with  existing  and  future  land  use  in 
the  project  region. 


5.0V.2.K  ARCHAEOLOGICAL  AND  HISTORICAL  VALUES 
Page  1-474.  DOI-DEIS  Statement- 


been  surveyed  for  archaeological  or  historical  sites,  some  sites  will  be 
destroyed  and  that  in  some  instances  decisions  may  be  made  to  go  through 
known  sites.  The  damage  or  destruction  of  a  site  will  result  in  the 
permanent  loss  of  the  site  and  salvage  is  not  a  satisfactory  substitute 
for  site  protection. 


The  Applicants  Intend  to  avoid  all  known  archaeological  and  his- 
sites  and  intend  to  institute  a  program  in  compliance  with  all  appli, 
requirements  to  mitigate  damage  to  archaeological  and  historical  vali 
The  secondary  impact  of  leaving  sites  discovered  during  construe 
is  unsubstantiated.  The  professional  archaeologist  on  call  will  dire 
the  disposition  of  any  artifacts  and  assure  proper  maintenance  of  the 
In  the  Lower  Forty-Eight,  most  of  the  pipeline  right-of-way  will  not 
more  accessible  than  it  was  prior  to  pipeline  construction. 

5.0V.2.L  RECREATION  AND  AESTHETIC  VALUES 
Pages  1-475  to  1-476.  DOI-DEIS 

The  DEIS  estimates  that  1  million  recreation  visits  will  either 
directed  to  other  areas  or  not  occur  at  all  in  recreational  areas  imp, 
by  the  Northern  Border  pipeline,  and  since  most  recreation  areas  are 
located  in  attractive  natural  areas,  the  loss  or  damage  to  the  area's 
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aesthetic  values  may  result  In  long-term  impacts,  that  would  be  reflected 
In  local  economic  impacts. 

Aesthetic  values  will  also  suffer  an  incremental  loss  in  those  areas 
where  man's  presence  has  had  little  previous  influence  on  the  natural 
setting,  i.e.,  much  of  the  Alaskan  and  Canadian  segments,  desert  country 
of  Nevada,  southeastern  Oregon  and  parts  of  the  Dakotas  and  Montana. 

Cleared  strips  through  wooded  areas  will  also  affect  the  scenic  quality 
and  will  also  adversely  affect  numerous  streams  that  are  under  consideration 
for  state  or  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  status  and  may  cause  the 
elimination  of  some  streams  for  further  consideration. 


Applicants1  Conment: 

This  section  greatly  overstates  the  anticipated  impacts  on  recreation 
that  will  result  from  the  construction  of  the  Northern  Border  pipeline.  At 
each  of  the  parks  or  recreation  areas,  the  administering  agency  will  be  con¬ 
sulted  prior  to  the  finalizing  of  the  design  of  the  pipeline  to  coordinate 
the  final  alignment  through  the  park,  designate  the  necessary  restoration 
procedures  and  ensure  visitor  access  to  adjacent  park  areas  is  maintained. 
Mitigation  techniques  will  ensure  that  the  aesthetic  impacts  are  minimized. 

The  predicted  loss  or  diversion  of  1,000,000  visits  to  the  affected 
park  areas  is  unsubstantiated.  The  impact  on  recreation  usage,  including 
the  Mingo  Creek  and  Round  Hill  Regional  Parks,  Starved  Rock  State  Park  and 
Big  Bend  Conservation  Areas,  has  been  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  3.1.3.13 
of  Park  V.  The  construction  of  the  Northern  Border  pipeline  will  only 
have  a  minor  effect  on  these  areas. 

As  stated  in  Section  2  of  the  D0I-DEIS,  page  V-887,  lines  18  to  20, 
"Nowhere  along  the  1,619  miles  of  the  pipeline  are  the  kind  of  scenic 
wonders  that  have  traditionally  attracted  tourists  to  them  in  any 
great  numbers." 

The  adverse  impact  upon  the  badlands  of  North  Dakota  is  overstated. 

The  proposed  route  crosses  only  about  1-1/2  miles  of  the  Little  Missouri 
River  National  Grasslands  in  North  Dakota.  This  is  the  only  area  near 
the  route  west  of  the  Minnesota  considered  to  be  sufficiently  unique  and 
scenic  to  be  designated  as  a  national  recreation  area.  The  badlands  are 
expansive  and  the  proposed  route  would  affect  only  a  minor  amount  of  the 
land.  Tunnel  views  will  not  be  a  problem  because  the  area  is  not  wooded. 
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The  aesthetic  Impact  Is  further  moderated  by  the  presence  of  agricultural 
lands  and  a  number  of  vehicle  trails  within  the  general  area. 

Although  cutting  of  trees  Is  an  unavoidable  effect,  several 
techniques  will  be  used  to  mitigate  the  Impacts.  These  include  (1) 
minor  bends  in  the  alignment  of  the  pipeline  to  avoid  tunnel  view  at 
wooded  stream  and  highway  crossings;  (2)  feathering  of  the  right-of-way 
where  necessary  to  blend  It  with  the  surrounding  area;  and  (3)  planting 
to  shield  the  right-of-way  from  view  at  stream  and  highway  crossings. 

Upon  termination  of  the  project,  the  right-of-way  can  return  to  Its 
wooded  state. 

Similarly,  Arctic  Gas  does  not  anticipate  any  significant  adverse  loss 
of  aesthetic  or  recreational  potential  along  the  route  of  Its  proposed  pipe¬ 
line.  As  noted  above,  the  area  has  already  been  utilized  by  man  and  any 
recreational  activities  which  have  previously  taken  place  along  the  route 
of  the  line  can  continue  to  occur  with  the  presence  of  the  pipeline. 


5.0V.2.M  AIR  QUALITY 

Pace  1-476.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Fugitive  dust  will  have  a  short-term  adverse  impact  on  the  environ¬ 
ment  which  can  be  mitigated  by  conventional  construction  methods,  and  it 
is  expected  that  the  applicant  will  control  fugitive  dust. 

Compressor  stations  emission  will  comply  with  all  applicable  laws 
to  mitigate  exhaust  emissions.  Reduction  in  the  air  quality  in  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Range  will  reduce  its  wilderness  characteristics. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Reference  is  again  made  to  the  fact  that  the  portion  of  the  Arctic 
Wildlife  Range  which  will  be  crossed  by  the  proposed  pipeline  is  not  wil¬ 
derness  so  that  the  temporary  air  quality  loss  and  noise  during  construc¬ 
tion  and  limited  noise  during  operations  will  not  destroy  the  character 
of  the  area,  and  will  not  disturb  persons  or  wildlife  to  any  significant 
extent. 

The  Applicants  will  control  fugitive  dust  during  the  construction 
of  the  pipeline  and  all  applicable  federal,  state  and  local  emission 
regulations  will  be  met.  No  significant  impact  is  anticipated.  | 
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Pages  1-476  to  1-477,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Noise  from  construction  equipment  and  activities  and  aircraft  traffic 
will  create  interference  with  wildlife,  birds  and  humans.  This  is  a 
short-term,  local,  non-mitigable  impact.  Losses  are  not  definable. 

Compressor  station  noise  will  have  a  long-term  impact  on  wildlife 
causing  relocation  or  loss.  Losses  are  not  quantifiable  and  are  incremental. 
Special  emphasis  Is  placed  on  the  loss  of  wilderness  conditions  in  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  due  to  noise. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Arctic  Gas  has  conducted  studies  which  indicate  that  compressor 
station  noise  has  very  little  impact  on  mammal  species.  It  has  been 
determined  that  there  Is  some  impact  as  a  result  of  noise  on  snow  geese, 
however,  this  is  limited  to  a  radius  of  1-1/2  to  2  miles  around  the 
compressor  stations.  Such  losses  are  quantifiable  and  they  are  minor 
in  comparison,  and  the  areas  affected  are  minor  in  comparison  to  the 
total  area  available. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  again  that  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range  Is  not  wilderness  where  the  pipeline  will  be  located.  It  presently 
harbors  a  DEW  line  site,  and  there  have  been  others  located  within  the 
area,  together  with  the  Village  of  Kaktovik.  Regular  air  flights  are 
also  employed  to  supply  the  existing  DEW  installation  and  village,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

During  the  construction  of  the  pipeline,  noise  from  heavy  equipment 
operation  will  be  short-term,  localized  and  transitory  due  to  the  nature 
of  the  type  of  construction,  and  construction  will  take  place  during  a 
time  of  the  year  when  most  wildlife  are  absent. 

Blasting  during  construction  will  be  performed  by  qualified,  licensed 
personnel  in  accordance  with  federal,  state  and  local  permit  requirements. 
Mitigative  measures  to  minimize  blasting  noise  impact,  such  as  time  of  day 
and  matting  of  the  surface  which  reduce  the  effects  of  fragments  and  act  as 
a  muffler  to  reduce  noise  levels  are  usually  contained  within  the  permits. 
Compressor  station  noise  will  have  minimal  effect  upon  wildlife  since  most 
of  the  wildlife  will  acclimate  to  the  compressor  station  noise.  Noise 
levels  at  the  property  line  of  the  station  will  be  below  annoyance  levels 
for  humans  and  it  Is  anticipated  that  It  will  not  pose  any  threat  to  local 
wildlife. 


Pages  1-477  to  1-478,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  excavation  of  the  pipeline  is  required,  the  Ice  bulb  in  the  local 
area  will  be  destroyed." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

In  the  event  of  a  failure  and  emergency  repairs,  the  pipeline  would 
be  excavated,  but  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  repair  could  not  be 
completed  before  any  serious  thawing  had  occurred  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  pipeline.  Even  in  the  Arctic  midsummer,  thawing  of  soils  is  relatively 
slow,  and  the  few  days  required  for  repair  would  not  constitute  a  serious 
hazard. 
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6.0 V  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  MAN'S  ENVIRONMENT  AND 

THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY  (Pages  1-479 
to  1-520) 

6.0V. 1  DEFINITIONS  (Pages  1-479  to  1-483) 

Pages  1-479  and  1-480,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

As  used  here  short-term  and  long-term  have  no  precise  meaning,  the 
former  being  taken  only  to  mean  the  total  duration  of  the  Project  and 
the  latter  an  indefinite  period  beyond  its  termination,  but  at  least 
several  decades.  Short-term  effects  would  be  greater  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  phase  than  during  the  longer  period  of  operations  and  it  is  convenient 
to  refer  to  these  as  shorter-term.  Similarly,  longer-term  is  used  for 
effects  which  might  endure  for  one  or  more  centuries  or,  for  all  practical 
purposes,  be  permanent. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicants  disagree  with  the  definition  of  short-term  and  feel 
that  It  contributes  to  the  overstatements  found  in  the  DEIS.  Short-term 
should  mean  a  measure  of  the  period  of  time  during  which  the  construction 
activities  occur  as  a  minimum  and  as  a  maximum  some  period  of  time  after 
construction  until,  for  example,  restoration  procedures  become  effective. 

This  is  the  definition  of  short-term  as  used  by  the  Applicants. 

Long-term  is  used  to  mean  for  some  time  period  during  the  remainder 
of  the  life  of  the  project  or  some  period  thereafter  depending  upon  the 
resource  involved. 

Page  1-480,  Lines  11  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  adverse  environmental  effects  will  largely  be  borne  by  rural 
society  over  the  several  thousand  miles  of  the  system  in  two  counties  and 
the  benefits  will  occur  largely  to  the  heavily  populated,  urbanized  and 
industrialized  segments  of  society." 

Applicants'  Comment" 

Rural  society  will  also  share  in  the  benefits  of  the  project  by  the 
Increased  cash  flow  resulting  during  the  construction  phase  of  the  project, 
the  increase  in  the  local  tax  base  resulting  from  the  pipeline  facilities  and 
the  operation  and  maintenance  budgets  which  will  be  extended  throughout 
the  life  of  the  project.  In  addition,  rural  society  being  part  of  our  total 
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society  will  benefit  by  the  overall  availability  of  the  gas  delivered  by 
the  project.  Also,  there  will  be  more  gas  available  among  all  users  through¬ 
out  the  country.  The  adverse  impacts  to  rural  society  mentioned  in  the  DEIS 
are  short-term  and  minor,  while  long-term  benefits  will  accrue  due  to  the 
availability  of  greater  volumes  of  gas  and  the  increase  In  the  tax  base. 

Page  1-481,  Lines  8  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  quality  of  environment  over  the  entire  route  system  varies  from 
pristine  wilderness,  through  ..." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

It  appears  that  this  statement  applies  to  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain. 

The  area  along  the  proposed  pipeline  route  in  Alaska  has  been  subjected  to 
man's  activities  for  many,  many  years  and  evidence  of  such  activity  is 
present  on  the  landscape.  The  area  is  not  wilderness,  as  has  been  pointed 
out  in  more  detail  earlier. 
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Page  1-482,  Lines  9  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Enhancement  of  productivity  applies  primarily  to  man's  productive  use 
of  energy  at  the  delivery  points  of  the  pipeline  system.  The  economic  and 
social  benefits  would  be  large  for  urban  areas  and,  through  taxation 
and  other  revenues,  governments  at  all  levels  along  the  route  would  benefit. 
At  all  points  of  gas  consumption  man's  environment  would  benefit  by  the  use 
of  a  clean  energy  source  in  substitution  for  fuels  emitting  high  levels  of 
pollutants. 

Applicants'  Comment : 

These  points  should  be  greatly  emphasized  in  the  final  EIS. 

6.0V. 2  ENVIRONMENTAL  VALUES  AFFECTED  BY  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 
(Pages  1-484  to  1-511) 

Page  1-484,  Lines  3  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  proposed  pipeline  system  would  cross  or  otherwise  have  adverse 
short-term  effects  on  a  large  number  of  North  American  ecosystems.  In 
the  remote  northern  areas  of  Alaska  and  Canada  vast  areas  of  the  tundra 
and  boreal  forest  are  true  wilderness  and  even  larger  areas  are  quasi¬ 
wilderness  but  little  modified  by  man. 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

Refer  to  response  1-481,  Lines  8  to  9. 

Page  1-485,  Line  16  to  1-486,  Line  9.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  inner  continental  shelf  and  the  coastal  zone  of  the  Beaufort 
Sea  coast  of  Alaska  and  Canada  would  be  affected  by  marine  surface 
shipping,  primarily  in  the  shorter-term  construction  period,  and  by 
accidental  discharge  of  fuel  oil  and  toxic  chemicals  either  directly  into 
the  sea  or  into  streams  discharging  into  the  sea.  Although  the  ecosystem 
is  in  delicate  balance— it  has  a  food  web  which  is  probably  easily  disrupted, 
has  two  endangered  species  of  whales,  and  includes  other  manmals,  such  as 
polar  bear,  which  are  vulnerable-enforcement  of  mitigation  measures  would 
largely  prevent  more  than  minor  shorter-term  effects.  There  would  remain 
some  threat  of  cumulative  water  pollution  effects  throughout  the  life  of 
the  pipeline  system  but  the  ecosystem  should  not  suffer  long-term  Impacts." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicant  has  undertaken  surveys  of  polar  bears,  marine  mammals,  birds, 
and  fish  along  the  coast  of  Alaska.  Such  surveys  have,  among  other  things, 
permitted  Applicant  to  locate  polar  bear  denning  habitat  (none  In  1975) 
along  the  coast.  Applicant  disagrees  that  the  arctic  ecosystem  is  delicate 
since  there  Is  a  view  by  respected  biologists  that  arctic  ecosystems  are 
resilient  in  light  of  the  natural  perturbations  they  encounter.  Applicant 
intends  to  initiate  an  active  program  to  avoid  fuel  oil  spills.  However, 
even  If  a  spill  occurs,  it  would  be  local  in  nature  and  not  have  a  sig¬ 
nificant  effect. 

Page  1-487,  Lines  7  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Streams  of  northern  Alaska  and  Canada  would  be  most  affected,  and 
especially  the  latter,  due  to  the  necessity  of  utilizing  river  transpor¬ 
tation  ..." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Mackenzie  River  has  been  used  for  decades  as  a  major  transporta¬ 
tion  artery  Into  the  north,  and  the  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  will  simply  be  a 
short-term  increase  in  the  normal  transportation  requirements  up  and  down 
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the  river. 

Page  1-487,  Lines  10  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Although  it  Is  possible  that  individual  lake  or  stream  ecosystems 
would  sustain  disruptions  that  would  impair  productivity  into  the  long¬ 
term,  the  incidence  or  magnitude  of  such  events  would  not  threaten  the 
freshwater  ecosystems  resource  of  the  regions  traversed.  These  infrequent 
occurrences  could  only  be  accepted  as  a  trade-off  for  the  value  of  the 
transported  natural  gas  if  the  system  is  approved." 

Applicants'  Corment: 

Long-term  productivity  losses  to  aquatic  ecosystems  will  not  occur  as 
a  result  of  pipeline  construction.  Short-term  increased  turbidity  and 
elevated  suspended  sediment  loading  will  occur  to  a  limited  extent  down¬ 
stream  from  unfrozen  river  or  stream  crossing  sites,  but  their  effects  will 
not  constitute  significant  impacts  to  fish,  fish  spawning  beds,  or  other 
elements  of  aquatic  biota  since  they  are  temporary  phenomena  which  will 
not  impair  recruitment  from  adjacent,  unaffected  areas.  The  temporary 
nature  of  additional  suspended  sediment  loading  will  be  ensured  by  active 
revegetation  and  erosion  control  structures  throughout  the  right-of-way. 

Page  1-488,  Lines  5  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  unavoidable  loss  of  wilderness  values  which  are  associated  in 
large  part  with  terrestrial  environments  will,  as  previously  mentioned, 
be  a  longer-term  or  permanent  effect." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

See  response  to  1-481,  lines  8  to  9. 

Page  1-488,  Lines  10  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"All  threats  to  endangered  species  and  to  the  loss  of  wilderness 
values  will  be  considered  by  large  numbers  of  people  to  be  unacceptable 
long-term  consequences  of  short-term  use  of  the  environment." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  statement  Is  speculative  and  lacks  substantiation.  It  Ignores 
the  fact  that  all  endangered  species  whose  ranges  overlap  the  proposed 
route  were  considered  among  the  route  selection  criteria.  Encounter  with 
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rare  species  will  be  remotely  possible,  but  any  such  contact  will  be  minor 
and  short-term  in  nature.  No  biologically  critical  habit  for  such  species 
has  been  identified  as  being  affected  by  the  pipeline  alignment. 

Page  1-488,  Lines  17  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Locally,  around  compressor  stations  in  the  Arctic  and  subarctic, 
water  vapor  would  at  times  create  ice  fog  which  could  impede  aircraft 
traffic." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicant  has  discussed  the  question  of  ice  fog  in  its  comment  on 
the  Alaskan  and  Canadian  portion  of  the  DOI-DEIS.  As  stated  therein, 
ice  fog  should  present  no  serious  problem  to  the  construction,  operation 
or  maintenance  of  the  proposed  pipeline. 

Page  1-489,  Lines  15  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Consumption  of  natural  gas  would  be  an  irretrievable  loss  of  a 
geologic  resource  which  might  be  needed  at  a  later  time  for  more  valuable 
use." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  consumption  of  natural  gas  now  is  required  to  provide  critically 
needed  volumes  of  natural  gas  to  consumers  in  a  large  and  populous  area  of 
the  United  States.  Without  this  project,  the  United  States  faces  the  loss 
of  many  billions  of  dollars  annually,  and  the  loss  of  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  jobs  annually  with  the  attendant  human  suffering  resulting  therefrom. 
This  gas  must  be  developed  concurrently  with  the  Prudhoe  Bay  Oil  Field,  is 
readily  available  and  can  be  moved  to  market  with  a  minimal  environmental 
effect.  It  is  a  simplistic  notion  that  gas  would  be  irretrievably  lost  if 
it  were  used;  in  fact,  there  would  be  an  irretrievable  loss  if  the  gas  were 
not  taken  out  at  the  appropriate  time  with  the  oil  production.  The  entire 
petroleum  reservoir  could  be  damaged  by  unintelligent  production  of  the 
resource.  Utilization  of  this  source  of  energy  will  provide  the  United 
States  an  immediate  significant  source  of  energy  to  partially  meet  our 
needs  until  the  alternative,  long-range  sources  of  energy  described  in  the 
DEIS  have  been  developed  to  a  point  of  technical  and  economic  feasibility. 
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present  specifications  for  Arctic  Gas,  ground  level  concentrations  of  sulfur 
dioxide  will  not  adversely  effect  lichens. 

Page  1-491,  Lines  8  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"  A  pipeline  break  could  release  100  million  cubic  feet  of  gas  and  create 
a  hazard  in  populated  areas  ...  In  such  a  case  fire  would  be  a  greater 
hazard  than  the  deteriorations  of  air  quality." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Valves  will  be  installed  at  no  less  than  20  mile  spacing  and  at 
compressor  stations.  The  pipeline  will  be  constantly  monitored  and  flow 
of  gas  stopped  in  the  event  of  a  failure. 

The  probability  of  such  an  occurrence  is  extremely  remote.  The  effect 
of  a  fire  would  be  highly  localized  and  not  result  in  a  large  scale  liabil¬ 
ity.  The  DOT  Safety  Code  49  CFR  192  recognizes  class  locations  which  are 
determined  in  part  by  population  densities  and  provides  appropriate  design 
factors  to  assure  the  safe  operation  of  transmission  pipelines  in  all 
areas. 
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Page  1-491,  Lines  14  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Some  soils  of  arid  and  semi -arid  regions  of  the  western  and  north¬ 
western  United  States  are  highly  susceptible  to  wind  erosion.  Construction 
machines  working  along  the  vegetation-denuded  right-of-way  would  cause 
major  dust  problems  of  a  local,  transitory  nature.  Until  these  areas  were 
restabilized  by  vegetative  cover,  wind  blown  dust  would  be  a  continuing 
source  of  degraded  air  quality." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  proposed  construction  will  result  in  limited  movement  of  excavated 
earth  and  debris,  and  the  emissions  will  be  localized  and  similar  to  those 
resulting  from  a  typical  construction  project. 

Areas  where  fugitive  dust  problems  are  expected  have  been  defined 
and  dust  and  soil  control  measures  will  be  applied  as  part  of  the 
construction  practices.  Wind  erosion  will  also  be  taken  into  account 
during  the  revegetation  program. 
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Page  1-489,  Lines  17  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Heavy  requirements  for  gravel  in  permafrost  regions  would  commit  a 
scarce  resource  to  short-term  use  and  foreclose  options  for  future  use. 
Although  some  gravel  might  be  reclaimed  for  future  use  much  of  it  would 
be  distributed  in  such  a  way  that  its  recovery  would  not  be  feasible." 
Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicant  intends  to  utilize  gravel  for  its  compressor  stations  founda¬ 
tions,  for  airstrips,  and  for  excavation  backfill  in  selected  areas.  The 
use  of  this  gravel  would  not  be  "short-term,"  but  rather  would  be  for  the 
life  of  the  project.  We  do  not  understand  what  "future  use"  the  DEIS 
has  reference  to  or  what  options  we  would  be  "foreclosing"  by  the  use  of 
gravel  as  stated  above. 

Page  1-490,  Lines  7  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Some  25,000  acres  of  productive  soils  along  the  proposed  right-of-way 
in  the  conterminous  United  States  would  be  affected  by  construction  but 
rehabilitation  measures  would  be  expected  to  bring  them  back  into  production 
within  two  or  more  years." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  DEIS  does  not  explain  the  nature  of  the  effects  of  construction  on 
soils,  but  it  is  inferred  that  the  concern  is  over  soil  productivity.  Crop 
production  will  only  be  materially  affected  during  the  construction  period. 
Full  productivity  on  agricultural  portions  of  the  right-of-way  should  be 
reestablished  within  one  to  two  growing  seasons  following  the  use  of 
fertilizer  and  soil  amendments  in  accordance  with  right-of-way  agreements 
with  landowners. 
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Page  1-491,  Lines  2  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  Arctic  and  subarctic  chronic  exposures  to  sulfur  dioxide  might 
kill  lichens  which  are  sensitive  to  this  gas  and  interfere  with  an  important 
winter  food  supply  of  caribou.  The  probability  is  not  great,  but  should 
lichen  kill  result  the  consequences  could  extend  into  the  long  term." 

Applicants'  Corrment: 

The  question  of  the  impact  of  sulfur  dioxide  concentrations  on  lichens 
is  discussed  in  detail  in  other  parts  of  the  coments.  However,  under 
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Page  1-492,  Lines  21  to  1-493,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"  As  previously  indicated,  failure  to  control  spills  of  fuel  oil  and 
toxic  chemicals  could  result  in  long-term  cumulative  degradation  of  water 
resources  and  their  biological  populations  in  northern  Alaska  and  Canada." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

|  The  above  statement  is  not  substantiated.  During  construction,  the 
Applicant  will  institute  an  actual  program  for  the  prevention  of  fuel  oil 
spills.  All  the  required  oil  spill  containment  and  clean  up  equipment 
|wi 1 1  be  on  hand  as  per  U.S.  Coast  Guard  and  ZPA  regulations.  The  require¬ 
ments  of  the  gas  pipeline  in  terms  of  fuel  oil  are  relatively  small  and 
no  significant  impact  to  the  water  resources  and  their  biological 
populations  either  during  the  construction  or  operation  of  the  pipeline 
is  anticipated. 

Page  1-494,  Line  15  to  1-495,  Line  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Short-term  effects  of  the  proposed  project  would  principally  be 
siltatlon  of  spawning  beds,  depletion  of  oxygen  in  over-wintering  lakes 
and  streams,  blockage  of  migration,  introduction  of  toxic  chemicals  and 
increased  human  access  to  sport-fishing  stocks.  Control  of  erosion  would 
hold  slltation  to  the  short-term  in  most  areas,  but  in  the  North  side- 
slope  instability  in  some  areas  of  ice-rich  permafrost  would  extend  this 
problem  into  the  long-term.  High  turbidity  levels  in  the  short-term 
could  seriously  diminish  the  biological  productivity  of  the  entire  aquatic 
ecosystem  although  longer-term  recovery  would  be  probable  if  only  a  few 
streams  or  lakes  were  affected.  " 

Applicants'  Corrment: 

Arctic  Gas  proposes  to  construct  its  pipeline  and  associated  river 
crossings  during  the  winter  when  most  streams  are  frozen  to  the  bottom 
at  the  point  of  crossing.  As  a  result  of  this  process,  any  slltation  will 
be  released  during  the  first  spring  flood  and  will  not  adversely  affect  fish 
populations.  Applicant  does  not  intend  to  withdraw  water  from  over¬ 
wintering  areas  but  if  it  does,  such  water  will  be  withdrawn  in  a  fashion 
so  as  not  to  adversely  affect  fish  populations.  Arctic  Gas  does  not 
propose  to  introduce"  toxic  chemicals  into  lakes  or  streams  and  has  a 
policy  which  prohibits  fishing  by  construction  personnel. 
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Page  1-495,  Lines  14  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  greater  number  of  people  who  would  follow,  more  as  a  consequence 
of  highways  independently  constructed,  would  pose  a  long-term  threat  to 
fishing  stocks  and  to  subsistence  fishing  of  Native  peoples." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicant  will  not  construct  any  permanent  roads  along  the 
pipeline  route  in  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain. 
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Page  1-497,  Lines  8  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"All  disruptions  to  nesting,  feeding,  moulting,  and  staging  activities 
...  would  have  critical  effects  on  productivity  and  survival." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicant  has  carefully  scheduled  all  activities  in  northern  Alaska  to 
avoid  disturbance  of  birds  during  the  critical  stages  of  their  existance. 


Page  1-500,  Lines  12  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  International  Porcupine  caribou  herd  would  be  vulnerable  to 
interference  ..." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  entire  paragraph  outlines  in  strong  language  purported  impacts  on 
the  caribou  herd.  We  believe  it  sufficient  to  say  that  winter  construction 
of  the  pipeline  would  avoid  a  significant  impact  on  the  international  Porcupine 
caribou  herd.  The  subject  has  been  treated  at  length  in  comments  relative  to 
Part  II. 

Page  1-502,  Line  13  to  1-503,  Line  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  section  of  the  DOI-DEIS  discusses  potential  economic  effects  of 
the  construction  of  the  pipeline. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

It  Is  not  true  that  most  jobs  in  the  construction  phase  will  be  unskilled. 
Further,  the  populations  in  close  proximity  to  the  route  are  sufficiently 
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small  that  permanent  employment  will  not  only  prevent  “dissatisfaction 
arising  from  decline  of  jobs  at  the  end  of  construction"  (particularly  In 
light  of  Increased  production  employment  which  will  follow  the  pipeline), 
but  will  also  offer  great  opportunities  for  realization  of  Individual 
choice  for  such  persons. 

Applicants  have  demonstrated  that  no  significant  change  in  wildlife 
populations,  and  no  change  to  the  possibility  of  subsistence  activities 
will  be  caused.  After  the  construction  long-term  economic  benefits  will 
be  evident,  such  as  the  taxes  accrued  from  the  pipeline  and  the  manning  of 
permanent  operation  and  maintenance  offices. 


Page  1-503.  Lines  11  to  13.  D01-DE1S  Statement: 

"Although  the  mitigation  of  many  of  these  long  range  effects  is 
possible  and  will  be  attempted,  there  can  be  no  assurance  of  their  success." 


Applicants'  Conment: 

The  proposed  developments  will  in  no  way  require  change  of  life  style, 
customs,  traditions  or  language.  It  will  offer  a  choice  only. 


Page  i-505.  Lines  11  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“The  right-of-way  would  be  a  short-term  scar  on  the  landscape  which 
would  have  a  large  visual  impact,  especially  as  viewed  from  the  air  or 
from  highways  and  streams  near  crossings  of  elevated  terrain." 


Applicants'  Conment: 

The  overall  aesthetic  impact  of  the  proposed  project  is  minor  as  a 
result  of  both  the  background  aesthetic  quality  in  regions  through  which 
the  pipeline  will  be  constructed  and  the  mitigating  measures  to  be 
incorporated  by  the  Applicant.  In  areas  of  high  aesthetic  value,  minor 
alignment  modifications,  screen  plannings  and  suitable  restoration 
procedures  will  be  incorporated  to  ensure  mitigation  of  aesthetic  impact. 

Page  1-507,  Lines  2  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Where  it  might  be  necessary  to  close  parks,  recreation  visits  would 
be  shifted  to  other  areas,  or  the  experience  missed.  Long-term  visual 
effects  would  detract  from  scenic  viewing  and  photography." 
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Applicants'  Conment: 

The  pipeline  construction  activities  are  short-term  and  will  be 
limited  to  3  to  4  weeks  in  a  given  area.  Pipeline  activities  will  not 
result  in  the  closing  of  any  parks.  Park  conmission  officials  will  be 
contacted  prior  to  any  construction  to  minimize  the  associated  recreation 
impacts. 

Page  1-507,  Lines  13  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"For  the  duration  of  the  project,  increased  noise  would  have  an  impact 
upon  developed  recreation  areas  located  within  two  miles  of  compressor 
stations  and  gas  blowdown  sites." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicant  will  comply  with  all  applicable  federal  and  state  regu¬ 
lations  governing  noise  levels  during  construction.  Noise  levels  generated 
by  equipment  along  the  right-of-way  will  not  exceed  levels  outside  the 
right-of-way  which  would  interfere  with  ordinary  conservation  and  any 
possible  impact  will  be  very  short-term. 

Page  1-508,  Lines  13  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  crossing  of  river  segments  designated  as  potential  additions  to 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System  could  affect  these  rivers' 
ultimate  classifications  and  management.  Wild  and  Scenic  river  values 
will  be  lost  indefinitely  to  present  and  future  generations. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  presence  of  a  buried  natural  gas  pipeline  will  not  affect  the 
potential  designation  of  a  river  as  either  wild  or  scenic  provided  that 
the  right-of-way  is  restored  and  revegetated  to  blend  in  with  the 
surrounding  landscape. 

Page  1-508,  Lines  15  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"And  loss  of  the  wilderness  character  of  the  area  within  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Range  or  other  wilderness  would  be  a  long-term  loss  ..." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

See  response  to  1-481,  Lines  8  to  9.  The  statement  is  incorrect. 
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Page  1-510,  Lines  3  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  seriousness  of  the  hazard  (pipeline  rupture)  could  range  from 
Insignificant  to  catastrophic.  Although  this  hazard  may  be  extremely  small. 
It  Is  nevertheless  a  long-term  possibility  that  would  not  exist  in  the 
absence  of  the  pipeline." 

Applicants'  Conment: 

The  potential  hazard  from  such  a  rupture  is  minimal.  The  final 
alignment  was  selected  to  avoid  populated  areas  and  to  minimize  the 
possibility  of  natural  catastrophies.  In  addition,  operation  and  mainten¬ 
ance  procedures  have  been  designed  to  insure  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline 
and  the  related  facilities  from  third  party  damage.  Considering  the 
low  population  density  of  the  area  through  which  the  proposed  project 
will  be  constructed  and  based  on  a  critical  assessment  of  past  accidents, 
the  hazards  from  the  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  are  extremely 
minor  and  remote.  Consideration  of  health  and  safety  hazards  from  the 
proposed  pipeline  should  be  in  the  perspective  of  the  greater  hazards 
In  the  enterprises  which  would  be  necessary  to  secure  alternative 
energy.  If  the  subject  activity  were  not  to  be  carried  on. 

Page  1-510,  Lines  9  to  15,  DPI-  DEIS  Statement: 

"Whether  or  not  a  safety  hazard  will  exist  after  project  abandonement, 
would  depend  on  the  degree  and  effectiveness  of  salvage  operations. 

Residual  debris  such  as  metal  scraps  could  constitute  a  long-term  hazard. 
Also,  if  the  pipeline  were  not  removed,  cave-ins  and  the  attraction  to 
children  to  'explore'  the  pipe  could  constitute  safety  hazards  in  the  long- 
run." 

Applicants'  Conment" 

As  Indicated  in  the  response  to  FPC-DOI  Question  nixnber  (7),  dated 
12  December,  1974,  it  is  impossible  to  forecast  any  date  of  ultimate  aban¬ 
donment.  However,  It  should  be  recognized  that  whenever  abandorment  of 
facilities  may  be  required,  such  facilities  can  only  be  abandoned  by 
authority  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  issued  pursuant  to  Section  7(b) 
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of  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  15  U.S.C.  Section  717f(b).  Such  abandonment 
must  conform  to  regulations  prescribed  by  applicable  local,  state  and 
federal  laws  in  existence  at  that  time,  including  the  regulations  of 
the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety. 

It  Is  anticipated  that  if  abandonment  becomes  necessary  and  the  pipe¬ 
line  is  removed,  the  pipe  trench  will  be  restored  to  original  contour 
with  material  from  the  right-of-way,  from  borrow  areas  agreed  upon  with 
landowners,  or  from  commercial  sources. 

Page  1-511,  Lines  4  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Several  million  dollars  of  crop  production  would  be  lost  during  a 
minimum  of  one  construction  year.  While  losses  to  individual  farmers 
would  be  small  in  relation  to  total  farm  production,  the  cummulative 
loss  at  a  time  of  world  food  shortages  is  important.  ...  Depending  upon 
the  degree  of  mitigation  an  equal  loss  might  be  incurred  during  the 
following  2  to  3  year  period  because  of  lasting  impacts  to  the  soil 
resource." 

Applicants'  Corrment: 

The  amount  of  agricultural  land  lost  for  a  year  compared  to  the  total 
amount  of  agricultural  land  in  the  entire  world  is  hardly  significant  nor 
is  it  significant  within  the  U.S.  Agriculture  will  be  back  to  normal  the 
first  or  second  year  following  construction. 

6.0V. 3  RESTRICTIONS  TO  FUTURE  OPTIONS  AND  NEEDS  (Pages  1-512  to  1-518) 
Page  1-512,  Lines  10  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Long-term  productivity  beyond  the  lifetime  of  the  project  would  be 
unaffected,  except  the  loss  of  wilderness  values." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Again,  it  must  be  noted  that  the  project  makes  use  of  almost  no 
wilderness  area.  The  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  is  not  a  reasonable  candidate 
for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  system. 

The  statement  that  the  "development  of  additional  gas  sources  would 
further  undermine  the  objectives  for  which  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
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Range  of  Alaska  was  established  and  have  similar  effects  on  the  proposed 
Wildlife  Range  in  the  adjacent  Yukon  Territory"  is  unsupported  and 
unjustified.  Applicant  submits  that  its  proposed  activities  are  consistent 
with  the  objectives  of  the  Range,  and  the  areas  will  not  lose  value  as 
productive  contributors  to  our  knowledge  of  tundra  ecosystems."  There  is 
also  no  support  for  the  claim  that  the  "threshold  of  tolerance  to  distur¬ 
bances  of  many  arctic  plants  and  animals"  would  be  exceeded,  nor  that 
construction  would  cause  damage  to  streams. 

Again,  there  is  no  evidence  that  interference  with  Native  peoples' 
subsistence  lifestyle  would  occur,  or  significant  "adverse  effects  on 
biological  resources." 

Page  1-513,  Lines  16  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Construction  caused  disruption  of  drainage  systems  could  cause 
permanent  damage  to  scenic  streams  and  waterfalls." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  pipeline  will  not  result  in  a  change  in  drainage  systems  or  effect 
any  waterfalls  should  they  be  present.  There  are  no  waterfalls  along  the 
pipeline  that  are  endangered  by  the  installation  of  the  gas  pipeline. 

Page  1-514,  Lines  17  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Short-term  production  of  natural  gas  would  consume  the  resource  in 
about  20  years  and  preclude  any  long-term  productive  use." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Even  the  Prudhoe  Bay  resources  will  not  be  consumed  in  20  years,  and, 
as  noted,  further  production  will  occur. 

The  presence  of  significant  petroleum  reserves  in  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range,  on  the  Coastal  Plain  or  off-shore  is  speculative,  but 
if  so,  their  development  would  not  "nullify  the  special  purposes  for  which" 
the  "area  was  established." 
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Page  1-518,  Lines  3  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

”  The  fuels  and  lubricants  used  in  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline 
would  be  a  significant  short-term  diversion  of  petroleum  products  from  >• 

other  uses.  Operation  of  compressor  stations  to  transport  gas  would  require 
use  of  significant  amounts  of  the  fuel.  For  example,  about  15-20  per  cent 
of  gas  entering  the  pipeline  system  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  Alaska,  would  be  ^ 

consumed  by  the  time  the  gas  is  delivered  to  consumers  at  the  end  of  the 
6,000  mile  system.  Such  use  is  a  long-term  loss  of  a  non-renewable 
resource  which  could  be  used  nearer  its  source  at  a  future  time.  ^ 

Applicants'  Conment: 

28  ^ 

The  loss  of  energy  in  construction  and  in  compressor  fuel  should  be 
placed  in  perspective  against  the  energy  loss  if  the  pipeline  is  not 
built. 

The  speculation  that  future  use  "nearer  its  source"  presumably 
means  later  consumption  in  Alaska  instead  of  present  consumption  in 
the  "Lower  48"  States.  If  so,  it  should  be  clearly  stated.  Moreover, 
it  should  be  clearly  understood  that  the  proposed  system  will  consume  less 
fuel  than  any  other  alternative  method  of  transporting  the  gas  to  its  market 
In  the  Lower  48. 

The  amount  of  fuel  which  will  be  consumed  in  transporting  the  Arctic 
gas  to  market  is  a  small  percentage  of  that  delivered  to  Applicants' 
system  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and  the  Mackenzie  Delta  during  the  fifth  year  on  an 
average  day  basis. 

6.0V. 4  BENEFITS  OF  ENERGY  SUPPLY  MADE  AVAILABLE  AS  A  RESULT  OF  THE 
PROPOSED  ACTION  (Pages  1-519  to  1-520) 

Page  1-519,  Lines  11  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement:  ^ 

"At  best,  implementation  and  completion  of  the  proposed  pipeline  would 
provide  short-term,  critically  needed  energy  and  perhaps  provide  time  either  1 227 
for  the  development  of  long-term  alternative  energy  sources  and  substitutes 
for  petrochemical  feedstocks  or  reductions  in  their  levels.  0 
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6.0V.4  (Cont.) 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  somewhat  offhand  way  this  section  is  stated  does  not  give  recog¬ 
nition  to  the  extreme  importance  of  the  points  made  there.  They  should 
be  emphasized  much  more,  and  the  crucial  benefits  of  the  last  sentence 
should  not  be  degraded  by  the  introductory  words  "at  best." 
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7.0V  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES  (Pages  1-521 
to  1-539) 

7.0V. 1  DAMAGES  FROM  NATURAL  CATASTROPHIC  OR  MAN-INDUCED  ACCIDENTS  (Pages 
1-522  to  1-524) 


Pages  1-522,  Lines  8  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  a  typical  area  a  pipe  rupture  is  estimated  to  cause  a  loss  of  approxi¬ 
mately  280,000,000  standard  cubic  feet,  based  on  pipe  volume  and  the  time  to 
manually  close  main  line  block  valves.  Automatic  closing  may  reduce  this  loss 
to  nearly  160,000,000  standard  cubic  feet.  The  heating  value  of  this  gas  is 
approximately  280  billion  and  160  billion  British  thermal  units  (Btu),  re¬ 
spectively.  The  former  amount  is  sufficient  to  heat  140,000  homes  for  one 
day . " 


Applicants'  Comment: 


282 


The  DEIS  describes  the  loss  of  gas  resulting  from  a  pipe  rupture  and 
equates  the  energy  loss  to  home  heating  requirements.  The  comparision  is  not 
valid  and  pertains  only  to  a  significant  accident  which  has  a  remote  possibility 
of  occurence.  Energy  losses  result  from  any  system  designed  to  capture  and  trans¬ 
port  energy.  A  more  realistic  statement  would  be  to  state  that  without  the  f 
proposed  project,  energy  sufficient  to  provide  hundreds  of  thousands  of  jobs 
with  an  equivalent  GNP  of  many  billion  dollars  would  have  to  be  provided  *| 

from  alternative  sources  during  a  period  of  decreasing  energy  supplies.  w 


Page  1-522,  Lines  17  to  20.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  an  explosion  of  low  lying  gas  occurs,  there  will  be  an  irretrievable 
loss  of  vegetation  and  wildlife  in  approximately  a  one-half  mile  diameter 
circle.  Without  explosion  it  is  unlikely  that  any  loss  will  occur." 
Applicants'  Coinnent: 

As  discussed  in  response  to  Section  3.1.3.16  of  Part  V  of  the  DOI-DEIS, 
the  pocket  of  low-lying  gas  alluded  to  in  the  DEIS  statement  will  not  occur 
following  an  accidental  pipline  rupture,  and  unconfined  natural  gas  cannot 
explode.  The  only  loss  which  might  occur  as  a  result  of  a  pipeline  rupture 
would  be  that  resulting  if  the  escaping  gas  ignited  forming  a  burning  gas  jet. 
In  such  case,  damage  would  be  confined  to  within  a  few  hundred  feet  of  the 
burning  jet. 
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for  accumulation  In  closed  structures  is  remote  (except  for  compressor 
stations)." 

Applicants'  Comment: 


I 


The  DEIS  Is  correct  in  assuming  that  slowly  leading  gas  will  not  accumulate  29/ 
except  in  compressor  stations.  However,  a  gas  leak  in  a  compressor  station  ft 
would  not  result  in  a  significant  accumulation,  since  all  stations  will  be 
equipped  with  methane  detectors.  K 

Page  1-523,  Line  22  to  Page  1-524,  Line  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


"Experience  with  damage  caused  by  large  high  pressure  gas  lines  is  limited, 
fortunately.  The  Mobil  Oil  Corporation’s  780  pounds  per  square  inch  pressure, 
14  inch  diameter  pipeline  failure  in  a  residential  district  near  Houston, 

Texas  on  September  9,  1969,  is  one  such  event.  After  8  to  10  minutes  of  gas 
release,  the  explosion  destroyed  13  houses  ranging  from  24  feet  to  250  feet. 

A  total  of  106  homes  were  damaged  and  property  damage  was  estimated  at  $500,000 
No  one  was  killed  in  this  incident." 

"Based  on  only  this  one  incident,  a  total  damage  radius  of  250  feet  and  a 
partial  damage  radius  of  600  feet  can  be  established." 


27  2 


Applicants'  Comment: 


The  example  cited  in  the  DEIS,  Lines  12  to  22,  is  not  applicable  since  in 
that  case  escaping  gas  was  trapped  by  surface  structures  overlying  a  local 
transmission  system.  In  the  response  to  Section  3.1.3.16  of  the  DOI-DEIS 
statement  Page  V-1420,  Lines  12  to  14  discusses  accidents  relevant  to  the 
Northern  Border  case.  As  previously  noted  detonation  (explosion)  has  only 
occured  where  natural  gas  has  leaked  into  confined  structures  which  were 
over  or  adjacent  to  the  ruptured  pipelines. 


7.0V. 2  PROJECT  STRUCTURES  UNLIKELY  TO  BE  REMOVED  (Pages  1-525  to  1-526) 


Page  1-525,  Lines  12  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  an  when  abandonment  becomes  necessary,  the  pipeline  will  be  re¬ 
moved  and  the  pipe  trench  will  be  restored  to  original  contour  with  material 
from  the  right-of-way,  from  borrow  areas  agreed  upon  with  landowners  or 
from  commercial  sources." 
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Page  523,  Lines  2  to  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“If  failure  occurred  at  a  compressor  station  and  ignition  occurred, 
which  is  likely,  the  entire  station  could  be  destroyed." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  description  presented  should  also  state  that  a  major  rupture  or 
failure  is  an  extremely  unlikely  and  remote  occurrance  and  would  not  result 
in  the  destruction  of  the  entire  station. 

Applicants  disagree  with  the  portion  of  this  statement  which  expresses 
the  opinion  that  ignition  is  likely  in  the  event  of  a  comressor  station 
failure.  Applicants  have  designed,  constructed  and  operated  compressor 
stations  on  their  existing  pipelines  for  many  years  and  consider  ignition 
quite  unlikely.  Compressor  stations  are  designed  and  constructed  in 
accordance  with  Paragraph  192.163  of  Title  49  Part  192  of  the  Minimum  Federal 
Safety  Standards  which  states  that  electrical  equipment  and  wiring  for  com- 
pressor  stations  must  conform  to  the  National  Electrical  Code.  (The  equivalent 
codes  used  by  PGandE  are  California  General  Order  112-C  and  the  California 
Administrative  Code,  Building  Standard).  The  NEC  under  Chapter  5,  Article 
500-Hazardous  (Classified)  Locations  specifies  the  type  of  electrical  wiring 
devices  and  procedures  that  are  to  be  installed  and  used  for  each  hazardous 
classification.  The  Applicants  classify  selected  areas  within  each  compressor 
station  as  a  specific  class  group  and  division  of  hazardous  area  as  defined 
by  the  NEC.  In  general,  these  specified  areas  fall  under  Class  I,  Group  D, 
Division  1  and/or  Division  2.  These  codes  are  utilized  specifically  for 
the  purpose  of  avoiding  ignition  within  a  compressor  station. 

If  ignition  were  to  occur,  a  multitude  of  other  safety  devices  are  pre¬ 
sent  to  prevent  the  station  from  being  destroyed.  Also,  the  response  to  Ques¬ 
tion  31  propounded  by  DOI/FPC  in  a  letter  dated  November  22,  1974,  gives 
additional  information  regarding  safety  devices  and  firefighting  facilities 
at  compressor  stations. 

Page  1-523,  Lines  6  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  slow  leak  in  a  high  pressure  line  would  be  equivalent  to  some  of  the 
leaks  which  have  caused  devastating  explosion  in  the  recent  past.  Being  a 
slow  leak  means  the  detection  time  is  long  giving  the  leaking  gas  ample 
opportunity  to  accumulate  large  quantities.  Unlike  most  of  the  previous 
accidents,  a  transmission  line  does  not  directly  serve  homes,  so  opportunities 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

Recovery  of  pipe  at  abandonment  is  not  assured.  It  would  depend  upon 
conditions  and  government  directives  at  that  time.  Non-recovery  would  not 
degrade  the  environment. 

7.0V. 3  RESOURCE  EXTRACTION  (Pages  1-527  to  1-532) 


Page  1-527.  Lines  6  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  addition,  seven  trillion  cubic  feet  have  been  discovered  in  north¬ 
western  Canada." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

This  does  not  agree  with  the  figures  of  13  to  14  trillion  cf  quoted  in 
page  6  of  this  volume.  We  believe  that  the  correct  figure  is  6.3  tcf. 

Page  1-528.  Lines  1  to  1-529  line  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  discusses  the  speculative  gas  reserves  in  Alaska  and  the  relation¬ 
ship  of  increased  Canadian  productivity  and  imports  to  the  U.S. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicants  believe  Table  7.0V.3-1  understates  the  potential  gas 
reserves.  See  testimony  of  J.  Sleeper  of  DeGolyer  and  McHaughton  before 
the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

In  addition  to  the  possibility  of  increased  imports  from  Canada,  the 
importance  of  Canadian  access  to  McKenzie  Delta  reserves  through  the  pro¬ 
posed  Artie  Gas  Pipeline  to  Canada's  ability  to  maintain  present  levels  of 
exports,  should  be  strongly  stressed. 

Page  1-529.  Line  11  to  Page  1-530,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

One  pipeline,  the  Northern  Border,  will  permit  easy  access  to  the  Dunn 
Center,  North  Dakota  coal  fields,  which  the  Applicant  states  may  be  utilized 
for  coal  gasification  and  injection  into  the  line.  No  data  are  available  on 
the  magnitude  of  such  a  project.  A  newspaper  report  on  December  14,  1974, 
in  the  Bismarck  Tribune  (North  Dakota)  stated  that  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
Company  proposed  to  strip  mine  about  52  million  tons  of  lignite  coal  per  year 
to  produce  365  billion  cubic  feet  of  synthetic  gas  per  year.  Over  a  20  year 
period  there  would  be  an  irretrievable  loss  of  about  1  billion  tons  of  coal 
from  the  North  Dakota  fields. 
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Applicants'  Comment: 


The  purpose  of  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  project  is  to  deliver  gas 
from  the  Canadian  Border  to  the  points  of  delivery  indicated  in  the  applica¬ 
tion  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commision.  The  Northern  Border  Pipeline 
and  ancillary  facilities  have  been  sized  to  transport  only  those  volumes  of 
gas  currently  under  control  from  Prudhoe  Bay.  The  project  does  not  in¬ 
volve  the  transport  of  coal  gas. 

It  has  been  previously  stated  that  the  magnitude  of  the  gas  shortage  is 
so  great  that  other  gas  supplies  including  coal  gasification  will  be  utilized 
to  their  fullest  extent  with  or  without  this  project.  In  this  regard,  coal 
gasification  is  expected  to  develop  independent  of  this  project.  If  in  the 
future  the  proposed  Northern  Border  Pipeline  can  be  used  or  expanded  to  handle 
coal  gas  this  availability  can  only  be  considered  as  an  overall  benefit  in 
meeting  our  countries  future  energy  needs. 

Reference  to  use  of  a  fuel,  such  as  coal,  for  primary  human  needs  -  as 
opposed  to  consumption  needed  to  allow  such  usage,  or  wastage  -  seems  to  be 
not  the  type  of  "irretrievable  loss"  which  is  an  environmental  concern.  In¬ 
stead,  it  is  a  purpose  of  actions  which  may  have  other  environmental  conse¬ 
quences  . 


zn 


Page  1-530,  Lines  11  to  18  and  1-532,  Lines  1  to  13,  DPI-  DEIS  Statement: 

Table  7.0V. 3-2 

Table  7.0V. 3-3 
Applicants'  Comment: 

The  data  presented  in  the  above  tables  should  be  revised  to  reflect  the 
change  in  the  scope  of  the  project  as  stated  in  the  amended  applications 
of  September  1975.  In  addition,  the  amount  of  natural  gas  transported  to 
market  areas  should  be  discussed  separately  since  it  does  not  represent  a 
resource  used  by  the  project  and  it  is  not  consumable  in  the  same  sense  as 
the  other  items.  The  energy  equivalent  is  necessary  to  maintain  existing 
productivity  levels  and  will  be  required  from  other  sources  if  it  is  not 
available  from  the  proposed  project. 

The  quantity  of  natural  gas  presented  should  be  corrected.  The  figure 
presented  represents  the  total  speculative  gas  reserves  in  Alaska  previously 
identified  in  the  DEIS  and  not  the  quantity  of  gas  to  be  transported  by  the 
proposed  project. 
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Page  1-533.  Lines  2  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

'The  principal  Impacts  of  the  proposed  project  on  wind  and  water-related 
erosion  would  be  through  (1)  extraction  of  sand  and  gravel  from  stream 
channels,  from  sites  near  channels,  and  from  hillside  borrow  pits;  (2)  al¬ 
tered  lanscape  features  resulting  from  construction  activity;  (3)  Induced 
accelerated  wind  and  water  erosion  due  to  clearing  of  the  right-of-way,  in¬ 
cluding  thermokarst  developments;  and  (4)  altered  microdrainage  patterns 
within  and  adjacent  to  the  pipeline  area.  These  impacts  would  affect  the 
long-term  water-related  environment  and  be  a  type  of  irreversible  and  irretriev¬ 
able  conrnitment." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Since  it  is  stated  in  the  DEIS  that  the  above  actions  would  be  short¬ 
term  and  have  no  Irreversible  or  irretrievable  effects,  this  section  should 
be  omitted."  It  should  be  noted  that  sand  and  gravels  will  not  be  borrowed 
from  active  stream  channels  In  the  Arctic. 

7  0V  5  DESTRUCTION  OF  CULTURAL,  ARCHAEOLOGICAL.  AESTHETIC,  SCENIC  AND 
HISTORICAL  SITES  (Page  1-534) 


Page  1-534.  Lines  3  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  is  likely  that  some  unidentified  archaeological  or  historical  sites 
would  be  damaged  or  destroyed  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project, 
but  their  number  and  value  cannot  be  estimated.  Archaeological  evidence  is  a 
very  limited  and  irreplaceable  resource.  It  is  easily  destroyed  and  once  gone, 
is  lost  forever." 

Applicants'  Comment: 

The  Applicants  have  conducted  extensive  archaeological  studies  and  will 
perform  preconstruction  surveys  where  necessary.  If  an  unknown  site  is  en¬ 
countered  during  construction,  the  Applicants  have  developed  mitigating 
measures  to  protect  these  sites. 

Page  1-534,  Lines  12  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Although  historic  sites  themselves  would  not  be  damaged  by  construction 
and  operation  of  the  proposed  project,  aesthetic  damage  to  the  nearby  land¬ 
scape  in  the  form  of  alterations  of  the  natural  topography  could  detract 
from  visitors'  enjoyment  and  appreciation  of  such  places." 
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Applicants'  Comment: 

The  pipeline  right-of-way  would  be  visible  primarily  as  a  result  of  the 
contrast  in  color,  and  to  some  extent  texture,  between  the  right-of-way  and 
the  surrounding  vegetation.  The  length  of  time  it  will  be  visible  is  a 
function  of  a)  the  type  of  vegetation  bordering  the  right-of-way  and  b)  the 
length  of  time  it  takes  for  the  right-of-way  to  revegetate.  It  is  unlikely 
that  alteration  of  topography  by  the  pipeline  would  result  in  any  significant 
aesthetic  impact  since  that  alteration  at  most  would  consist  of  a  temporary 
berm  a  few  feet  wide  and  one  to  two  feet  high  and  limited  to  the  Artie. 

The  DEIS  statement  ignores  the  stated  Intention  of  Applicant  to  restore 
natural  topography.  In  addition,  aesthetic  and  scenic  mitigation  will  in¬ 
clude  screening  and/or  alignment  modifications  where  appropriate. 

7.0V. 6  ELIMINATION  OF  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  HABITAT  (Page  1-535) 


Page  1-535,  Lines  1  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  project  will 
have  short  and  long-term  impacts  on  endangered  species  habitat.  Including  loss 
of  cover,  abandonment  of  nesting  trees,  damage  to  aquatic  habitat,  noise  and 
air  pollution,  and  possible  loss  of  endangered  species.  Several  example 
species  whose  habitat  will  be  "damaged  or  eliminated"  are  cited. 

Applicants'  Comment: 

Applicants  submit  that  the  passages  on  this  page  grossly  overstate  the 
effects  of  the  project  upon  endangered  species  habitat.  In  fact,  it  will  not 
be  measurable,  as  explained  in  detailed  comments  relative  to  other  Parts  of 
the  draft  EIS. 

7.0V. 7  IRREVOCABLE  CHANGES  IN  LAND  USE  (Pages  1-536  to  1-537) 

Pages  1-536,  Line  1  to  1-537  Line  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement:  A 

A  discussion  of  the  effect  of  the  pipeline  on  land  use  both  on  the  right-  I 
of-way  and  adjacent  to  the  R.O.W.  because  of  noise  and  safety  precautions  is  V 
presented.  Also,  It  is  stated  that  the  existence  of  the  proposed  pipeline  M3&Z 
would  inhibit  the  conversion  of  lands  from  uses  such  as  agriculture  to  re¬ 
sidential  or  industrial  uses.  i. 

"The  presence  of  the  pipeline  will  definitely  inhibit  the  development  of 
comnunltles  along  the  proposed  route.  Apart  from  the  direct  loss  of  land,  V 


PART  I  OVERVIEW 

7.0V  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 

SECTION  7.0V. 7  (Cont.) 

the  presence  of  the  proposed  pipeline  will  pose  a  visible  interruption 
to  the  landscape  and  existing  land  uses.  There  is  a  potential  threat  of 
explosion  which  will  cause  a  secondary  obstacle  to  development." 


Applicants'  Comment: 

It  is  not  correct  that  the  pipeline  will  prevent  conversion  of  land 
use  or  deveopment  of  cormunities.  Further,  the  visual  "scarring"  Is  grossly 
overstated,  all  as  covered  in  detail  In  consents  on  other  parts  to  the  DEIS. 

Again,  almost  no  wilderness  is  Involved,  and  effects  on  the  area  in- 
volved  are  overstated  here. 

The  overall'  route  is  compatible  with  existing  and  proposed  land  use 
features.  A  burled  gas  line  is  compatible  with  all  land  use  except  that 
structures  cahnot  be  built  over  it.  Similarly,  the  construction  of  the 
proposed  project  will  have  only  a  minor  effect  on  recreational  areas  and 
will  not  result  in  a  significant  irreversible  and  unretrievable  loss. 


age  1-537,  Lines  I  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  indirect  effects  of  increased  human  population  in  the  region,  and 
ncreased  human  Intrusion  on  wilderness  or  roadless  areas  would  be  irrever- 
ible  Impacts  on  existing  recreation  resources.  Changes  in  existing  patterns 
f  human  use  and  resource  allocation  stimulated  by  construction  of  the  pro- 
osed  project  would  irreversibly  change  the  existing  atmosphere  of  the  area. 


Applicants'  Comment: 

The  presence  of  the  pipeline  will  not  irreversibly  exploit  the  areas 
in  which  it  will  be  located.  The  areas  in  which  the  pipeline  will  be  lo¬ 
cated  can  continue  to  be  used  by  those  who  choose  to  do  so  just  as  they 
have  been  in  the  past.  The  area  will  not  be  withdrawn  from  public  use  noc 
will  the  construction  of  this  pipeline  result  in  increased  human  presence 
or  activities  since  no  permanent  road  will  be  constructed.  We  know  of  no 
wilderness  which  will  be  crossed. 
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8.O.V.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION  (Pages  1-539  to  1-562) 
8.O.V.  INTRODUCTION 

Page  1-539,  Lines  3  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

This  section  discusses  estimated  gas  delivery  by  the 
Arctic  Gas  system  and  the  markets  which  would  be  served  by  the 

gas. 

Applicants'  Concent: 

Reduction  in  sone  of  the  volumes  shown  for  Northern 
Border  and  West  Coast  Pipelines  on  Table  8.0.V.-1  result  from 
amendments  recently  filed.  The  1985  level  for  those  systems  nay 
be  realized,  but  are  not  now  utilized  for  present  planning  and 
would,  if  realized,  require  an  Increase  in  the  Canadian  Arctic 
Volumes  for  that  year. 

The  reference  to  "southern  Oregon  and  California"  is 
not  complete.  The  gas  will  be  available  and  would  be  supplied 
to  the  western  United  States,  as  well  as  the  north  central,  north¬ 
eastern  and  all  other  parts  of  the  nation. 

Pages  1-540  to  1-561,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

These  pages  discuss  alternative  energy  sources,  alter¬ 
native  transportation  modes  and  alternative  routes. 

Applicants'  Comment; 

Pages  1-540  -  550.  As  is  discussed  more  fully  relative 
to  Part  VI,  the  discussion  of  use  of  'other'  gas  supplies  and 
substitution  of  alternative  energy  sources  does  not  sufficiently 
reflect  the  following  facts. 

The  fact  is  that  such  sources ,  even  if  realized  to  the 
extent  of  optimistic  hopes,  will  not  reduce,  much  less  eliminate, 
the  need  for  Alaskan  gas.  They  will  simply  supplement  it  and  the 
nation  will  still  have  a  shortage  of  domestic  oil  and  gas,  with 
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resultant  reliance  upon  OPEC  oil.  This  will  be  true  even  if  a 
desirable  conservation  ethic  becomes  well  developed  and  is  trans¬ 
lated  into  action. 

The  less  desirable  environmental  effects  of  alternative 
energy  sources  are  also  not  stressed  sufficiently. 

Interfuel  substitution  is  also  made  to  appear  more 
feasible  and  less  economically  burdensome  than  is  the  true  situation. 
In  fact,  environmental,  economic,  marketing  and  technological  re¬ 
straints  in  the  near  term  will  not  permit  interfuel  substitution  to 
replace  natural  gas  in  the  residential  and  cocsaercial  markets. 

The  livelihood  of  rapid  expanison  of  coal  usage  is  also 
exaggerated,  as  is  the  case  of  development  of  a  breeder  reactor,  by 
yQU  understatement. 

The  summary  treatment  of  the  other  sources  in  Pages 
1-546  to  1-550  tends  to  lead  to  give  an  overstated  impression  of  the 
potentials  of  such  sources.  Coal,  for  example,  is  faced  with 
technological,  economic  and  environmental  hurdles,  relative  to 
surface  mining  and  marketing. 

In  overall  summary,  it  should  be  noted  that  there  is 
no  realistic  alternative  to  Alaskan  gas,  because  it  is  needed  in 
addition  to  all  realistic  other  domestic  measures. 

Pages  1-551-556.  Given  the  severe  limits  imposed  by 
such  a  brief  suszaary,  the  reasons  why  the  "alternative  modes"  » 
as  compared  to  the  all  land  pipeline  proposed  by  the  Applicants, 
are  less  desirable,  economically  and  environmentally,  and  in  terms 
of  fuel  efficiency,  are  touched  upon  appropriately. 

Those  systems  for  transporting  arctic  gas  do  not  involve 
an  all  land  gas-phase  pipeline  and  were  each  studied*  by  the  Arctic 
Gas  Project  and  discussed  in  Chapter  V  of  its  environmental  sub- 
305  ^ssion.  The  systems  all  involve  change  of  form  of  the  gas  to 
dense  phase  or  liquid  phase,  to  methanol  or  to  electricity,  and 
then  movement,  with  more  consumption  of  the  energy  in  the  transporta¬ 
tion  process,  and  more  cost,  than  is  caused  by  a  gas  phase  pipeline. 

8-2 


In  environmental  terms,  the  DEIS  seers  to  conclude, 
correctly,  we  submit,  that  the  combined  environmental  impacts 
of  each  system  would  be  either  less  desirable  than  the  proposed 
Arctic  Gas  pipeline,  or  indeterminent  for  certain  of  the  less 
well  defined  "exotic"  systems.  This  conclusion  stems  in  part 
from  the  need  for  large  arctic  plants  to  achieve  the  change  of 
form  of  the  gas.  The  Arctic  Gas  Project  believes  that  the  DEIS 
in  this  respect,  somewhat  understates  the  margin  of  environmental 
advantage  of  the  proposed  pipeline  system  -  in  part  because  the  impacts 
of  the  system  are  overstated,  as  is  described  in  our  contents  rela¬ 
tive  to  Parts  I,  II,  III,  IV  and  V  of  the  DEIS  -  but  is  generally 
basically  accurate  in  its  comparision. 

The'alternative  mode"  of  the  Trans-Alaska  pipeline 
in  combination  with  a  south  coast  of  Alaska  liquif ication  plant 
and  port,  and  tanker  transport  to  the  west  coast  of  the  "Lower  Forty- 
Eight"  States  (which  is  the  subject  of  Volume  II  of  Part  VI  of  the 
DEIS)  is  not  truly  an  "alternative"  to  the  proposed  system  of  the 
Arctic  Gas  Project,  since  it  is  not  proposed  to  carry  Canadian  arc¬ 
tic  gas,  and  has  no  prospect  of  doing  so.  Accordingly,  such  a 
system  would  not  achieve  the  energy  supply  advantages  to  both  the 
United  states  and  Canada  which  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  would  achieve 
by  transporting  Canadian  gas.  (This  advantage  to  the  United  States 
stems  from  the  ability  of  Canada,  if  it  gets  access  to  its  arctic 
reserves,  to  maintain  the  level  of  present  exports  of  gas  to  the 
United  States,  and  perhaps  increase  it.)  Economies  of  scale  made 
possible  by  joint  flow  of  United  States  and  Canadian  gas  would  also 
not  be  achieved,  for  either  nation,  without  the  Arctic  Gas  Project. 

To  consider  an  "Alaskan  Only"  liquif ication  -  tanker 
proposal  to  be  an  "alternative",  there  needs  to  be  added,  a 
"Canadian  Only"  pipeline  system,  which  would  be  similar  to  the 
Arctic  Gas  Project  Canadian  portion,  less  the  Canadian  portion  of 
the  "Alaska  supply  line".  Such  a  "Canadian  Only"  system 
could  not  be  built  in  the  same  time  frame  as  even  an  "Alaskan 
Only"  system.  This  would  produce  gas  supply  shortages 


for  Canada,  and  thus  for  the  United  States,  which  has  environmental, 
as  well  as  economic  and  social  consequences  for  both  nations. 

But  the  "Canadian  Only"  would  be  built  later,  and  thus  the  over¬ 
all  environmental  effect  would  be  that  of  the  two  separate  sys¬ 
tems.  In  effect,  the  Alaskan  supply  line  of  the  Arctic  Gas  Pro¬ 
ject  in  Alaska  and  Canada  -  about  400+  miles  of  pipe  (or,  to 
be  more  accurate,  the  part  of  it  which  is  not  needed  for  gas  gath¬ 
ering  back  to  Prudhoe  Bay  and  the  Delta  as  coastal  reserves  de¬ 
velop)  would  be  replaced  with  the  entire  "Alaska  Only"  liquifica- 
tion  -  tanker  system  (900  plus  miles  of  pipeline,  liquif ication 
plant  and  port,  tankers  and  California  port).  This  is  not  an 
even  trade,  environmentally,  and  has  severe  economic  disadvantages 
to  both  nations. 


3<3S- 


Pages  1-557  -  561.  Applicants  do  not  believe  that 
this  overall  discussion  of  alternative  routes  sufficiently  stresses 
that  they  are  all  inferrior  to  the  Applicants  proposed  routing  in 
the  critical  respects,  since  the  passages  are  descriptive  only. 


First,  it  must  be  noted  that  of  the  four  alternative 
routes  in  Alaska  and  Canada  discussed  extensively  by  Alaskan 
Arctic  Gas (Of fshore.  Interior,  Fort  Yukon  and  Fairbanks  Corridors), 
the  DEIS  appears  to  agree  with  the  Arctic  Gas  evaluation  as  to  the 
first  three.  The  Offshore  Route  is  not  technologically 
desirable,  at  this  time,  because  of  the  possibility  of  outage  in¬ 
cluding  by  reason  of  ice  scours,  with  repair  impossible  for  sub¬ 
stantial  periods  of  the  year. 
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No  on  seems  to  feel  the  Fort  Yukon  route  to  be  de¬ 
sirable,  6ince  it  crosses  the  Yukon  Flats  (an  important  wildlife 
area),  is  lengthy,  and  very  expensive.  The  "Interior  Route"  also 
seems  not  to  be  favored,  since  it  crosses  difficult  terrain,  which 
has  more  potential  impact  on  wildlife,  and  is,  like  the  Fort  Yukon 
route  »  longer  and  substantially  more  expensive  than  the  Prime 
Route. 
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SECTION  8  O.V  (continued) 

The  DEIS  also  discusses  a  route  which,  like  the 
Prime  Route,  is  on  the  coastsl  plain,  but  lies  closer  to  the 
coast  of  the  Arctic  Ocean  than  the  Prime  Route.  Arctic  Gas  has 
long  considered  that  route  to  be  feasible,  but  study  has  indi¬ 
cated  it  is  a  variant  of  the  Prime  Route  rather  than  a  separate 
route.  It  is  somewhat  longer  and  somewhat  more  expensive  than 
the  Prime  Route  (about  9  miles).  It  also  crosses  the  rivers 
where  they  are  more  widely  braided.  Accordingly,  Arctic  Gas 
has  not  considered  such  variant  to  be  clearly  more  desirable  than 
its  Prime  Route  in  the  area  of  engineering,  cost  and  ootentral 
environmental  impact. 

Finally,  the  Fairbanks  Corridor  has  received  very 
substantial  attention  and  favor  from  some  "environmental 
groups."  That  route  is  considered  more  fully  elsewhere  in 
these  comments,  but  will  be  treated  here  briefly  for  purposes 
of  completeness. 

Basically,  the  Fairbanks  Corridor  has  the  surface 
appearance  of  following  "disturbed  areas"  and  thus  offering  little 
additional  impact.  In  fact,  however,  the  Fairbanks  Corridor  is 
less  desirable  environmentally  than  the  Prime  Route,  is  also  more 
difficult  from  a  design  and  construction  point  of  view,  and  is 
very  substantially  more  expensive  for  consumers.  The  latter  point 
is  quite  clear:  it  is  a  function  of  the  greater  length  of  the 
route,  and  of  the  more  difficult  terrain.  Arctic  Gas  computed 
the  cost  of  such  route  in  1973  dollars,  in  its  environmental  report 
to  the  Department  of  Interior  and  Federal  Power  Commission  (Chaptei 
V,  Alternatives,  Table  5-1)  at  $2.4  billion  more  expensive  than 
the  Prime  Route.  Since  then,  cost  estimates  have  increased  and 
the  differential  has  widened  somewhat. 


The  construction  difficulties  are  obvious:  the  Fair¬ 
banks  Corridor  passes  through  the  Brooks  Mountain  Range,  which 
poses  several  engineering  problems,  and  also  requires  extra  con¬ 
struction  because  of  its  length.  This  length,  however,  also  has 
environmental  ramifications,  as  does  the  routing.  There  could 
be  no  more  authoritative  comparison  as  to  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  Prime  Route  and  Fairbanks  Corridor  than  the  direct 
testimony  and  cross-examination  before  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  of  Dr.  A.W.F.  Banfield,  an  internationally-honored  zoologist. 
Copies  of  that  testimony  are  submitted  herewith  as  Appendix  "A". 

In  summary.  Dr.  Banfield  has  concluded,  after  extensive>  study , 
that  the  "Prime  Route"  of  Arctic  Gas  is  best,  on  balance,  from 
a  purely  environmental  point  of  view.  This  is  a  balanced  bio¬ 
logical  point  of  view,  by  a  totally-qualified  independent  expert. 

That  judgment  is  concurred  in,  from  a  botanical  point 
of  view,  by  Mr.  D.  L.  Dabbs, P.Ag.,  of  the  firm  of  R.M.  Hardy 
&  Associates,  Ltd.,  a  distinguished  plant  expert,  whose  opinion 
it  is  that  the  impact  of  the  Fairbanks  route  on  soils  and  vege¬ 
tation  is  greater  than  that  on  the  Prime  Route:  "If  the  impact  on 
soils  and  vegetation  per  mile  of  pipeline  is  the  same  for  both 
routes,  then  the  Fairbanks  route  will  have  the  greater  impact 
because  of  its  greater  length.  However,  the  impact  per  mile  of 
pipeline  is  not  the  same,  as  the  Fairbanks  will  require  a  new 
right-of-way  even  if  it  parallels  existing  facilities  and  is 
through  largely  forested  country.  Removal  of  trees  from  the 
right-of-way  represents  a  greater  impact  on  vegetation  than  a 
properly  constructed  pipeline  across  tundra  (assuming  all  Arctic 
Gas  drainage  and  erosion  control  plans  will  be  implemented  and 
carefully  monitored).  Therefore,  the  impact  of  the  Fairbanks 
Corridor  on  vegetation  will  be  much  greater  than  the  Prime  Route". 
Further,  Mr.  R.  D.  Jakimchuk,  President  of  Renewable  Resources 
Consulting  Services  Ltd.  has  stated  that  "the  longer  routing  of 
the  Fairbanks  Corridor  will  cause  more  extensive  topographic 
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modification  and  since  more  blasting  and  grading  for  right-of-way 
preparation  will  be  required  through  the  mountains,  these  modifi¬ 
cations  will  also  be  greater  or  more  visible  on  the  corridor  than 
on  the  coastal  route".  Further,  there  is  "likelihood  of  greater 
effect  on  wildlife  with  repeated  disturbance  in  the  Fairbanks 
Corridor" . 

It  must  be  recognized  that  although  the  "Fairbanks 
Corridor"  route  would  run  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  Trans- 
Alaska  oil  pipeline  which  is  now  under  construction,  it  deviates 
from  it  by  substantial  distances  at  many  places  and  is  never  on 
the  same  right-of-way,  even  before  it  swings  to  the  east  and 
totally  leaves  the  "oil  corridor".  (This  is  also  true  of  the 
pipeline  which  would  carry  North  Slope  gas  to  the  south  coast 
of  Alaska  to  be  liquefied  for  tanker  shipment,  as  discussed  in 
Volume  II  of  Part  VI  of  the  DEIS,  commented  on  below.  That 
pipeline  too  is  planned  to  be  significant  distances  away  from  the 
oil  line,  and  then  deviates  greatly  at  the  south  end  on  its  way 
to  a  different  port  area.) 

Whether  it  is  environmentally  preferable  to  have  two 
pipelines  adjacent,  or  more  widely  separated,  is  a  question  which 
seems  to  have  supporters  on  both  sides.  What  is  important  to 
note  is  that  none  of  the  alternatives  really  contemplate  adja¬ 
cent  pipelines  so  that: 

a)  If  adjacent  location  is  an  advantage,  it  is  not 
achieved  by  the  "alternatives",  which  thus  do  not  have  an  advan¬ 
tage  over  the  Arctic  Gas  "Prime  Route". 

b)  If  adjacent  location  is  a  disadvantage,  that  is  not 
produced  either  by  these  alternative  routes,  but  is  also  not  pro¬ 
duced  by  the  Prime  Route. 

The  same  point  is  true  of  the  relationship  of  the  Fair¬ 
banks  route  and  the  Alcan  highway. 

In  summary,  the  Fairbanks  Corridor  would  be  less 
desirable  than  the  Prime  Route  environmentally,  and  a  pipeline 
there  would  be  far  more  expensive  and  difficult  to  build. 
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Applicant  recognizes,  however,  that  the  advocacy, 
by  some,  of  the  Fairbanks  route  represents  a  desire  to  avoid  the 
perceived  problems  of  the  liquefaction-tanker  method,  and  also 
the  crossing  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  by  a  pipeline. 
Accordingly,  the  reader  is  referred  to  the  discussion  of  the 
Range  earlier  in  these  comments  on  Part  I,  and  to  the  more  de¬ 
tailed  treatment  in  comments  relative  to  Part  II. 

When  considering  the  liquefaction-tanker  "alternative", 
the  following  comments,  substantially  repeated  from  comments  on 
Volume  2  of  Part  VI  of  the  DEIS,  should  be  considered. 

The  El  Paso  Alaska  Company  proposes  constructing  an 
809  mile  large  diameter  (42")  buried  and  chilled  natural  gas 
pipeline  from  Prudhoe  Bay,  south  across  the  heart  of  Alaska,  to 
Gravina  Point.  At  Gravina  Point,  which  the  DEIS  describes  at 
page  VI-921  as  a  "wilderness  type  area",  a  liquefied  natural  gas 
("LNG")  plant  of  unprecedented  size  would  be  constructed  in  the 
Chugach  National  Forest.  Special  tankers  would  transport  the  LNG 
to  the  West  Coast  of  the  United  States  where  it  subsequently  would 
be  delivered  not  only  to  West  Coast  markets,  but  also  to  the 
Eastern  and  Midwestern  regions  of  the  United  States,  through  con¬ 
struction  of  facilities,  or  displacement,  or  both  (VI  -  435-436) . 

No  environmental  analysis  has  been  conducted  for  the  portion  of  this 
project  East-of-California,  since  El  Paso  has  yet  to  determine  how 
its  project  would  be  implemented  in  this  regard.  Moreover,  no 
application  is  on  file  with  the  Department  of  Interior  for  author¬ 
ity  to  construct  this  proposed  project  across  Federally-owned 
lands,  even  at  this  point  in  time,  since  El  Paso  has  steadfastly 
refused  to  file  such  an  application.  From  a  purely  governmental 
standpoint,  therefore,  implementation  of  the  project  would  take 
years  beyond  the  time  when  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  could  be  imple¬ 
mented,  before  it  could  deliver  the  vitally  needed  Arctic  gas 
supplies  to  the  lower  48  states  of  the  United  States.  ™ 
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Although  treated  as  an  alternative  in  the  DEIS,  it 
should  be  clearly  understood  at  the  outset  that  the  liquefaction- 
tanker  system  is  not  truly  an  alternative  to  the  Arctic  Gas  Pro¬ 
ject,  since  it  would  not  transport  Canadian  gas,  as  well  as  Alaskan 
gas.  Accordingly,  to  make  it  an  alternative,  one  would  need  to 
add  to  it,  a  pipeline  from  the  Mackenzie  Delta  reserves  to  southern 
Alberta  border  points,  and  evaluate  that  line  plus  the  liquefaction 
system,  in  environmental  impacts. 

It  must  also  be  recognized  that  the  liquefaction-tanker 
system  suffers  from  the  following  defects,  among  others:  (1)  even 
a  cursory  analysis  of  the  costs  of  the  two  projects  demonstrates 
that  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  is  far  less  expensive  to  the  American 
consumer  than  is  the  El  Paso  Project;  (2)  the  Arctic  Gas  Project 
is  an  international  project  involving  the  Canadian  Mackenzie  Valley 
gas  reserves.  Arctic  Gas  will  permit  the  prompt  development  and 
delivery  of  those  reserves  to  markets  in  Southern  Canada.  This, 
in  turn,  will  help  maintain  existing  levels  of  Canadian  exports 
of  gas  to  the  United  States  which  is  required  by  the  national 
interest  at  this  time  of  critical  energy  shortage.  A  Canadian 
only  line  could  not  be  built  in  time  to  achieve  this  advantage 
when  needed;  (3)  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  will  use  substantially 
lesser  volumes  of  fuel  than  the  El  Paso  Project,  in  delivering  gas 
to  market  -  an  important  environmental  consideration;  (4)  the  Arc¬ 
tic  Gas  Project  is  the  most  environmentally  sound  method  for  the 
transportation  of  the  gas  and  provides  significantly  greater  reli¬ 
ability  and  security  of  service  than  the  El  Paso  Project,  and  (5) 
as  noted  above,  and  as  hereinafter  discussed,  the  Arctic  Gas  Pro¬ 
ject  can  be  placed  in  operation  sooner  than  the  El  Paso  Project. 

Arctic  Gas  submits  that  a  buried  and  chilled  natural 
gas  pipeline  can  be  constructed  in  a  feasible  manner  from  an 
engineering  and  environmental  standpoint  provided  sufficient 
study  is  undertaken  on  a  site  specific  basis  to  assure  this 
result.  Indeed,  Arctic  Gas  has,  over  the  past  five  years, 
invested  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  to  demonstrate  this  very 


fact.  To  the  extent,  therefore,  that  this  Section  of  the  DEIS 
raises  general  criticisms  concerning  the  feasibility  of  permafrost 
construction,  etc.,  we  disagree  and  incorporate the  analysis 
contained  in  our  comments  to  Parts  II  and  III  of  the  DEIS. 

However,  we  do  agree  with  the  DEIS'  assessment  that 
with  respect  to  theEl  Paso  Alaska  proposal:  (1) (m)ajor 
engineering,  location  and  construction  uncertainties  are 
associated  with  this  pipeline  system"  (VI-640);  (2)  "a  massive 
amount  of  field  survey  will  need  to  be  done";  (3)  "Because 
of  the  extreme  variability  of  soil  type,  temperature ,  and 
ice  (moisture)  content,  the  available  data  are  not  adequate 
for  analyses  concerned  with  pipeline  integrity"  and,  further, 
that  "vegetative,  climatic,  water  and  engineering  studies 
will  need  to  be  made  before  pipeline  construction  starts" 

(VI-839)  since,  in  part,  "no  comprehensive  coverage  of  the 
3^7  vegetation  in  most  of  the  area  crossed  by  this  route"  (VI-605) 

has  taken  place;  and  (4)  the  "portion  of  the  route  between  the 
Lowe  River  and  Gravina  Point  are  not  within  the  TAPS  Corridor 
and  no  significant  engineering  or  physical  data  has  been 
assembled"  (VI-563) . 

In  fact,  El  Paso's  evidence  submitted  before  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  in  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Co.  ,  et  al.  , 

Docket  Nos.  CP75-96,  et  al . ,  clearly  shows  that  the  area  where 
the  proposed  pipeline  departs  from  the  Alyeska  routing,  i.e. , 
the  area  from  Thompson  Pass  in  the  Chugach  Mountain  Range  to 
Point  Gravina,  is  unassessed,  since  no  significant  field  baseline 
studies  were  done  to  assess  the  environment,  e:£. ,  numbers,  types, 
and  diversity  of  species,  population  status,  critical  habitat 
areas,  seasonal  movements,  etc.,  or  to  determine  the  impact 
of  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed 
pipeline,  LNG  Plant  and  marine  terminalling  facilities  on  the 
biotic  and  abiotic  components  of  the  environment. 
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For  example,  under  the  El  Paso  Alaska  proposal,  the  LNG 
Plant  facility  would  withdraw  1.1  million  gallons  per  minute  of 
sea  water  from  Orca  Bay  and  discharge  approximately  1  million 
gallons  per  minute  of  effluent  into  Orca  Bay  at  a  temperature 
of  16°  Fahrenheit  above  the  intake  water.  The  DEIS  states 
(VI  -  891-892) . 

"The  effect  of  heated  effluents  on  marine 
organisms  in  sub-arctic  areas  is  largely  unknown. 

Area  avoidance,  direct  organism  destruction, 
and/or  destruction  of  a  critical  life  zone  are 
possible.  The  addition  of  heated  brine  and 
chlorine  from  the  LNG  Plant  to  the  discharge 
of  the  cooling  water  have  an  additive  adverse 
effect  on  marine  organisms.  There  is  no 
practical  or  experiemental  basis  for  analysis 
of  the  extent  or  kind  of  effect  caused  by  the 
operation  of  the  proposed  LNG  Plant." 

It  is  this  type  of  fundamental  information  which  the 
DEIS  believes  is  necessary  and  which  would  require  substantial 
study  before  this  project  could  be  implemented. 

Much  has  been  made  of  the  fact  that  this  pipeline 
will  "parallel"  Alyeska' s  pipeline  and  that  the  impact 
from  this  pipeline  should  only  be  "incremental."  This  is 
simplistically  deceptive.  In  the  first  place,  this  pipeline 
(like  the  Fairbanks  Route  pipeline)  would  not  be  located  on  the 
same  right-of-way  as  Alyeska' s.  Indeed,  analysis  of  the  route 
demonstrates  that  at  least  28.8%  of  El  Paso's  proposed  line  is 
more  than  one  mile  away  from  the  Alyeska  route.  Moreover, 
critical  habitat  areas  have  not  been  located  along  this  proposed 
routing.  Certainly,  no  studies  have  been  undertaken  to  determine 
whether  impacts  are  incremental,  prolongations  of  Alyeska' s 
project,  or  synergistic,  and  if  they  are  synergistic,  whether 
they  are  tolerable.  For  example,  the  DEIS  provides  at  pages 
VI  -  856-857: 


"An  estimated  6.5  million  cubic  yards 
or  move  (sic)  of  construction  materials  would  be 
required  during  construction  of  this  alternative. 
Most  of  this  material  would  be  gravel  taken 
from  active  and  fossil  flood  plains.  This 
would  have  a  serious  impact  because  it  would 
be  the  third  major  construction  project  along 
portions  of  the  route.  In  the  Gulkana  Basin 
the  gravel  supply  is  inadequate  for  construction 
of  the  oil  pipeline.  In  the  Sagavanirktok 
River  Valley  the  construction  of  the  road 
has  seriously  depleted  the  gravel  resources 
in  several  areas.  The  gravel  requirement  for 
construction  of  the  oil  pipeline  will  very 
likely  carry  the  total  gravel  commitment  beyond 
reasonable  and  acceptable  limits  in  some  areas. 

The  gravel  requirement  for  this  alternative 
would  further  stress  the  stream  systems  supplying 
the  gravel.  The  ability  of  the  stream  flood  plains 
to  supply  this  gravel  without  sustaining  serious, 
irreparable  damage  is  probably  one  of  the  cool 
environmental  issues  affecting  any  decision  to 
select  this  alternative  to  the  proposal  action" 

(VI  -  856-857) . 

No  analysis  has  been  made  of  this  type  of  impact  of 
its  effect  on  the  environment. 

Even  where  impacts  are  arguably  "incremental"  from 


307 


the  standpoint  of  noise  or  air  quality,  i.e.,  location  of  El  Paso's 
compressor  stations  vis  a  vis  Alyeska  pumpting  stations,  no  work 


has  been  done  to  determine  what  the  incremental  impact  is  or 


may  be.  All  this  work  looks  towards  the  future  and  tacks  years 
onto  this  "alternative." 


The  DEIS  correctly  recognizes  that  this  project  poses 
"substantial  seismic  risks."  This  is  especially  true  for  the 
Point  Gravina  area  (VI-593-596)  which  is  subject  to  large 
magnitude  earthquakes  and  tsunamis.  This  poses  a  substantial 
risk  to  gas  consumers  since  the  LNG  plant  and  marine  terminal 
will  be  located  there.  Severe  damage  or  disturbances  to  the 
plant  or  terminal  resulting  from  earthquakes  or  tsunamis  could 
cause  lengthy  interruptions  in  service  to  the  detriment  of 
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residential,  commercial  and  industrial  consumers  throughout 
the  Nation  who  will  be  dependent  upon  this  gas  supply.  In  light 
of  the  ever  increasing  gas  supply  shortage  and  the  vital  necessity 
for  continuty  of  deliveries  from  this  major  supply  source,  the 
risk  is  wholly  unacceptable. 

The  DEIS ' s  analysis  of  the  social  and  the  economic 
impacts  of  this  pipeline  route  describes  the  basic  strengths 
and  weaknesses  of  that  alternative.  However,  overall,  the 
discussion  lacks  sufficient  depth  to  substantiate  many  of  its 
points.  The  DEIS  provides,  for  example,  at  VI-894  that: 

"[t]he  immediate  economic  impact  of  this 
alternative  would  be  the  delay  of  the  economic 
recession  that  must  be  faced  by  the  majority 
of  communities.  .  .along  the  route.  .  .and 
there  is  no  way  to  determine  whether  delay  would 
lessen  the  impact." 

This  project  will  not  simply  delay  the  recession, 
but  due  to  its  size,  would  add  to  problems  of  inflation  and 
unemployment  already  being  encountered  in  Alaska  due  to  Alyeska. 
Not  only  has  Arctic  Gas  made  this  point  but  it  is  further 
substantiated  by  the  recent  report  prepared  by  the  Institute 
of  Social,  Economic  and  Government  Research  of  the  University 
of  Alaska  which  is  entitled  "Impact  on  the  Alaskan  Economy 
of  Alternative  Gas  Pipelines."  This  report  states  that  El  Paso 
(but  not  Arctic  Gas)  will  cause  a  boom  and  bust  cycle.  For 
example,  on  page  39  of  such  report  it  is  provided  that  the 
"El  Paso  proposal,  unlike  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal,  causes  a 
moderate  boom/bust  cycle  in  the  Anchorage  area",  and  on  page 
40,  it  states  that  El  Paso  would  also  "produce  a  significant 
boom/bust  cycle  in  the  south  central  region." 

At  page  VI-896  the  DEIS  provides  that  the  El  Paso 
Project  "would  produce  jobs,  generate  State  and  local  revenues, 
and  further  stimulate  the  Alaska  economy.  It  would  attract 
in-migrants  to  the  State,  increasing  the  population.  . 
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It  must  also  be  recognized  that  among  the  in-migrants  will  be 
thousands  of  unemployed  people  who  will  come  to  Alaska  without 
sufficient  resources  in  the  hope  of  securing  a  pipeline  job. 
According  to  statistics  published  monthly  by  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Labor,  the  annual  average  of  unemployed  workers 
in  1974  was  approximately  16,200,  an  increase  of  2,200  over  the 
1973  average.  El  Paso  predicts  that  the  same  dynamics  of 
increased  unemployment  will  also  take  place  should  their 
pipeline  be  built  (see,  El  Paso  Environmental  Report,  Vol.  5, 

Table  3A.2-2). 

As  noted  above,  we  believe  that  a  pipeline  can  be 
constructed  in  Arctic  and  sub-Arctic  regions  provided  sufficient 
work  is  done  from  an  engineering  and  environmental  standpoint  to 
assure  the  integrity  of  theline  as  well  as  to  protect  the 
environment.  Arctic  Gas  has  spent  the  last  five  years  performing 
such  an  investigation  and  is  ready  to  move  forward  promptly 
307  to  bring  the  vitally  needed  Arctic  gas  supplies  to  market 

once  it  receives  appropriate  authorizations.  The  "alternative" 
here  involved  would  still  require  years  of  study  before  it  could 
be  implemented.  As  a  consequence,  it  is  not  a  viable  alternative 
to  the  Arcti c  Gas  Project. 

Applicant  recognizes,  however,  that  the  advocacy, 
by  some,  of  the  Fairbanks  route  represents  a  desire  to  avoid 
the  perceived  problems  of  the  liquefaction-tanker  method,  and  also 
the  crossing  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  by  a  pipeline. 
Accordingly,  the  reader  is  referred  to  the  discussion  of  the  Range 
earlier  in  these  Comments  on  Part  I,  and  to  the  more  detailed 
treatment  in  Comments  relative  to  Part  II. 

When  considering  the  liquefaction-tanker  "alternative" , 
the  following  comments,  substantially  repeated  from  Comments  on 
Volume  2  of  Part  VI  of  the  DEIS,  should  be  considered. 
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PART  I  OVERVIEW 

8.0V  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


The  DEIS  also  discusses  several  alternative  routes  in 
Canada,  which  fall  into  two  categories: 

(a)  Routes  which  enter  Canada  south  of  the  Prime  Route 
for  the  Interior,  Fort  Yukon  and  Fairbanks  routes  and  allow  the 
mainline  to  stay  well  west  of  the  Prime  Route  in  the  Territories 
(Fort  Yukon  and  Fairbanks  routes)  and  are  joined  by  the  Mackenzie 
Delta  supply  line  at  or  to  the  southwest  of  the  Prime  Route 
junction; 

(b)  Routes  which  are  joined  by  the  Alaskan  supply  line 
in  Canada  in  the  same  area  as  is  the  case  with  the  proposed 
Arctic  Gas  Prime  Route,  and  utilize  the  Mackenzie  River 
corridor  route,  but  then  lie  well  to  the  east  of  the  Prime 
Route  through  the  Candian  Provinces. 

Each  of  the  routes  in  category  (a)  were  discussed  at 
length  by  Arctic  Gas  in  its  Environmental  Report  and  shown  to 
involve  no  environmental  advantage  in  Canada,  more  difficult 
logistics  in  construction  (in  part  because  of  the  distance' to 
the  Mackenzie  River) ,  mountain  construction,  and  more  pipeline 
miles  and  cost. 

The  category  (b)  routes  do  not  deviate  from  the  Mackenzie 
River  Corridor  but  lie  to  the  north  and  east  of  the  proposed 
route  in  the  Canadian  provinces  and  of  the  Northern  Border 
proposed  route  in  the  United  States.  The  routes  are  somewhat  longer 
in  Canada.  The  Liard  River  -  Wolf  Lake-Emerson  Corridor  parallels 
existing  pipelines  less  in  Canada  and  somewhat  more  in  the 
United  States,  while  the  Edmonton-Regina  route  follows  an  oil 
pipeline  part  way.  None  of  these  routes  was  deemed,  in  preliminary 
analysis,  to  have  environmental  advantages  over  the  Arctic  Gas 
project  and,  therefore,  were  not  studied  further  as  more  detailed 
kork  progressed  in  the  planning  of  the  project. 


The  discussed  alternative  routes  In  the  "Lower  Forty-Eight"  States 
are  discussed,  relative  to  their  mention  In  Parts  II,  IV  and  V,  In  consents 
on  those  parts. 

The  DEIS  discusses  six  alternative  routes  relative  to  the  Northern 
Border  Pipeline  in  Part  V.  Three  of  the  alternatives.  Lines  1 t  2  and  3 
were  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA  and  Lines  4  ,  5  and  6  are  discussed  in  the 
DEIS  but  not  in  the  NB-EIA.  The  location  of  each  alternative  is  described 
relative  to  the  proposed  route.  A  comparison  of  the  alternatives  is 
presented  based  upon  the  following  factors: 

(1)  Length  of  route 

(2)  Avoidance  of  critical  areas 

(3)  Location  with  respect  to  delivery  points  and 

existing  utility  corridors 

(4)  Avoidance  of  urban  and  Industrial  areas 

(5)  Potential  availability  to  serve  the  coal  gas 

industry 

(6)  Relationship  of  the  Northern  Border  system  to 

Canadian  alternative  routes. 

Four  of  the  alternatives  originate  at  the  Monchy,  Saskatchewan  cross¬ 
ing  of  the  border.  The  remaining  two  routes  would  enter  the  U.S.  east  of 
Monchy.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  DEIS  mileage  comparison  for  the 
eastern  alternative  routes  did  not  correctly  incorporate  the  additional 
length  of  pipeline  required  between  the  eastern  alternatives  and  the 
Klngsgate,  B.  C.  crossing  point,  a  factor  which  adds  significantly  to  the 
length  of  these  two  routes. 

Although  the  DEIS  does  not  draw  a  conclusion  as  to  a  preferential 
route.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Applicant  that  the  critical  feature  analysis 
in  the  DEIS  report  substantially  supports  the  selection  of  the  proposed 
route  as  presented  In  Section  8.3  of  the  NB-EIA. 

Accordingly,  Applicants  agree  with  the  statement  on  Page  1-557  that 
"no  one  of  the  alternative  routes  showed  the  most  favorable  combination  of 
all  of  the  features  considered  desirable,"  while  the  proposed  route  gen¬ 
erally  does. 
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PART  J  OVERVIEW 

9.0V  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION  WITH  OTHERS 

9  O.V.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION  WITH  OTHERS  (Pages  1-563  to  1-580) 
9  O.V.  CONSULTATION  AND  COORDINATION  (Pages  I-565-I-574) 

Page  1-566,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Table  9  O.V.  1-1 
Applicants'  Comment: 

Page  1-566.  The  table  omits  certain  consultation  conducted  by  some 
Applicants.  For  example.  The  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Environmental  Re¬ 
port  Indicates  on  the  third  page  of  Table  IX-3,  Oregon  Permits,  that  con¬ 
sultations  were  held  and  approval  was  received  by  PGT  from  the  Bureau  of 
Reclamation  for  an  easement. 

See  also  Applicants  Comments  relative  to  Part  VII  of  the 
DEIS  (bound  with  Comments  on  Part  III) . 


Response  to  comments  received 
Fro*  Alaska  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Co. 
on  the  Overview  Yoliae 
dated  October  28,  1975 


1.  A  general  Account  of  procedures  is  given  in  the  revised 
section  l.OV.6  beginning  page  30  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

2.  A  justification  of  the  proposed  project  is  not  included  in 
the  Pinal  EIS.  However,  benefits  are  mentioned  in  chapter  1 
and  chapter  6  of  the  Overview  Voluae. 

3.  This  has  been  included  in  discriptions  of  the  Range,  though 
not  all  in  one  location  in  the  Overview  Voluae. 

4.  The  Overview  Voluae  has  been  rewritten  but  does  not  include 
project  justification. 

5.  Sase  as  4.  above. 

6.  This  discussion  has  been  deleted  fro*  the  Overview  Voluae  and 
readers  are  referred  to  the  Alternatives  Voluae.  Except  for 
alternative  routes  for  the  project,  sections  of  chapter  8  have 
been  briefly  suaarlzed.  See  page  217  of  the  Overview  Voluae 
for  the  new  discussion. 

7.  The  stateaent  has  been  dropped  froa  the  Overview  Voluae 

8.  Corrected  to  a  consortium  of  16  cospanies.  See  page  1  of  the 
Overview  Voluae. 

9.  The  figure  was  corrected  as  suggested.  See  Overview  Voluae 
page  4. 

10.  The  capacity  of  the  Canadian  segment  has  been  included  on  page 
5  of  the  Overview  Voluae. 

11.  The  section  entitled  "Function  of  Related  Facilities",  page  6 
of  the  Overview  Voluae  has  been  revised  deleting  the  paragraph 
on  storing  the  gas. 

12.  This  has  been  corrected  to  read  150  ailes  on  page  9  of  the 
Overview  Voluae. 
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13.  Corrected  to  "north  central  Indiana"  and  20  ailes  east  of  Pitts¬ 
burg."  on  page  10  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

14.  The  base  aaps  have  been  corrected,  see  page  11  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

15.  Comments  on  pipe  specifications  have  been  Incorporated 
in  section  1.0V.3  beginning  page  12. 

16.  The  statement  quoted  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final 
Overview  Voluae. 

17.  Table  1.0V.3-1  has  been  revised.  See  page  14  of  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume. 

18.  The  line  size  has  been  brought  up  to  date.  See  pages  14  and 
15  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

19.  The  statement  has  been  deleted. 

20.  Locations  of  facilities  are  not  given  in  the  revised  Overview 
Volume.  See  chapter  1  of  the  various  geographic  volumes. 

21.  The  revised  Table  1.0V.4-1  (page  24  of  Overview  Volume)  shows 
the  amount  of  land  to  be  used  by  the  pipeline  whether  or  not 
there  is  an  existing  line  there.  This  includes  rTA(A)’s  amend¬ 
ment  .  The  text  indicates  in  various  places  that  the  PGT  and 
PG&E  line  will  parralel  much  of  the  existing  PGT  line.  For 
examples  see  pages  10  and  194. 

22.  Figure  l.OV.5-1  has  been  revised  as  suggested.  See  page  27  of 
the  Overview  Voluae. 

23.  Section  1.0V.5  has  been  revised  Incorporating  your  comment. 

See  page  28  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

24.  This  comment  has  been  included  in  the  revised  1.0V.5.  See 
page  29  for  specific  sentence. 

25.  The  sentence  now  reads,  "The  latter  involves  radiographic  sen¬ 
sors  to  detect  skips  or  incomplete  welds."  (page  31  of  Overview 
Volume) 

26.  Augering  has  replaced  tunneling.  See  page  36  of  the  Overview 
Volume . 


27.  The  sentence  now  reads  "...  the  gas  pipeline  will  be  hydro¬ 
statically  pressure  tested  for  leaks  in  the  pipe  or  welds  and 
to  verify  the  structural  Integrity  of  the  welded  pipe  at  its 
expected  operating  pressure.”  See  page  36  of  the  Overview 
Voluae . 

28.  The  table,  now  l.OV.6-2,  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  amended 
application  and  differentiates  between  year  1  for  each  coapany. 

See  page  43  of  the  Overview  Voluae. 

29.  The  statement  has  been  revised  to  include  Northern  Border  caaps 
and  now  appears  under  "Preparatory  Procedures"  beginning  page 
30  of  the  Overview  Voluae. 

30.  The  stateaent  has  been  deleted. 

31.  The  stateaent  has  been  revised.  See  page  42  of  the  Final 
Overview  Voluae. 

32.  This  coament  has  been  incorporated  in  the  text.  See  page  42 
of  the  Overview  Voluae. 

33.  The  coceent  on  comnication  systems  has  been  inserted  on 
page  42  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

34.  The  stateaent  on  blowdown  valves  has  been  corrected.  See  page 
42  of  the  Overview  Voluae. 

35.  The  paragraph  describing  internal  pipe  cleaning  has  been  revised 
on  page  42  of  the  Overview  Voluae. 

36.  The  stateaent  now  reads  "In  line  cleaning  removes  liquids  and 
maintains  pipeline  efficiency."  See  page  42  of  the  Overview 
Voluae. 

37.  The  stateaent  now  says  "...  do  not  present  any  definite  plans  ..." 
See  page  45  of  the  Overview  Voluae. 

38.  The  revised  EIS  agrees  that  as  long  as  construction  occurs 
during  the  winter,  iapacts  on  wildlife  will  be  greatly  reduced. 

See  chapter  5  beginning  page  201  of  the  Overview  Voluae. 

39.  The  comment  has  been  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the 
Final  Overview  Voluae  since  man's  presence  is  still  not  obvious 
in  this  area.  Information  in  the  coaaent  is  spread  throughout 

the  Overview  Volume,  aainly  under  Economic  Considerations  (page  81) 
Land  Use  (page  96)  and  Historical  Resources  (page  119) . 

40.  The  discussion  of  iapacts  on  wilderness  values  has  been  revised 
on  page  173  of  the  Overview  Voluae. 
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41.  This  will  all  be  considered  during  the  decision  making  process. 

42.  No  change  was  made  in  the  text.  The  New  York  Subprovince  does 
not  mean  New  York  State.  It  is  an  area  comprising  certain  topo¬ 
graphic  features. 

43.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  revised  discussion  on 
topography. 

44.  Section  2.0V. 2  has  been  revised  deleting  the  statement  quoted. 

See  the  revised  discussion  beginning  on  page  52  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

45.  The  location  of  Badlands,  ie,  along  Frenchman  Creek  and  the 
Little  Missouri  River,  has  been  added.  See  page  54  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

46.  The  discussion  of  earthquakes  has  been  revised  considering 
your  comments  and  moved  under  the  heading  of  "Hazards"  on  page 
130  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

47.  A  revised  discussion  of  what  is  felt  could  occur  due  to  faulting 
is  under  "Impact  of  Hazards  and  Pipeline  Integrity"  on  page  184 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

48.  Confirmed  mitigating  measures  have  been  listed  in  section 

4.0V. 16  and  taken  into  account  when  discussing  impacts  in  chapter 
5.  For  hazards  see  page  209  Overview  Volume. 

49.  The  distinction  between  the  eastern  and  western  half  of  the  route 
has  been  corrected.  The  rewritten  section  on  geology  begins  on 
page  56  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

50.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume  since  potential  exists  though  it  may  be  low.  See  page 
184  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

51.  The  discussion  of  the  Brocton-Froid  fault  in  Montana  has  been  de¬ 
leted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

52.  The  statement  has  been  deleted.  See  page  130  of  the  Overview 
Volume  for  the  new  discussion  on  landslides. 

53.  The  statement  has  been  revised  as  suggested.  See  page  131  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

54.  The  discussion  of  volcanism  (page  132  of  the  Overview  Volume) 
has  been  revised.  It  is  not  included  in  the  impact  section  since 
its  likelihood  is  minor. 

55.  The  section  on  soils  has  been  rewritten,  deleting  the  statements 
quoted.  See  page  58  of  the  Overview  Volume. 


68.  The  section  on  ecological  considerations  has  been  combined  with 
wildlife  deleting  the  theoretical  discussion.  See  page  70-80 
in  the  Overview  Volume. 


69.  In  the  combination  of  wildlife  and  ecology  the  discussion  on 
stability  has  been  deleted  from  2.0V. 7&8.  See  page  70-80  in 
the  Overview  Volume. 

70.  The  Statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  Overview  Volume. 

71.  This  has  been  deleted  from  section  2.0V. 8. 

72.  Same  as  number  71  above. 

73.  See  page  81  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  discussion 
on  economic  conditions. 

74.  This  comment  has  been  added.  See  page  82  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

75.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  changes  in  the 
final  Overview  Volume. 

76.  Same  as  number  75  above. 

77.  Table  2.0V. 10-1  has  been  corrected  on  page  88  of  the  Overview 
Volume.  Prudhoe  Bay  population  is  explained  on  page  89. 

78.  The  status  of  the  Mackenzie  River  corridor  is  described  on  pages 
96  and  122  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

79.  No  change  has  been  made.  This  section  describes  the  environment 
not  Impacts,  see  3.0V. 11  page  165  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the 
revised  impact  section. 

80.  This  has  been  deleted  from  2.0V. 11. 

81.  Corrected  to  121  miles  on  page  97  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

82.  Corrected  to  84  miles  on  page  97  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

83.  The  Standing  Rock  Indian  Reservation  has  been  deleted  from  the 
Overview  Volume. 

84.  This  has  been  revised.  See  page  10  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

85.  The  statement  has  been  deleted  from  2.0V. 11. 

86.  Ths  statement  has  been  deleted  since  ITA(A)  no  longer  proposes 
the  route  through  Nevada. 


56.  Nutrient  cycling  has  been  added  to  the  principal  limiting  factors 
to  plant  growth  in  the  tundra.  See  page  65  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

57.  Ground  squirrels  are  mentioned  as  inhabitats  along  the  route 
(page  73)  though  not  as  a  typical  resident  grazer  of  the  tundra. 

The  section  on  wildlife  has  been  reorganized  beginning  on  page 
70  of  the  Overview  Volume  so  the  snow  goose  is  mentioned  under 
"Birds"  not  "Mammals". 

58.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  discussion  on  wildlife,  but  a 
similar  statement  still  stands  in  the  "Unique  Area"  section  page 
121  of  the  Overview  Volume.  However,  throughout  the  EIS  the 
existence  of  DEW  lines  and  travel  has  been  mentioned. 

59.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  Overview  Volume. 

60.  Same  as  number  59  above. 

61.  The  statement  quoted  has  been  deleted.  SeJction  4.0V. 6,  page 
190  9.f  the  Overview  Volume  states  how  the  Applicant  will  re¬ 
vegetate. 

62.  The  sentence  has  been  deleted.  See  page  71  (Overview  Volume) 
for  the  revised  caribou  discussion. 

63.  The  revised  discussion  of  sediment  impact  on  fish  is  only  in 
section  3.0V. 7,  page  156.  After  considering  the  comment,  the 
text  was  only  slightly  revised  as  it  is  still  felt  that  sedi¬ 
mentation  could  be  a  problem  to  cold  water  fish. 

64.  The  comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  since  it  is  still 
felt  that  impacts  in  the  pothole  area  would  be  locally  signifi¬ 
cant.  See  page  154  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  dis¬ 
cussion. 

65.  The  statement  now  reads  "...  no  direct  impact  is  expected..." 

See  page  158  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

66.  This  has  been  included  in  the  final  Overview  Volume  on  page 
159. 

67.  The  endangered  species  list  has  been  revised,  deleting  whales 
and  adjusting  the  location  of  the  peregrine  falcon.  See  table 
2.0V. 7-1  (page  79  of  the  Overview  Volume).  It  is  felt  that 
though  no  direct  loss  of  peregrine  falcon  habitat  is  likely, 
one  direct  loss  may  occur  from  increased  human  activity.  See 
page  159  in  the  Overview  Volume  for  discussion. 

68.  The  section  on  ecological  considerations  has  been  combined  with 
wildlife  deleting  the  theoretical  discussion.  See  page  70-80 
in  the  Overview  Volume. 


87.  This  statement  has  been  corrected  on  page  102  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

88.  This  has  beftn  corrected  on  page  107  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

89.  'Limited  was  changed  to  '  Corportation'  on  page  107  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

90.  Revised  to  include  pipeline  and  electrical  transmission  rights- 
of-way  on  page  109  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

91.  No  change  has  been  made  under  "Discription  of  the  Existing  Environ¬ 
ment"  due  to  this  comment. 

92.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

93.  This  has  been  corrected  to  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation  on 
page  110  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

94.  See  page  110  in  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  discussion. 

95.  This  comment  was  inadvertently  overlooked  when  revising  the 
Overview  Volume. 

96.  See  pages  111  and  113  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised 
discussion  of  zoning  along  the  Northern  Border  route. 

97.  This  is  corrected  on  page  113  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

98.  This  comment  was  inadvertently  overlooked  when  revising  the 
Overview  Volume. 

99.  No  change  has  been  made  in  2.0V. 11;  but  as  no  mention  oi  the 
Owyhee  River  occurs  in  the  impact  section  3.0V. 11,  page  165 
of  the  Overview  Volume  the  comment  has  been  incorporated. 

100.  Table  2.0V. 12-1  page  115  of  the  Overview  Volume  has  been  revised  to 
include  all  sites  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 
when  the  revision  was  made. 
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101. 

102. 

103. 

104. 

105. 

106. 

107. 

108. 

109. 

110. 

111. 

112. 

113. 

114. 

115. 

116. 

117. 

118. 

119. 

120. 
121. 


Table  2.0V. 12-1  now  reads  "northwest  of  Rosalia."  (see 
page  115  of  the  Overview  Volume) 

Mileage  has  been  added  to  Table  2.0V. 12-1. 

This  has  been  corrected  on  the  final  Table  2.0V. 12-1. 

This  has  been  deleted  due  to  ITA(A)'s  amended  proposal. 

See  page  119  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  discussion. 

This  comment  is  reflected  in  the  mitigation  section  on  page 
193  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

This  has  been  revised  on  page  120  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

This  has  been  revised  on  page  120  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

One  half  mile  has  been  added  on  page  120  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

After  considering  this  comment  no  change  was  made  in  the  text. 
3.0V. 12,  page  169,  shows  what  impacts  could  occur  (Overview 
Volume) . 

This  has  been  corrected  on  page  120  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

This  has  been  revised  to  include  areas  with  primitive  and 
quasi-wilderness  values.  See  page  122  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

This  has  been  deleted  since  it  is  not  relevant  to  the  discussion. 

This  comment  is  reflected  under  Mitigating  Measures  on  page  194 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  section  2.0V. 13. 


See  page  124  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  discussion. 

This  statement  has  been  revised  on  page  124  of  the  Overview  Volume. 


No  change  in  substance  has  been  made  in  this  statement,  but  see 
page  126  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  paragraph. 

See  page  126  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  discussion. 

A  second  mention  has  been  deleted. 


No  change  has  been  made  because  data  is  the  best  available  from 
existing  air  quality  stations  and  are  used  for  illustrative  pur¬ 
poses  . 


122.  No  change  was  made  since  the  Ohio  Valley  extends  into  West 
Virginia. 

123.  The  section  on  Environmental  Noise  has  been  revised.  See 
page  128  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

124.  This  discussion  has  been  deleted  from  2.0V. 15. 

125.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

126.  The  revised  discussion  is  on  page  128  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

127.  This  has  been  clarified  on  page  128  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

128.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

129.  This  has  been  rewritten.  See  page  138  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

130.  Impacts  on  topography  have  been  revised  on  page  138  of  the 
Overview  Volume.  This  comment  is  reflected  under  mitigation, 
4.0V. 4  page  190. 

131.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

132.  Erosion  mitigation  measures  are  taken  into  account  in  chapter  5 
under  Soils  and  topography  on  page  201  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

133.  The  discussion  has  been  slightly  revised.  See  page  141  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

134.  This  comment  is  reflected  in  the  chapter  on  mitigation  on  page 
199  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

135.  This  comment  is  reflected  in  the  mitigation  chapter  on  page  198 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

136.  This  comment  is  reflected  in  the  mitigation  chapter  on  page 
198  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

137.  This  is  taken  into  consideration  in  5.0V. 4,  page  201  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

138.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

139.  This  has  been  revised  along  the  same  lines  as  before.  See  page 
143  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

140.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

141.  The  table  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 


142.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  143  of  the  Overview 
Volume.  Also  it  is  not  mentioned  as  an  impact  in  chapter  5, 
page  201. 

143.  This  has  been  included  on  page  143  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

144.  This  comment  is  reflected  in  the  mitigation  chapter  on  page 
190  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

145.  No  change  has  been  made  in  3.0V. 5,  though  it  is  not  mentioned 
in  impacts  of  chapter  5,  page  202  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

146.  This  discussion  has  been  revised.  See  page  145  of  the  Overview 
Volume . 

147.  This  statement  has  been  qualified.  See  page  147  of  the  Overview 
Volume.  Also,  mitigation  is  taken  into  account  when  describing 
impacts  in  chapter  5.  See  page  202. 

148.  The  discussion  of  ecological  preserves  has  been  revised  and  now 
appears  under  Unique  Areas  (3.0V. 12)  beginning  page  170  of  the 
Overview  Volume.  Page  194  gives  mitigatory  measures  proposed 
by  the  Applicant. 

149.  See  page  150  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  impact  dis¬ 
cussion  on  caribou.  Page  158  states  that  there  will  be  no  impact 
on  the  Indiana  bat. 

150.  This  discussion  has  been  revised.  See  page  150  of  the  Overview 
Volume . 

151.  The  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

152.  The  statement  has  been  quoted  in  full,  on  pages  150  and  151  of 
the  Overview  Volume. 

153.  See  page  154  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  discussion. 
Page  192  gives  the  Applicants'  mitigatory  measures. 

154.  No  change  has  been  made  since  the  potholes  will  be  drained. 

155.  The  statement  has  been  corrected  and  qualified  on  page  155  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

156.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

157.  The  section  on  aquatic  life  has  been  rewritten  deleting  the  "8 
primary  sources."  See  pages  155-157  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

158.  The  statement  has  been  revised  and  qualitied.  See  page  156  of 
the  Overview  Volume. 


159.  The  last  sentence  of  the  quoted  paragraph  has  been  deleted  and 
the  remainder  partially  revised  on  page  156  of  the  Overview 
Volume.  Page  192  states  specific  mitigatory  measures  indicated 
by  the  Applicant. 

160.  The  discussion  has  been  revised  and  expanded  on  page  156  of  the 
Overview  Volume.  The  discussion  on  herbicides  has  been  deleted 
f  rom  3 . 0V . 7 . 

161.  The  quoted  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

162.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

163.  This  paragraph  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

164.  This  section  (3.0V. 8)  has  been  deleted  and  combined  with  wildlife, 
3.0V. 7  beginning  page  150  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

165.  Productivity  is  discussed  under  Vegetation  on  page  147  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

166.  These  have  been  revised  and  discussions  of  the  areas  have  been 
interspersed  throughout  the  wildlife  section,  3.0V. 7&8  beginning 
on  page  150  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

167.  Applicants'  proposed  mitigation  appears  in  chapter  4.  See  page 
192  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  wildlife  and  ecology. 

168.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  when  combined  with  3.0V. 7  be¬ 
ginning  on  page  150.  Mitigation  is  discussed  on  page  192  of 
the  Overview  Volume. 

169.  3.0V. 9-10  is  now  two  sections:  Impacts  on  Economic  Conditions, 
page  159  and  Impact  on  Sociol  Conditions,  page  160  of  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume.  The  comments  provided  were  considered  in  the  rewrite. 

170.  This  has  been  included  in  the  discussion  on  economics,  page  159 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

171.  This  has  been  added  on  page  165  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

172.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

173.  This  statement  has  been  added,  replacing  the  previous  sentence 
on  page  166  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

174.  Construction  procedures  and  covered  in  chapter  1  beginning  page  30 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

175.  The  statement  "However,  the  significant  point...  from  Alaska  into 
California  and  Pennsylvania."  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview 
Volume . 
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176.  This  comment  has  been  Included  in  the  mitigation  chapter.  See 
page  193  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

177.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  In  changes  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

178.  This  is  reflected  under  mitigation  on  page  193  and  adverse,  un¬ 
avoidable  impacts  (chapter  5)  on  page  206  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

179.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  changes  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

180.  This  discussion  has  been  rewritten.  See  page  172  of  the  Overview 
Volume . 

181.  This  has  been  revised  deleting  the  quoted  sentence.  See  pages 
175  and  176  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

182.  This  discussion  has  been  replaced  with  one  stating  that  no  impact 
is  expected.  See  page  176  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

183.  This  discussion  has  been  revised.  See  page  175  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

184.  The  discussion  on  dust  has  been  revised  and  expanded.  See  page 
175  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

185.  See  page  177  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  discussion  on 
Effects  on  Pipeline-Related  Noise  Emissions  on  Humans. 

186.  The  discussion  on  blowdown  noise  has  been  revised.  See  page  179 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

187.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume.  See  page  181 
for  the  revised  discussion  on  hazards. 

188.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume.  See  page  187 
for  the  revised  discussion. 

189.  The  introduction  to  chapter  4  has  been  rewritten.  See  page  189 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

190.  Chapter  4  has  been  completely  rewritten  in  the  Overview  Volume 
beginning  on  page  189.  The  discussion  quoted  has  been  deleted. 

191.  This  has  been  corrected  and  added  to  mitigation  under  4.0V. 16 
Hazards  and  Pipeline  Integrity,  page  195  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

192.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  4  of  the  Overview  Volume 
and  is  reflected  in  section  3.0V. 16  on  page  187. 


210.  This  has  been  corrected  under  4.0V. 16  pages  195  and  198  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

211.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  193  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

212.  This  has  been  added  on  page  194  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

213.  The  evaluation  section  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

214.  This  has  been  included  in  page  198  of  the  Overview  Volume  under 
Hazards  and  Pipeline  Integrity. 

215.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

216.  This  statement  has  been  deleted.  See  4.0V. 6  on  page  190  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

217.  The  evaluation  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume  and 
Applicants'  proposed  mitigation  has  been  revised  and  expanded. 

See  4.0V. 7  page  192. 

218.  Evaluations  of  mitigation  have  been  deleted  from  the  Overview 
Volume.  Readers  are  referred  to  the  geographic  volumes. 

219.  Additional  mitigating  measures  have  been  deleted  from  the  Overview 
Volume.  Readers  are  referred  to  the  geographic  volumes. 

220.  This  has  been  added  to  Applicants'  proposed  mitigation.  See  page 
192  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

221.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

222.  These  statements  have  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume  and 
4.0V. 7  has  been  rewritten  (page  192). 

223.  This  section  had  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume  and  readers 
are  referred  to  the  geographic  volumes  (for  an  example  of  this 
discussion  see  page  340  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume). 

224.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  4  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

225.  Eastern  Oregon  and  Nevada  have  been  deleted  from  the  Overview 
Volume.  Mitigation  for  Saskatchewan  and  Montana  has  been  added 
on  page  192. 

226.  Additional  mitigating  measures  have  been  deleted  from  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume. 

227.  This  has  been  included  as  a  measure  proposed  by  the  Applicant 
on  page  192  of  the  Overview  Volume. 


193.  The  quoted  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 
Information  from  the  Applicants'  comment  has  been  included  in 
4.0V. 16  on  page  198. 

194.  This  information  has  been  included  on  page  198  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

195.  This  statement  is  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume.  Construction 
to  avoid  scour  depth  is  discussed  in  section  1.0V.6  on  page  35 
and  4.0V. 16  on  page  198  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

196.  The  statement  has  been  deleted  and  compliance  with  49  CFR  192  has 
been  included  under  mitigation  on  page  195  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

197.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  4  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

198.  Compliance  with  49  CFR  192  has  been  included  in  4.0V. 16.  See 
page  195  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

199.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

200.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume.  See 
1.0V.5  (page  25,  Overview  Volume)  for  a  discussion  of  winter  con¬ 
struction  schedules  in  the  Arctic. 

201.  This  comment  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume.  See  page 
198  for  gas  chill. 

202.  This  has  been  added  on  page  195  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

203.  These  statements  have  been  deleted.  See  page  195  of  the  Overview 
Volume  for  the  revised  discussion  on  corrosion  control. 

204.  Applicant  compliance  with  49  CFR  192  has  been  stated  on  pages  195 
and  198  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

205.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

206.  This  section  has  been  rewritten.  See  page  192  of  the  Overview 
Volume . 

207.  A  revised  discussion  on  the  construction  schedule  appears  in 
section  1.0V.5  (page  25)  and  4.0V  (page  189)  of  the  Overview 
Volume . 

208.  The  introduction  to  the  Applicants'  mitigation  has  been  rewritten. 
See  page  189  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

209.  Additional  mitigating  measures  have  been  deleted  from  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume.  Readers  are  referred  to  the  geographic  volumes. 


228.  These  statements  have  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume, 
since  additional  mitigating  measures  have  been  deleted. 

229.  This  has  been  added  to  proposed  mitigation  on  page  193  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

230.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  4  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

231.  These  have  been  added  to  proposed  mitigation  on  page  194  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

232.  These  statements  have  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

233.  Compliance  with  local  and  Federal  regulations  has  been  included 
on  page  195  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

234.  Additional  mitigation  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 
See  page  195  for  proposed  mitigation  on  noise. 

235.  Chapter  5  of  the  Overview  Volume  has  been  rewritten  deleting  the 
quoted  paragraph  (see  page  201) . 

236.  This  has  been  deleted.  See  5.0V. 1  page  201  of  the  Overview  Vol¬ 
ume  for  the  revised  discussion. 

237.  No  change  has  resulted  from  this  comment.  See  5.0V. 2  page  201 
of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  discussion. 

238.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume.  See 
page  201  (5.0V. 3)  for  the  revised  discussion. 

239.  The  discussion  on  Soils  has  been  revised.  See  page  201,  5.0V. 4 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

240.  The  revised  discussion  on  water  quality  is  on  page  202  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

241.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  discussion  on  vegetation.  See 
page  202  (5.0V. 6)  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  dis¬ 
cussion. 

242.  This  discussion  has  been  replaced  beginning  page  202  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

243.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  form  the  report. 

244.  This  comment  was  considered  during  the  revision  of  the  discussion. 
See  page  204  of  the  Overview  Volume. 


245.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  direct  change. 

See  page  206  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  a  discussion  on  wil¬ 
derness.  Land  use  restrictions  have  been  qualified  (see  page 
205). 

246.  The  discussion  on  archeological  and  historical  sites  has  been 
revised  on  page  206  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

247.  This  section  has  been  completely  rewritten.  See  page  206  of 
the  Overview  Volume.  The  mentioned  mitigation  has  been  added 
to  4.0V. 13  on  page  194. 

248.  Wilderness  values  have  been  deleted  from  the  discussion  on  air 
quality  in  the  Overview  Volume.  See  page  207  for  the  revised 
discussion. 

249.  Wilderness  values  have  been  deleted  from  the  discussion  on 
noise  in  the  Overview  Volume.  See  page  208  for  the  revised 
discussion. 

250.  This  discussion  has  been  revised.  See  page  209  of  the  Overview 
Volume . 

251.  Section  6.0V. 1  (page  211)  has  been  revised,  but  the  definition  of 
short-term  and  long-term  has  not  been  changed. 

252.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume.  Chapter 
6  has  been  rewritten  beginning  on  page  211. 

253.  This  sentence  has  been  deleted.  See  page  213  of  the  Overview 
Volume  for  the  revised  statement. 

254.  The  revised  discussions  on  short-term  and  long-term  benefits  are 
on  pages  211  and  212  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

255.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
Overview  Volume. 

256.  The  discussion  has  been  revised.  See  pages  212  and  213  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

257.  The  statement  of  river  transportation  has  been  deleted.  See  page 
212  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  the  revised  discussion. 

258.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

259.  The  comment  has  been  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the 
Final  Overivew  Volume. 


276.  This  has  been  deleted  from  long-term  losses.  See  page  212 
(Overview  Volume)  for  the  revised  short-term  impact  on  recre¬ 
ational  areas. 

277.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  6  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

278.  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  designation  has  been  deleted 
from  chapter  6  of  the  Overview  Volume.  It  is  treated,  consider¬ 
ing  the  comment,  on  page  173  (3.0V. 13). 

279.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  since 
man's  presence  in  much  of  the  area  is  not  obvious. 

280.  The  discussion  of  a  pipeline  rupture  has  been  deleted  from  chap¬ 
ter  6  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

281.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  6  of  the  Overview  Volume.  The 
question  of  abandonment  is  discussed  on  page  45. 

282.  This  discussion  has  been  revised.  See  page  211  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

283.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change.  However, 
chapter  6  of  the  Overview  Volume  was  completely  rewritten.  See 
page  214  for  the  related  wilderness  and  subsistence  discussions. 

284.  This  has  been  deleted  from  Foreclosure  of  Future  Options.  The 
mention  of  waterfalls  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

285.  The  time  frame  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  6  (see  page  213 
Overview  Volume).  The  revised  discussion  of  production  years  is 
in  section  1.0V.8,  page  44. 

286.  This  has  been  deleted  from  6.0V. 6  Forclosure  of  Future  Options. 
Section  6.0V. 5  Long-term  Losses  (page  212  Overview  Volume)  states 
the  use  of  fuels  and  lubricants  deleting  "could  be  used  nearer 
its  source  at  a  future  time." 

287.  This  has  been  revised.  See  6.0V. 2,  page  211  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

288.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  7  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

See  impacts  of  hazards  on  page  185  for  a  revised  discussion  on 
ruptures. 

289.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

290.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume.  See  page  185 
for  a  revised  discussion  on  impacts  of  ruptures. 


260.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

261.  The  discussion  on  ice  fog  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  6  of 
the  Overview  Volume. 

262.  This  has  been  revised  on  pages  212  and  213  of  the  Overview 
Volume . 

263.  This  has  been  revised  on  page  213  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

264.  This  has  been  deleted  form  chapter  6  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

265.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

266.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  6  of  the  Overview  Volume. 
Mitigation  has  been  covered  on  page  195. 

267.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  6  of  the  Overview  Volume 

268.  This  has  been  deleted.  Water  quality  only  appears  under  short¬ 
term  losses.  See  page  212  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

269.  This  discussion  has  been  revised.  See  pages  212  and  213  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

270.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  6,  but  is  treated  under  impacts 
on  page  173  of  the  Overview  Volume  explaining  that  the  actual  road 
is  not  constructed  by  the  pipeline  project. 

271.  This  has  been  revised  on  page  212  of  the  Overview  Volume.  Avoid¬ 
ance  of  critical  stages  is  included  in  mitigation  on  page  192. 

272.  This  paragraph  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  6  and  a  revised  dis¬ 
cussion  appears  on  pages  212  and  213  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

Impacts  after  mitigatory  measures  have  been  considered  are  on  page 

202. 

273.  Chapter  6  of  the  Overview  Volume  has  been  completely  rewritten  be¬ 
ginning  on  page  211.  Unskilled  has  been  changed  to  skilled  on  page 
160  (3.0V. 9). 

274.  An  explanatory  discussion  of  impacts  on  subsistence  life  styles 

is  no  longer  in  chapter  6.  See  section  3.0V. 10  on  page  164  of  the 
Overview  Volume.  The  "choice"  is  reflected  under  long-term  gains 
on  page  212. 

275.  Ths  discussion  on  aesthetics  has  been  revised.  See  page  213  of 
the  Overview  Volume.  A  more  detailed  discussion  begins  on  page 
171. 


291.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  7.  See  section  3.0V. 16 

on  page  185  of  the  Overview  Volume  for  a  revised  discussion  on 
gas  leaks  and  section  4.0V. 16  on  page  198  states  mitigation. 

292.  This  has  been  revised  on  pages  185  and  186  of  the  Overview 
Volume  and  deleted  from  chapter  7. 

293.  The  format  of  chapter  7  of  the  Overview  Volume  has  been  changed, 
deleting  this  section.  See  page  44  (1.0V.8)  for  a  discussion 
on  abandonment. 

294.  This  has  been  corrected  to  3.9  tcf  proven  reserves  on  page  216 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

295.  The  comment  has  been  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change.  The 
DGGS  report  (see  page  216  of  the  Overview  Volume)  was  used. 

296.  This  paragraph  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

297.  the  quantity  of  natural  gas  transported  has  been  corrected.  The 
gas  transported  and  fuels  used  in  construction  have  been  separa¬ 
ted  into  7.0V. 1,  page  215,  and  7.0V. 2,  page  216  Overview  Volume. 

298.  This  has  been  omitted  from  chapter  7  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

299.  This  has  been  revised  on  page  215  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

300.  This  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  7  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

301.  This  has  been  revised  in  page  216  of  the  Overview  Volume 

(7.0V.1).  See  chapter  6  beginning  on  page  211  for  short  and 
long-term  Impacts. 

302.  Much  of  this  discussion  has  been  deleted.  The  rest  has  been 
revised  on  page  216  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

303.  This  has  been  revised  and  explained  on  page  215  of  the  Overview 
Volume . 

304.  This  discussion  has  been  deleted  from  chapter  8  of  the  Overview 
Volume.  Volumes  of  gas  have  been  revised  in  section  1.0V.1  (page5). 

305.  The  discussions  on  alternative  energy  sources  and  transportation 
systems  have  been  briefly  summarized  on  page  217  of  the  Overview 
Volume.  Readers  are  referred  to  the  Alternatives  Volume  for  de¬ 
tails. 

306.  The  section  on  alternative  routes  (8.0V. 3)  has  been  revised  and 
expanded  beginning  on  page  217  of  the  Overview  Volume.  The  reader 
is  referred  to  appropriate  geographic  volumes  for  more  detail. 

The  EIS  does  not  show  preference  of  one  route  over  another. 
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307.  El  Paso  is  not  discussed  in  the  Overview  Volume.  See  page  175 
of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

308.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  beginning  on  page  219  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

309.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  222  of  the  Overview 
Volume  for  Northern  Border  and  page  224  for  West  Coast. 

310.  Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Others  has  been  deleted  from 
the  Overview  Volume.  It  has  been  completely  revised  as  a  sepa¬ 
rate  volume. 


COMMENTS  OF  ALASKAN  ARCTIC  GAS  PIPELINE  COMPANY 
RELATIVE  TO  PART  II  (ALASKA)  OF  THE 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  OF  THE 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  REGARDING  THE 
ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 


Dated  at  Washington,  D.C. 
this  28th  day  of  October,  1975 


A.askar  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
Washington  Of^ce  Suite  230  *730  Pennsylvania  Ave.N  W 
Washington  0  C  20006 
202  33*  0933 

William  W  8rackett  Vice  Chairman 


October  28,  1975 


The  Honorable  William  Lyons 
Deputy  Under  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Interior 
C.  St.  bet  18th  &  19th  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Re :  Attached  Comments  of  Arctic  Gas  Project  companies  relative 

to  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  United  States 

Department  of  Interior  regarding  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Trans¬ 

portation  System". 


Dear  Mr.  Lyons, 

In  supplementation  of  its  comments  delivered  orally 
at  the  hearing  held  relative  to  the  above  referenced  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) ,  I  here  submit,  on  behalf 
of  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company  and  other  companies  of 
the  Arctic  Gas  Project,  which  is  the  subject  of  a  substantial 
portion  of  that  EIS,  multiple  copies  of  written  comments  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  EIS.  It  is  hopeful  that  these  comments  will  be 
useful  to  your  staff  in  making  the  corrections  and  amplifica¬ 
tions  required  to  produce  an  adequate  Final  EIS. 

In  basic  summary,  we  believe  that  the  standard  and 
research  information  available  establishes  that  the  very  limited 
number  of  significant  defects  or  apprehensions  of  significant 
deficiencies  suggested  in  the  EIS  relative  to  the  Arctic  Gas 
Project  are  not  well  founded  in  fact,  as  we  will  show  in  the 
comments.  The  required  corrections  indicated  thereby,  in  com¬ 
bination  with  the  basic  work  of  the  EIS,  demonstrate,  we  submit, 
that  the  natural  gas  pipeline  system  proposed  by  the  members  of 
the  Arctic  Gas  Project  can  be  constructed  and  operated  in  a  man¬ 
ner  fully  protective  of  the  environment,  while  helping  to  bring 
the  huge  natural  gas  resources  of  northern  Alaska  to  the  market 
areas  which  so  badly  need  that  gas,  to  replace  uncertain  supplies 
of  overseas  energy,  which  is  far  less  desirable  environmentally. 
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I  regret  the  volume  of  these  comments.  In  our  appli¬ 
cations  to  the  Department,  as  well  as  to  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  we  were  faced  with  the  difficult  job  of  paring  down 
six  years  (now  almost  7*j)  of  research  and  study,  to  present  a 
comprehensible  and  manageable  body  of  information.  In  the  bio¬ 
logical  area,  we  tried  to  solve  it  by  producing  our  Biological 
Report  Series:  a  34-volume  (and  still  climbing)  set  of  incredibly 
detailed  studies  upon  which  much  of  our  environmentally  related 
planning  has  been  based.  We  made  these  available  to  the  EIS 
staff,  as  well  as  a  number  of  other  backup  reports  in  engineer¬ 
ing  and  other  areas,  when  asked  questions  on  a  topic.  Thus,  our 
applications  and  supporting  exhibits  were  substantial,  but  not 
monumental,  in  bulk,  but  were  supplemented  by  "backup"  documents. 

However,  we  now  find  some  claims  of  insufficient  detail 
relative  to  some  areas,  so  we  must  now  provide  further  summaries 
of  our  detailed  work,  which  accounts  for  much  of  the  bulk  of 
these  comments.  Multiple  backup  reports  listed  on  the  attached 
page  are  also  submitted  herewith. 

We,  of  course,  stand  ready  to  amplify  upon  any  points 
made,  either  in  further  written  submissions  or  orally. 

The  here  submitted  comments  deal  with  Parts  I,  II, 

III,  VI  and  VII  of  the  EIS.  The  comments  on  Parts  I  and  VI  are 
made  jointly  with  our  three  companion  applicants.  Those  com¬ 
panion  applicants,  for  pipelines  in  the  "contiguous  United  States" 
will  deal  separately  with  Parts  IV  and  V.  Those  companies  are: 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  -  Part  V 

Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Alaska)  -  Part  IV 

Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  -  Part  IV 

In  addition,  we  here  submit,  on  behalf  of  the  four 
companies  named  above,  comments  relative  to  the  "Executive 
Highlights"  volume  issued.  They  consist  of  a  two-page  general 
commentary,  followed  by  (pages  3-24)  a  revised  version  of  the 
original  text  (proposed  deletions  are  crossed  off,  proposed 
new  language  is  underlined) . 

As  noted  in  the  general  commentary,  a  summary  such  as 
the  Executive  Highlights"  inevitably  badly  distorts  the  full 
"Statement",  in  compression.  Accordingly,  we  believe  there 
should  not  be  an  "Executive  Highlights"  and  urge  it  be  abandoned. 
If  not,  however,  it  should  be  changed  as  proposed. 

The  same  is  true  of  Part  I  -  Overview,  albeit  to  a 
uSSjr  extent-  It:  to°  compresses  and  distorts,  and  should  be 
abandoned.  We  submit  comments  on  it,  too  (but  not  a  redraft 
however) . 
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Some  explanation  of  the  organization  of  the  comments 
submitted  herewith  may  be  helpful  to  you  and  your  colleagues. 


PREFACE 


The  Part  I  comments,  following  the  introduction, 
proceed  in  page  number  order.  Since  the  DEIS  is  repetitious, 
the  comments  are  too,  to  some  extent,  although  we  have  not 
always  repeated  comments  each  time  they  are  germane.  Further, 
since  the  Part  I  "Overview",  and  the  other  "Parts"  (as  well  as 
the  "Executive  Highlights")  substantially  overlap  and  duplicate, 
we  sometimes  repeat  in  our  comments,  but  sometimes  not,  as 
exhaustion  set  in. 


INTRODUCTION 

CARIBOU 

Summary . . , 
Caribou. . . 

BIRDS 


1 
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The  comments  relative  to  Parts  II  and  III  are  in 
somewhat  different  form.  The  "Introduction"  to  the  Part  II 
and  III  comments  is  again  intended  to  give  an  overview,  to 
note  omissions,  and  instances  of  less  or  more  than  justified 
emphases,  and  to  comment  generally  on  the  EIS. 

Second,  the  basic  organization  of  the  "Detailed 
Comments"  to  Parts  II  and  III  is  by  "Part"  of  the  EIS;  with 
groupings  by  subject  matter  as  subdividions  of  the  comments  on 
each  Part  (Such  as  Part  II-Caribou  Comments;  Part  Ill-Operations 
and  Maintenance  Comments,  etc.)  A  summary  of  each  subject  group¬ 
ing  is  followed  by  page-by-page  comments  relative  to  each  subject. 

Finally,  we  have  been  made  aware  of  a  report  dated 
March  15,  1975  by  "The  Aerospace  Corporation",  entitled  "Arctic 
Gas  Pipeline  Project,  Alaska  Arctic  Pipeline  Geotechnic  Evalua¬ 
tion,  Applicant:  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  apparently 
prepared  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior.  We  find  that  some  of  the  points  made  in  that 
report  have  been  carried  forward  into  the  EIS.  We  have  there¬ 
fore  found  it  necessary  to  comment  upon  that  "Aerospace"  Report 
too,  in  an  appendix  to  the  comments  submitted  here. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  be  in  touch  with  me,  or,  in 
my  absence,  with  Mr.  James  R.  Lowe  of  this  office,  if  we  can  be 
of  further  assistance. 

Very  truly  yours, 

{ftil/on- /t 

William  W.  Brackett 
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COMMENTS  OF  ALASKAN  ARCTIC  GAS  PIPELINE  COMPANY 
ON  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  OF  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 


Preface 


These  comments  are  filed  on  behalf  of  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
(“Alaskan  Arctic")  relative  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("DEIS") 
prepared  by  the  United  States  Department  of  Interior  ("DOI")  with  respect  to 
the  "Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System".  They  are  submitted  pursuant 
to  Federal  Register  notice  of  August  15,  1975,  in  amplification  and  supplemen¬ 
tation  of  oral  comments  made  at  public  hearings  conducted  by  the  DOI  on  October 
2-3,  1975.  These  comments  will  address  Parts  II,  III  and  VII  of  the  DEIS.  Alas¬ 
kan  Arctic's  three  companion  Applicants  (Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic 
Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  and  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company)  will  file 
comments  addressed  to  Parts  IV  and  V.  Finally,  Alaskan  Arctic  has  joined  with 
these  three  companion  Applicants  in  the  filing  of  joint  comments  relative  to 
Parts  I  and  VI,  which  are  bound  separately. 


Introduction 


This  introduction  will  deal  with  certain  overall  observations  relative  to 
the  entire  DEIS  and  the  manner  of  preparation  thereof,  while  later  sections  of 
these  comments  will  deal  with  Parts  II  and  III.  The  reader  is  also  referred  to 
the  Introductory  comments  to  Parts  I  and  VI  for  further  views. 

An  environmental  impact  statement  is  not  an  "action"  document  i_.e.  ,  it  does 
not  grant  or  deny  any  right  or  privilege.  Rather,  it  is  an  evaluative  and  infor¬ 
mational  document  which  is  intended  to  form  the  basis  for  subsequent  decision 
making.  Here,  the  Applicants  which  desire  to  construct  and  operate  the  proposed 
natural  gas  pipeline  system  in  Alaska,  Canada,  and  many  of  the  contiguous  48 
States,  have  applied  to  the  Secretary  of  Interior  for  right-of-way  permits  to 
utilize  land  owned  by  the  United  States  of  America,  under  control  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior,  in  which  to  construct  and  operate  their  pipelines,  and 
upon  which  to  place  their  above-ground  facilities.  It  is  the  decision  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  relative  to  such  applications  which  constitutes  the 
"action",  based,  inter  alia,  upon  the  environmental  impact  statement.  Therefore, 
it  is  appropriate  that  the  environmental  impact  statement  has  not  reached  con¬ 
clusions  as  to  whether  or  not  the  pipeline  system  should  be  built,  and  has  not 
proposed,  much  less  attempted  to  impose ,  conditions  upon  the  requested  permits. 


However,  a  fair  reading  of  the  DEIS  indicates  that  reasonable  conclusions 
to  be  drawn  from  such  document  are  as  follows: 

(1)  the  proposed  pipeline  system  can  be  constructed,  operated  and 
maintained  on  the  basis  of  presently-known  technology; 

(2)  the  proposed  system  will  bring  substantial  benefits  to  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  Canada.  Indeed, 
other  than  the  allegation  of  some  extremely  localized  environ¬ 
mental  effects,  which  will  be  discussed  and  in  part  disputed 
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below,  the  only  "people  problems"  apparently  alleged  In  the 
DEIS  are  the  localized  creation  of  extra  demand  for  goods 
and  services  during  the  construction  period  (which  the 
DEIS  indicates  is  inconvenient  to  some,  but  a  boon  to  others) 
and  possible  pressures  on  native  peoples  toward  a  change 
in  life  style.  But  the  latter  possibility  can  occur  only 
if  such  native  peoples  choose  to  accept  the  opportunity  to 
change  their  life  style,  since  a  natural  gas  pipeline  cannot 
conceivably  force  such  change  and  clearly  will  not  try  to  do 
so;  and 

(3)  there  will  be  changes  to  the  environment  produced  by  the  enter¬ 
prise,  which  can  be  brought  to  clearly  acceptable  levels  by  appro¬ 
priate  mitigating  measures. 


The  comments  submitted  below  will  differ  with  the  DEIS  by  showing  that 
many  of  the  environmental  impacts  mentioned  as  possible  by  the  DEIS  either  will 
not  occur,  or  will  be  at  an  even  lesser  level  than  depicted  in  the  DEIS,  be¬ 
cause  of  natural  occurrences  or  mitigative  measures  to  be  applied.  In  this 
regard,  it  must  be  emphasized  that  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  has  for  the  past  five 
years,  in  Alaska  and  Canada  alone,  invested  well  over  15  million  dollars  in 
extensive  research  (biotic,  abiotic,  and  socio-economic)  to  construct  and 
operate  the  most  environmentally  desirable  line  in  order  to  bring  the  critically 
needed  gas  supplies  in  the  Arctic  to  markets  in  the  lower  48  of  the  United  States 
and  southern  Canada.  Such  research  was  conducted  by  a  group  of  highly  respected 
independent  scientists  with  vast  experience  in  the  North.  These  individuals, 
who  have  researched  the  literature  and  performed  field  and  laboratory  studies, 
have  concluded  that  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  has  taken  appropriate  steps  to  avoid 
or  mitigate  potential  adverse  environmental  impacts  and  that  if  Arctic  Gas  con¬ 
structs,  operates  and  maintains  its  pipeline  as  proposed,  such  pipeline  will  not 
have  a  serious  adverse  impact  on  the  environment.  Of  course,  this  does  not  take 
into  account  the  many  millions  of  dollars  invested  by  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  in 
engineering  (geotechnical,  etc.)  or  by  the  lower  48  systems  on  engineering  and 
environmental  studies. 

We  also  will  submit  some  information  and  suggest  some  corrections  which 
are  not  directly  relevant  to  the  Arctic  Gas  Project,  but  relate  to  background 
information,  in  an  effort  to  be  of  assistance  in  producing  a  more  accurate 
overall  document. 

Before  beginning  the  kinds  of  specific  demonstrations  discussed  above, 
certain  general  comments  as  to  the  form  of  the  DEIS  seem  to  be  appropriate. 

First,  the  DEIS  is  in  classic  form,  utilizing  as  its  major  subheadings,  the 
provisions  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  This  is  not,  of  course, 
objectionable.  But  it  is  also  true  that  the  subparagraphs  of  that  Act  were 
not  necessarily  drafted  with  an  eye  to  them  becoming  the  outline  for  an 
environmental  statement.  Accordingly,  the  use  of  that  form  (which  applicants 
also  used  in  their  submitted  environmental  report)  lends  itself  to  great 
repetition.  Therefore,  a  real  or  fancied  adverse  impact  will  appear  not  once, 
but  many  times:  (1)  it  will  appear  as  an  impact;  (2)  then  as  a  description 
relative  to  a  mitigating  measure  to  be  applied;  (3)  then  possibly  as  an  adverse 
impact  which  cannot  be  fully  mitigated  (particularly  in  view  of  the  standards 
for  such  category  adopted  by  this  DEIS);  (4)  then  perhaps  as  an  irreversible 
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Finally,  the  fourth  alternative  listed  by  the  DEIS  is  "curtailment  of 
gas  supplies".  If  the  result  of  such  curtailment  is  not  exercise  of  the  first 
two  alternatives  (use  of  other  gas  or  other  energy),  then  it  is  absolute  short¬ 
fall  of  energy  for  our  nation,  so  that  we  have  come  full  circle:  to  the  fact 
that  even  with  strong  conservation  efforts,  additional  supplies  of  gas  and 
other  energy-  particularly  pollution  free  gas-  is  urgently  needed.  The  DEIS 
puts  so  little  emphasis  on  this  central  fact  as  to  distort  the  result. 

Another  way  of  providing  a  more  balanced  viewpoint  of  the  proposed  action 
would  be  to  include  a  description  of  the  existing  natural  gas  pipelines  in  the 
United  States.  The  United  States  is  honeycombed  with  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
miles  of  natural  gas  pipelines  in  rural  and  urban  areas.  They  pass,  largely 
unseen,  beneath  the  ground,  with  a  safety,  efficiency  and  environmental  record 
unmatched  by  any  other  form  of  transportation  of  goods.  Agricultural  and  other 
activities  are  normally  carried  on  above  the  pipelines.  The  land  taken  for 
compressor  stations  and  other  facilities  is  miniscule  compared  to  the  volume 
of  goods  moved,  or  compared  to  the  above-ground  facilities  required  for  other 
transportation  modes,  which  move  lesser  volumes  of  goods.  Subsurface  activities, 
where  desirable,  are  carried  on  below  pipelines  in  some  instances.  It  is  in  this 
context  that  the  proposed  project  must  be  viewed,  i_.e.  ,  a  comparison  of  loss 
of  the  valuable  assets  of  the  natural  gas  of  northern  Alaska  as  compared  to 
transmission  of  such  asset  by  pipeline,  and  in  the  context  of  comparison  of 
transmission  by  pipeline  and  by  other  modes  of  transportation.  All  this  must 
be  dealt  with  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  consideration  of  the 
applications  by  the  Arctic  Gas  Project,  but  we  submit  that  a  balanced  and 
complete  Final  EIS  should  more  clearly,  and  with  more  emphasis,  set  forth 
this  side  of  the  equation.  (See  also  the  Introduction  to  the  Comments  re¬ 
garding  Parts  I  and  VI,  relative  to  the  present  record  of  pipelines.) 

Arctic  Gas  also  suggests  that  the  DEIS  does  not  always  make  accurate  and 
appropriate  distinctions  in  the  use  of  the  term  "will",  as  compared  to  use 
of  the  term  "could".  Almost  all  of  the  potential  adverse  impacts  which  are 
listed  in  the  DEIS  are  just  that,  potential  Impacts,  if  appropriate  mitigative 
measures  are  not  taken.  However,  Arctic  Gas  proposes  extensive  mitigative 
measures,  as  outlined  in  its  submittals,  to  avoid  or  drastically  reduce  the 
relatively  few  adverse  impacts  noted.  The  DEIS  contends  that  some  of  those 
mitigating  measures  are  not  effective,  and  we  shall  comment  upon  those  state¬ 
ments  below.  However,  when  it  comes  to  developing  the  section  entitled  "Adverse 
Effects  Which  Cannot  Be  Avoided  Should  The  Proposal  Be  Implemented",  the  DEIS 
adopts  the  definition  that  such  "unmitigatible"  measures  or  impacts  include 
not  only  those  which  the  DEIS  alleges  cannot  be  mitigated  by  the  measures 
proposed  by  Arctic  Gas,  but  also  those  impacts  which  they  believe  could 
be  mitigated  if  their  own  mitigating  proposals  were  utilized.  Thus,  the 
listing  of  "unmitigatible"  impacts  contains  many  which  can,  in  fact,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  drafters  of  the  DEIS,  be  mitigated.  This  is  exceedingly 
confusing,  and  leads  to  the  impression  that  the  drafters  of  the  statement 
believe  there  are  a  large  number  of  "unmitigatible  adverse  impacts",  when 
in  fact  it  seems  likely  that  is  not  the  case  at  all. 


comnitment  of  long-term  resources  and  a  short  term  use  of  man's  environment. 

There  is  nothing  objectionable  to  such  repetition,  unless  the  reader  is  misled 
into  believing  that  he  or  she  has  read  about  several  adverse  impacts.  Instead 
of  one.  This  can  occur  to  the  casual  reader,  and  perhaps  to  any  reader,  in 
view  of  the  substantial  length  of  the  document,  so  that  a  cautionary  note  seems 
to  be  in  order  on  this  subject,  in  the  final  EIS. 

Second,  the  nature  of  the  DEIS  is  necessarily  critical.  Quite  naturally, 
very  little  time  is  spent  on  a  discussion  of  ways  in  which  the  project  in 
question  will  not  impact  upon  the  environment  or  will  beneficially  impact  the 
environment.  Again,  the  casual  reader  will  be  struck  by  the  negative  tone  of  the 
document,  which  is  misleading.  One  solution  would  be  to  give  substantially 
more  emphasis  to  the  reasons  why  the  project  is  being  proposed  and  why  it  must 
be  considered  essential  in  the  national  interest. 


It  is  also  not  clear  from  the  DEIS  that  not  all  environmental  impacts,  or 
change,  are  adverse,  and  there  is  also  little  quantification  of  the  alleged 
changes,  so  that  minor  points  appear  to  be  overstated.  This  is  also  true  of 
the  discussion  of  alternative  routes,  systems  of  transportation,  and  sources 
of  energy  for  the  nation.  This  leads  to  underestimation  of  the  value  of  the 
proposed  project,  and  overestimation  of  its  environmental  consequences,  on 
a  relative  basis. 


The  part  on  "Alternatives"  is  the  place  where  such  matters  are  addressed, 
but  the  discussion  is  misleading.  Four  "alternatives"  are  set  forth,  but 
there  is  very  little  discussion  of  the  feasibility  of  those  alternatives. 

The  first,  _i-.e.  ,  "use  of  other  gas  supplies"  is  not  an  alternative  at  all.  The 
nation  needs  all  the  domestic  gas  it  can  secure  to  meet  the  absolute  need  for 
gas  and  also  to  displace  imported  oil.  Even  if  Arctic  gas  sources  are  tapped, 
there  is  no  prospect  of  meeting  the  Nation's  need  for  gas.  Government  sources 
to  support  that  conclusion  abound,  but  none  seem  to  be  used  in  the  DEIS. 

The  second  alternative  -  use  of  "alternative  energy  sources"  -  is  probably 
viable,  but  is  it  desirable?  For  the  foreseeable  future,  the  "balancing" 
energy  supply  for  the  United  States  is  OPEC  oil,  with  the  related  aspects  of 
geo-political  control  of  price  and  supply  itself,  by  those  nations.  Enough 
said  as  to  the  desirability  of  such  an  "alternative";  but  not  enough  said 
in  the  DEIS,  unfortunately. 

Other  routes  or  systems  to  transport  the  Alaskan  gas  to  markets  in  the 
coterminous  United  States  are,  of  course,  discussed  extensively  in  the  DEIS, 
and  will  be  discussed  in  the  detailed  comments  upon  those  portions  of  the 
DEIS.  Suffice  it  to  say  in  this  introduction  that  Arctic  Gas'  extensive  study 
of  those  alternatives  has  convinced  it  that  it  has  chosen  the  most  environmentally, 
economically  and  socially  desirable  route  and  method  of  transporting  the  Arctic 
gas  to  market.  One  caveat  must  be  noted,  however.  The  DEIS  treats  a  "Coastal 
Route"  as  a  separate  route,  and  this  is  discussed  below. 
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The  DEIS  also  too  frequently  utilizes  wholly  speculative  impacts,  which 
are  overstated  and  contrary  to  the  comprehensive  scientific  evidence  compiled 
by  Arctic  Gas  and  publicly  available.  For  example,  it  provides  that  "(l)oss 
of  the  Alaska  coastal  barrier  beaches,  spits,  lagoons,  estuaries,  and  offshore 
islands  due  to  project-related  activities  (such  as  wharf  construction,  gravel 
removal,  and  pollution),  however,  would  constitute  a  major  loss  of  a  set  of 
habitats  constituting  part  of  a  relatively  rare  coastal  system"  (11-794). 

Arctic  Gas  has  absolutely  no  plans  to  obtain  gravel  from  the  barrier  beaches, 
spits  or  lagoons.  Nor  does  it  propose  to  construct  its  wharf  sites  on  the 
barrier  beaches  or  spits.  Finally,  with  respect  to  pollution,  Arctic  Gas  will 
utilize  comprehensive  plans  to  prevent  oil  spills  and  contingency  plans  to 
mitigate  impacts  should  an  oil  spill  occur. 

Moreover,  the  DEIS  is  misleading  because  it  cites  literature  which  plainly 
has  been  disproved  by  Arctic  Gas'  work.  For  example,  at  page  1-377,  the  DEIS 
states  that  "Calef  (1974)  suggests  that  the  combined  impacts  (potential 
impacts  associated  with  construction,  operation,  etc.)  could  result  in  a  90Z 
reduction  of  the  [Porcupine  caribou]  herd  within  5  to  10  years  unless  these 
impacts  are  substantially  dampened  by  strict  adherence  to  properly  designed 
mitigative  measures."  Scientific  evidence  gathered  over  five  years  of  intensive 
research  has  permitted  location  of  critical  areas  for  this  Herd,  and  deter¬ 
mination  of  its  movement  patterns  and  the  timing  of  migration,  calving,  etc. 

The  Herd  will  not  be  encountered  during  the  migration  or  calving  periods  and, 
therefore,  will  not  be  impacted  during  construction.  With  respect  to  operation, 
it  is  clear,  on  the  basis  of  the  disturbance  studies  conducted  that  there  will 
be  no  appreciable  disturbance  to  the  Herd. 

The  DEIS,  in  being  confined  to  actual  impacts  or  those  reasonably  fore¬ 
seeable,  should  not  include  those  which  are  not  even  remotely  possible.  For 
example,  the  DEIS  provides  that  " [c]onstruction-caused  disruption  of  drainage 
systems  could  cause  permanent  damage  to  scenic  streams  and  waterfalls  along 
the  route.  .  ."  (1-513).  The  fact  is  there  are  no  waterfalls  along  the  proposed 
route  in  Alaska  or  Canada  and  this  type  of  comment  should  either  be  omitted 
or  the  actual  facts  so  stated. 

Arctic  Gas  has  also  noted  a  considerable  number  of  instances  in  which 
mitigative  or  protective  measures,  which  it  has  proposed  in  one  or  more  of 
its  documents,  are  proposed  by  the  DEIS,  without  notation  of  Arctic  Gas' 
previously  expressed  intention  to  carry  out  such  measures.  Again,  this 
leads  to  the  appearance  that  a  much  greater  amount  and  number  of  new  or 
previously  unconsidered  steps  are  required  than  is  actually  the  case.  Simi¬ 
larly,  potential  impacts  are  frequently  described,  e.&.,  animal  harassment, 
as  they  would  be  if  there  were  no  legal  limitations  already  existing. 


366 


-7- 


The  cumulative  effect  of  such  features  is  the  appearance  of  far  more 
needed  changes  in  the  proposed  action  of  Arctic  Gas  than  is  actually  the 
fact. 


Finally,  there  is  the  question  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range, 
and  Arctic  Gas'  proposed  route  across  that  area.  The  total  impact  of  the 
multiple  references  to  the  Range  in  the  DEIS  leaves  the  impression  that  the 
Wildlife  Range  is  totally  a  de  facto  wilderness  area,  and  also  gives  no  clear 
indication  of  the  huge  size  of  the  Range.  The  bulk  of  the  Range  is,  of  course, 
uninhabited  mountain  area.  The  northern  f ev  miles  of  the  Range,  however, 
consists  of  flat  coastal  plain.  On  that  plain,  there  is  a  village,  several 
active  or  abandoned  DEW  line  stations,  used  and  abandoned  cabins,  active 
and  abandoned  airstrips,  and  other  evidences  of  human  presence.  The  plain 
is  clearly  not  an  urban  area,  but  it  is  also  not  a  wilderness.  The  coastal 
plain  has  been  used  as  a  transportation  corridor  by  both  primitive  and 
modern  man.  It  has  also  been  used  for  technological  and  economic  reasons. 
Arctic  Gas'  experts  have  concluded  (except  those  on  birds  who  believe  that 
an  interior  routing  would  have  a  minimal  potential  impact  on  birds  but  who 
also  believe  that  the  Prime  Route  can  be  constructed,  operated  and  maintained 
without  serious  adverse  impact  to  bird  populations)  that  a  pipeline  along 
the  coastal  plain  would  have  the  least  environmental  impact  of  any  routing 
and  that  a  pipeline  across  the  Range  would  not  adversely  impact  wildlife 
usago  of  the  Range,  or  the  Range  itself.  Because  the  DEIS  is  replete  with 
references  to  the  Range,  a  full  discussion  of  the  Range  is  presented  in  the 
comments  on  Part  I  and  also  later  herein. 


In  this  context,  Arctic  Gas  notes  that  the  DEIS  extensively  discusses 
a  route  across  the  coastal  plain,  but  more  close  to  the  coast  than  the  Prime 
Route  proposed  by  Arctic  Gas.  That  "Coastal  Route"  is  discussed  more  fully 
m  the  detailed  comments  which  follow.  In  this  overview,  it  should  merely 
be  noted  that  Applicant  has  not  considered  that  "Coastal  Route"  as  a  separate 
corridor,  but  rather  as  a  variant  of  the  Prime  Route.  Contrary  to  the 
impression  left  at  some  points  by  the  DEIS,  the  proposed  Prime  Route  does 

between ' r h  ^  ^  C°aStal  *nd  it:  is  Portioned  rather  centrallv 

between  the  mountains  and  the  coast.  As  compared  to  a  routing  adjacent  to 
the  coast,  this  mid-plain  position  has  such  advantages  as  being  further 
from  the  heaviest  concentration  of  birds  (in  their  periodic  visits)  and 
snore  creatures,  crossing  streams  at  more  narrow  points,  and  lesser  length. 
Such  coastal  position  has  certain  advantages,  however,  and  is  much  preferable 
to  the  Interior,  Offshore,  Fort  Yukon  and  Fairbanks  Corridors 


Finally,  the  proposal  of  the  DEIS  for  "technical  review  teams"  must  be 
It.  7*  the.context  of  existing  law,  likely  future  governmental  action,  and 
the  Applicant  s  plans  for  its  construction  organization. 


First,  Applicant  will  not  be  able  to  begin  its  construction  and  operation 
activities  until  it  has  secured  necessary  governmental  approvals,  including 
an  appropriate  right-of-way  permit  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  which 
will  relate  to  the  Federal  lands  which  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  De¬ 
partment.  Some  of  the  government  agencies  having  jurisdiction  over  the  pro¬ 
posed  project,  including  the  Secretary,  are  expected  by  the  Applicant  to  impose 
"guidelines"  or  "stipulations"  as  conditions  to  the  exercise  or  rights  conveyed 
by  the  permits  issued.  Other  agencies  operate  under  statutes  and  regulations 
which  applicant  must  also  follow. 


This  pattern  of  pre-set  ground  rules  is  acceptable  and  proper.  The 
Applicant  can  examine  such  standards  under  which  it  will  be  required  to 
operate  and  can  determine,  in  advance,  whether  it  believes  it  can,  and  can 
afford  to,  operate  under  such  standards.  Its  decision  to  proceed  or  not 
to  proceed  can  be  made  in  light  of  such  applicable  standards.  This  is  the 
typical  pattern  of  conduct  under  the  rule  of  law. 

Applicant  also  fully  expects  that  some  or  all  of  the  governmental 
agencies  which  have  jurisdiction  will  desire  that  there  be  inspection  of 
applicant's  actual  operations,  to  insure  compliance  with  the  pre-set 
conditions,  and  with  existing  laws  and  regulations.  But,  there  would, 
under  an  individual  inspection  pattern,  be  a  multiplicity  of  applications 
of  hopefully  compatible  standards. 

It  is  in  the  above  context  that  applicant  reads  the  proposal  in  the 
DEIS  for  "technical  review  teams".  Applicant  interprets  such  proposal 
to  be  a  suggestion  that  the  multiplicity  of  governmental  agencies  having 
jurisdiction  over  a  given  stretch  of  pipeline  coordinate  whatever  inspec¬ 
tion  efforts  they  carry  on.  If  this  is  the  function  of  any  "team",  this  could 
lead  to  economy  of  inspection  operations  for  the  governmental  agencies  involved, 
and  could  help  insure  that  the  standards  for  inspection  be  consistent,  and 
applied  in  such  effective  way  as  will  insure  compliance  with  pre-set  condi¬ 
tions,  but  with  minimum  possible  loss  of  production  efficiency. 

Arctic  Gas  wi]^  be  pleased  to  work  with  the  agencies  involved  to 
ease  their  task  of  inspection,  when  they  are  on  any  given  work  site 
in  Alaska,  or  in  their  access  to  such  sites.  In  addition,  as  more  fully 
outlined  in  its  application  to  the  Department  of  Interior  and  supporting 
exhibits,  and  in  information  subsequently  furnished.  Applicant  has  outlined 
the  very  substantial  inspection  efforts  which  it  will  carry  on.  While 
overall  construction  management  will  be  performed  by  the  Applicant,  detailed 
construction  management  may  well  be  performed  by  a  management  firm  and 
actual  construction  spreads  will  be  mounted  by  contractors.  Both  contractors 
and  manager  will  be  required  to  have  their  own  inspectors,  to  assure  compli¬ 
ance  with  standards.  In  addition,  however,  Applicant's  staff  and  consult¬ 
ants  will  also  provide  engineering,  environmental,  and  socio-economic 
inspection  personnel  who  will  be  with  each  spread  and  other  work  installation, 
to  insure  compliance  with  Applicant's  own  standards  and  with  its  commitment 
to  obey  the  above  described  pre-set  permit  conditions,  statutes  and 
regulations . 


Applicant  will  be  pleased  to  insure  that  each  of  the  above  inspection 
groups  will  cooperate  with  any  government  inspector  or  "team"  of  inspectors,  so 
long  as  such  activities  are  confined  to  lawful  and  appropriate  limits. 

Applicant  recognizes,  of  course,  that  governmental  inspection  is  subject 
to  jurisdictional  limitations.  For  example.  Applicant  recognizes  that  the 
Department  of  Interior  has  authority  and  responsibility  to  enforce  its 
standards  only  relative  to  lands  under  its  control:  that  is,  federal  lands 
administered  by  the  Department,  and  not  relative  to  state  lands  or  private 
lands,  while  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  and  Federal  Power  Commission  have 
more  broad  authority  geographically.  Similarly,  the  State  of  Alaska  has  no 
jurisdiction  outside  its  boundaries,  and  sharply  limited  powers  and  respon¬ 
sibilities  relative  to  Federal  lands  within  its  boundaries. 

Applicant  does  not  read  the  suggestion  in  the  DEIS  to  be  that  the 
"technical  review"  teams  go  beyond  normal  inspection  limits  or  should  attempt 
to  impose  additional  restrictions  or  requirements,  ad  hoc  or  otherwise,  after 
grant  of  permits,  or  to  be  that  such  teams  should  attempt  to  usurp  or  interfere 
with  the  responsibility  of  Applicant  and  its  delegates  to  carry  out  the  project, 
within  the  bounds  of  pre-set  conditions  and  relevant  legal  (statute  and  regula¬ 
tions)  standards.  Inspection  is,  of  course,  expected,  but  if  applicant  is 
to  proceed,  it  must  discharge  its  duty  of  efficiently  constructing  the  pipeline 
project  on  the  basis  of  its  own  work,  within  the  bounds  of  applicable  law,  regu¬ 
lations  and  pre-set  conditions. 


PART  II  -  ALASKA 


Caribou/Summary 

The  DEIS  review  of  the  Porcupine  caribou  activities  is  oversimplified 
in  terms  of  both  time  and  space.  Five  years  of  study  by  Arctic  Gas 
have  enabled  a  more  comprehensive  analysis  than  the  DEIS  indicates.  It 
can  be  shown  that  the  movements  of  the  herd  are  predictable  and  that 
there  is  great  stability  within  the  herd.  Much  of  the  Department  of  In¬ 
terior  material  seems  to  be  based  on  only  part  of  the  evidence;  for  ex¬ 
ample  ,  it  is  stated  that  a  major  portion  of  the  calving  ground  lies  north 
of  the  proposed  pipeline  route,  when  in  fact,  the  major  portion  of  the 
calving  ground  is  south  of  the  pipeline.  Furthermore,  construction  will  be 
completed  prior  to  the  arrival  of  the  herd  to  the  calving  grounds. 

The  DEIS  analysis  of  impact  does  not  appear  to  be  based  on  the  actual 
field  conditions  that  are  expected  with  the  installation  of  the  pipeline. 
For  example,  the  loss  of  lichens  as  a  result  of  sulphur  dioxide  in  ex¬ 
haust  gases  is  cited  as  being  a  major  impact  on  caribou.  This  statement  is 
incorrect  on  three  counts:  first  of  all,  very  few  caribou  winter  along 
the  proposed  pipeline  route  in  Alaska;  secondly,  it  has  been  shown  that 
lichens  are  a  very  minor  percentage  of  the  vegetation  on  the  Arctic  coastal 
plain  in  the  area  of  the  pipeline  route;  and  finally,  the  sulphur  dioxide 
content  of  exhaust  gases  is  so  low  that  the  ground  concentrations  of  sul¬ 
phur  dioxide  will  be  much  less  than  those  which  have  been  shown  to  cause 
damage  to  lichens. 

It  is  stated,  for  instance,  that  the  pipeline  bisects  the  summer  range, 
while  in  fact,  the  caribou  use  the  coastal  plain  for  only  two  months  in 
the  summer,  and  for  the  rest  of  the  time,  are  widely  scattered  throughout 
the  foothills  and  mountains  to  the  south. 

The  DEIS  devotes  a  good  deal  of  attention  to  the  possibility  that  repairs 
will  have  a  serious  impact  on  the  northern  environment,  and  in  particular, 
on  caribou.  This  supposed  impact  is  overstated.  First,  it  should  be  noted 
that  the  chance  of  a  pipeline  break  is  very  remote;  it  has  been  estimated 
that  there  might  be  one  break  in  the  whole  Alaska-Canada  portion  of  the 
pipeline  in  ten  years,  so  that  the  chances  of  it  occurring  in  Alaska  at  a 
time  of  the  year  when  environmental  concerns  would  be  greatest  is  very  re¬ 
mote.  Furthermore,  the  repair  procedures  will  be  confined  to  a  small  area 
of  a  few  square  miles  and  will  be  restricted  to  the  pipeline  right-of-way 
between  the  nearest  compressor  station  and  the  break.  The  calving  ground 
utilized  by  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd  involves  an  area  of  over  4,000 
square  miles,  so  that  even  in  the  remote  possibility  that  a  break  were  to 
occur  during  calving,  the  disturbance  would  be  restricted  to  a  very  small 
portion  of  the  total  area  on  which  calving  occurs,  for  a  short  period  of 
time. 


Perhaps  the  most  misleading  statements  in  the  report  have  to  do  with  the 
mitigative  measures.  It  has  been  assumed  in  the  evaluation  of  impact  that 
mitigative  measure  would  be  ignored,  and  even  worse,  that  the  project 
personnel  would  go  out  of  their  way  to  harass  and  kill  wildlife.  This 
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approach  does  not  represent  what  will  happen  and  presents  a  most  dis¬ 
torted  picture.  Studies  which  have  been  carried  out  have  detailed  the 
kind  of  disturbances,  and  the  impacts  on  caribou  that  can  be  expected 
as  a  result,  and  the  Applicant  has  clearly  stated  mitigative  measures 
which  arise  from  these  studies  and  which  will  prevent  any  serious  impact 
on  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd.  A  simple  example  of  one  of  these  measures 
has  to  do  with  aircraft  altitude  restrictions.  Arctic  Gas'  policy,  in 
accordance  with  appropriate  Federal  and  State  regulations,  requires  that 
flights  be  at  an  altitude  of  2,000  feet  or  greater.  This  is  well  above 
the  levels  which  are  known  to  cause  disturbance  of  caribou. 

Simply  put,  our  five  years  of  concentrated  baseline  and  disturbance  studies 
on  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd  have  made  it  the  best  studied  caribou  herd 
m  the  world.  We  have  been  able  to  determine  movements,  distribution  and 
critical  habitat  for  these  animals.  Our  studies  indicate  that  this  herd 
will  not  be  adversely  impacted  by  the  construction,  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  the  pipeline  as  is  evidenced  by  the  professional  opinion  of  our 
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Further  information  on  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd  is  provided  in  Appendix 


The  following  responses  to  the  DEIS  are  predicated  in  significant  part  on 
the  information  in  Volumes  4,  5,  7,  22,  23  and  32  of  the  Biological  Report 
Series,  copies  of  which  have  been  lodged  with  the  Department  of  Interior. 


SUBJECT:  CARIBOU 


Page  II  -  309 

Statement:  "The  annual  400-mile  migration  of  the  more  than  100,000 

animals  in  the  Porcupine  aribou  erd,  trekking  along 
their  ancestral  paths,  is  one  of  the  world's  most  im¬ 
pressive  biological  phenomena." 

Response : 

The  annual  migration  appears  to  mean  the  annual  movement  of  the  herd. 

If  that  is  indeed  the  case,  the  annual  yearly  movement  of  the  herd 
covers  about  1300  to  1500  air  miles  and  probably  approximately  2500  to 
3,000  actual  walking  miles.  The  400-raile  migration  mentioned  in  the 
DEIS  onlv  refers  to  the  aooroximate  one-way  distance  from 
the  north  central  Yukon  wintering  grounds  to  the  calving  grounds. 
Reference:  Roseneau,  D.G.,  James  A.  Curatolo,  and  Gregory  D.  Moore. 
1975.  Distribution  and  Movements  of  the  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd  in 
northeastern  Alaska  and  the  Yukon  Territory,  Canada;  Arctic  Gas  Bio¬ 
logical  Report  Series  Vol.  32,  Chapt.  III. 


Page  II  -  310 

Statement:  "In  1961,  the  population  of  the  Porcupine  Herd 

was  estimated  to  be  as  large  as  140,000  individuals." 

Response : 

The  1961  estimate  of  140,000  is  incorrectly  referenced.  In  1961,  Skoog 
(.1962,  1963,  1968)  estimated  the  herd  to  contain  110,000  to  117,000  ani¬ 
mals.  In  1964  Lentfer  (1965)  estimated  the  herd  to  contain  approximately 
140,000  animals.  The  current  population  as  estimated  by  Arctic  Gas  is 
between  115,000  and  120,000  animals. 


Page  II  -  310 

Statement:  "A  characteristic  of  caribou  ..." 

Response: 

In  this  paragraph  the  claim  is  made  ,  "Which  passes  and  valleys  will 
be  used  is  unpredictable,  as  the  migration  route  in  any  year  appears  to 
be  associated  with  where  the  animals  have  wintered." 


This  in  turn  implies  that  if  the  wintering  areas  being  used  in  a  parti¬ 
cular  year  are  known,  then  the  degree  to  which  one  could  predict  increases 
markedly.  In  general,  the  movement  pattern  has  been  quite  consistent. 

The  movements  are  consistent  enough  to  at  least  predict  with  fairly  high 
degrees  of  accuracy: 

1)  when  the  particular  movement  can  be  expected  to  occur  within  a  one- 
week  to  ten-day  period. 

2)  when  animals  can  be  expected  to  reach  certain  points  along  the  mi¬ 
gration  routes  or  reach  certain  areas  within  a  one-week  to  ten-day 
period . 

3)  the  relative  importance  of  certain  migration  corridors. 

4)  the  "corridors"  within  which  the  movements  are  most  likely  to  take 
place,  if  the  locations  of  the  caribou  are  monitored. 

It  is  true  that  specific  passes  and  valleys  that  may  be  used  may  not  be 
predictable.  However,  the  general  areas  critical  to  caribou  movements 
throughout  their  yearly  cycle  are  predictable.  With  the  monitoring  that 
has  been  done  and  which  will  continue,  the  times  and  general  places  can 
be  predicted  to  a  greater  degree  of  accuracy.  One  can  also  take  into 
account  variations  that  may  occur  with  greater  accuracy. 

The  point  that  the  DEIS  seems  to  be  making  is  that  caribou  are 
unpredictable,  and  since  almost  all  mountain  passes  and  valleys  are  used 
to  some  degree  or  have  been  in  the  past  by  caribou,  then  no  one  can  pre¬ 
dict  which  ones  will  be  important  in  any  given  year. 

The  important  point  is  that  the  need  to  know  which  specific  passes  and 
valleys  are  going  to  be  used  some  year  is  unnecessary  when  one  has 
determined  the  broader  and  relatively  consistent  movement  "corridors". 
This,  in  fact,  is  more  important  in  the  long  run,  since  by  delineating 
these  corridors  (as  Arctic  Gas  has  done),  one  is  really  delineating 
habitat  that  is  critical  to  the  herd  for  some  specific  movement  at  some 
specific  time  of  year  (like  spring  migration,  etc.),  but  not  necessarily 
for  a  particular  year. 

Old  trails  and  caribou  fences,  etc.,  suggest  strongly  that  the  herd's 
basic  movements  have  not  changed  for  centuries;  thus,  the  basic  move¬ 
ment  pattern  Arctic  Gas  has  delineated  can  be  expected  to  remain  fairly 
consistent  as  based  on  five  years  of  study. 

Further  in  this  paragraph,  DEIS  states  that  "...  the  Porcupine  herd  ... 
summers  on  the  arctic  coasts  of  Alaska  and  the  Yukon  Territory  ..."  The 
herd  does  not  summer  on  the  arctic  coast  of  Alaska  and  the  Yukon  Ter¬ 
ritory.  The  majority  of  the  herd  spends  only  the  months  of  June  and 
early  July  on  the  arctic  coast. 


Post  calving  movements  occur  along  the  Alaska  coast,  then  into  the  foothills 
and  mountains.  Summering  is  widespread  in  the  foothills,  mountains,  and 
to  a  limited  extent,  on  the  coastal  plain.  Reference:  Biological 
Report  Series  Vols.  4,  7,  and  22  . 


Page  II  -  314 

Statement:  "The  major  migration  movement,  however,  tends  to  be  in 

an  arc  through  Canada,  around  the  British  Mountains, 
across  the  Firth  River  drainage,  and  along  the  arctic 
coast . " 

Response: 

This  oversimplifies  the  movements  of  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd  to  the 
point  of  inaccuracy.  Arctic  Gas  has  monitored  this  herd's  movements 
since  spring,  1971.  The  complexity  and  variations  of  the  herd's  move¬ 
ments  must  be  and  have  been  taken  into  account  in  order  to  correctly 
route  the  line  and  schedule  timing  of  construction. 

In  general,  the  DEIS  treatment  of  caribou  does  not  accurately  reflect 
the  facts.  Specific  geographic  areas  important  to  caribou,  other  than 
the  calving  grounds,  are  not  mentioned.  Timing  and  location  of  move¬ 
ments  is  discussed  only  In  barest  outline,  and  incorrectly  with  respect 
to  fall  migration.  No  mention  is  made  of  the  number  of  caribou  estimated 
to  be  using  the  summer  range  between  the  Sagavanirktok  River  and  the 
west  bank  of  the  Canning  River. 

Specifically,  with  reference  to  the  DEIS,  the  above  sentence  briefly 
sums  up  part  of  the  spring  migration,  part  of  the  fall  migration, 
and  the  calving-post  calving  movements.  It  fails  to  take  into  account 
the  rest  of  the  movement  pattern. 


Page  II  -  314 

Statement:  "Map  2.1. 1.7-2  shows  the  principal  migration  routes." 

Response: 

What  this  map  really  shows  is  the  1972  spring  migrational  movements  and 
no  more.  By  adding  the  1973  spring  migration,  one  would  have  the  basic 
spring  migrational  pattern  of  the  herd,  but  nothing  else.  See  Biological 
Report  Series  Vols.  4,  7,  and  22. 
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Page  II  -  314 

Statement:  "The  Canning,  Sadlerochlt,  Hulahuia,  Jago,  Aichiiik, 

and  Kongakut  River  valleys  are  important  routes  through 
the  Brooks  Range  for  both  spring  and  fall  movements." 

Response: 

The  Sadlerochlt  River  is  not  an  important  route  for  caribou  through  the 
Brooks  Range.  This  river  drainage  is  used  by  some  caribou  during  some 
of  the  spring-sumner-early  fall  months,  but  it  does  not  compare  to  the 
Canning-East  Fork  Chandalar  drainage  route,  the  East  Fork  Chandalar- 
Hulahula  route,  the  Kongakut-Sheenjek  route,  etc.  The  Jago  River  also 
is  not  an  important  north-south  spring-fall  route.  The  physical  barrier 
of  the  mountains  in  its  headwaters  prevents  its  being  one.  Animals  have 
entered  the  Jago  valley  in  the  past,  but  after  1972  it  became  clear  that 
as  a  migration  route  through  the  Brooks  Range,  the  Jago  is  relatively 
minor. 


IZ 


Page  II  -  314 

Statement:  "Season  migrations  of  the  Porcupine  Herd  are  typified  by 

small  bands  of  caribou  scattered  over  a  wide  area,  moving 
in  the  same  general  direction.  Large  compact  herds  are 
rare. " 

Response: 

If  the  reference  is  to  the  seasonal  movements  (spring,  calving, 
postcalving,  August  dispersal,  fall,  early  winter),  then  describing 
these  movements  as  "...  typified  by  small  bands  of  caribou  scattered 
over  a  wide  area  moving  in  the  same  general  direction"  is  incorrect 
for  this  herd. 

During  the  spring  migration,  moving  groups  of  caribou  in  single  or  mul¬ 
tiple  lines — nose  to  tail — of  1,000  to  5,000  and  even  more  are  common. 

The  postcalving  aggregration  brings  virtually  the  entire  cow-calf  and 
partial  bull  segments  together.  During  the  postcalving  movements,  the 
most  impressive  compact  groups  are  encountered — groups  of  1,000  to  5,000 
are  common.  Groups  of  20,000  to  even  the  entire  herd  (100,000+)  are 
characteristic  of  this  period.  During  the  early  August  dispersal  move¬ 
ment,  large  groups  are  often  found  moving  en  masse.  During  the  fall 
migration,  groups  of  up  to  30,000+  occasionally  form.  Groups  of  1,000 
to  3,000+  are  also  seen  during  the  early  winter  movements. 

In  general,  during  the  spring,  a  wide  front  of  moving  animals  develops, 
consisting  of  the  lines  of  pregnant  cows,  later  followed  by  much  more 
dispersed,  less  compact  bull  groups.  During  the  calving  movements  cari¬ 
bou  are  generally  dispersed  in  smaller  groups  moving  on  a  relatively 


wide  front.  During  the  postcalving  aggregation  period,  these  dispersed 
caribou  concentrate  together  in  one  to  several,  often  very  compact, 
masses.  During  the  postcalving  movements,  these  compact  masses  begin 
to  break  up,  but  in  Alaska  it  is  common  to  have  only  three  to  four  groups 
of  20,000  to  60,000  caribou,  each  moving  east  together.  The  movement 
as  far  east  as  the  northern  Richardson  Mountains  takes  place  within  a 
relatively  narrow  corridor  only  a  few  miles  wide  (in  some  areas  only  a 
few  hundred  yards  wide),  slowly  expanding  to  10  to  30+  miles  wide  but 
basically  more  compact  than  the  overall  spring  migration.  During  the 
August  dispersal  westward  again,  initial  movements  can  be  quite  restricted 
to  narrow  movement  corridors,  later  expanding  to  wide  fronts.  Return 
movements  east  during  the  fall  back  to  Canada  are  on  a  wide  front,  but 
animals  tend  to  concentrate  along  the  north  and  west  edges  of  the  Old 
Crow  flats,  before  moving  as  wide  fronts  again  to  the  south.  The  early 
winter  movements  into  the  Arctic  Village  area  are  characteristically 
quite  constricted,  resulting  in  an  initial  trail  system  only  a  few  hun¬ 
dred  yards  wide  for  the  first  100+  miles,  and  become  much  more  dispersed 
as:  1)  caribou  reach  the  East  Fork  and  Middle  Fork  Chandalar  River,  and 

2)  as  following  waves  follow  the  initial  movement. 

To  sum  up,  large  compact  herds  are  not  "rare";  instead  they  are  common, 
depending  on  the  time  and  place  during  the  year.  The  herd  might  be 
likened  to  a  sheet  of  rubber.  It  stretches  out,  contracts  and  expands 
as  it  moves,  pauses,  feeds,  etc.  At  times  and  places  during  the  year, 
movements  do  typically  occur  on  a  wide  front  as  the  movement  progresses 
in  its  direction  and  as  it  "builds  up  steam",  but  at  many  times  the  move¬ 
ments  are  occurring  along  relatively  narrow  corridors  and  relatively  com¬ 
pact  and/or  concentrated  groups  can  and  do  occur. 


Page  II  -  317 


Statement : 


"Although  their  seasonal  movements  are  erratic  and  diffi¬ 
cult  to  predict,  ...  " 


Response : 

It  is  not  the  seasonal  movements  that  are  difficult  to  predict,  but 
rather  the  specific  valleys  and  passes  that  are  used.  The  large  sea¬ 
sonal  movements  have  taken  place  at  approximately  the  same  time  and  in 
the  same  movement  corridors  over  each  of  the  last  five  years.  Within 
these  times  and  places,  variations  have  occurred  which  are  hard  to  pre¬ 
dict,  but  the  gross  seasonal  movements  follow  a  fairly  well  defined 
pattern.  Movements  are  certainly  not  erratic,  as  this  term  implies  no 
pattern  to  timing  or  movement  direction.  Instead,  the  seasonal  movements 
have  exhibited  a  relatively  well  defined  pattern,  allowing  for  variations 
caused  by  such  factors  as  weather,  snow  cover,  etc. 


Page  II  -  317 

Statement:  "This  area  is  windswept  and  generally  snow-free  by  mid - 

May  or  early  June." 

Statement:  "Although  most  calving  takes  place  relatively  close  to 

the  coast,  it  is  not  unusual  to  find  calving  along  the 
north  flanks  of  the  Brooks  Range  to  elevations  as  high  as 
3,500  feet  (1,100  meters)." 

Response : 

This  is  incorrect  in  most  part.  Since  Arctic  Gas  began 

closely  following  the  calving  in  Alaska,  one  thing  that  has  been  evident 
each  year  is  that  initial  calving,  generally  through  the  first  half  of 
the  calving  period,  takes  place  along  the  northern  flanks  of  the  Brooks 
Range  and  the  British  Mountains.  The  northern  flanks  of  the  mountains 
and  generally  the  area  of  more  raised  land  just  north  of  them  (the 
foothills)  to  about  the  500  ft.  contour  line  becomes  snow  free  first  and 
relatively  early  in  the  season.  The  lower  elevations  north  of  the  500 
ft.  contour  line,  including  the  true  coastal  plain,  often  retain  their 
snow  cover,  even  in  years  of  relatively  shallow  snow  cover,  due  primarily 
to  the  protective  effect  of  coastal  fog  that  often  blankets  the  coastal 
plain  south  into  or  near  the  foothill  zone.  Caribou  begin  to  calve  in  the 
relatively  snow  free  or  soon  to  be  snow  free  foothill  zone  and  along  the 
northern  edges  of  the  mountains,  as  they  become  numerous  in  these  areas 
begin  to  disperse  further  and  further  north.  However,  except  for  rela¬ 
tively  small  numbers  that  have  been  observed,  the  bulk  of  the  calving 
caribou  proceed  northward  out  onto  the  coastal  plain  as  the  snow  cover 
recedes.  Since  this  usually  appears  to  occur  sometime  by  or  after  the 
first  half  of  the  calving  period,  the  more  basic  movement  that  appears 
to  occur  is  a  westward  one.  As  a  consequence,  before  large  numbers  of 
calving  caribou  are  commonly  found  well  out  onto  the  coastal  plain  east 
of  the  Sadlerochlt  River,  it  appears  more  common  to  find  large  numbers 
of  calving  caribou  that  have  already  reached  the  north  flanks  of  the 
Sadlerochlt  Mountains  well  into  the  Katakturuk  River  drainage. 
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north  side  of  the  Sadlerochlt  Mountains  into  the  Tamayariak  River 
(probably  in  some  years  the  Canning)  drainage  south  of  the  proposed 
alignment  and  north  of  the  proposed  alignment,  predominantly  in  the 
Carter  Creek,  Marsh  Creek,  and  Katakturuk  River  drainages. 

After  most  calving  is  complete,  caribou  cows  with  their  calves  are  of 
course  moving  northward  and  westward  as  mentioned.  This  is  the  time 
they  are  near  and  north  of  the  proposed  alignment,  and  it  is 
important  to  understand  this  distinction,  just  as  it  is  important  to 
understand  that  in  some  years  larger  numbers  of  caribou  may  calve  fur¬ 
ther  north  than  they  have  in  past  years,  and  that  in  some  years  such  as 
1974  and  1975,  large  numbers  have  calved  along  and  on  the  alignment 
between  the  Sadlerochit  and  Tamayariak-Katakturuk  Rivers  area. 


Page  II  -  318 

Statement:  "Refer  to  map  2.1. 1.7-3,  entitled  'Traditional  Calving 

Area,  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd',  showing  summer  movements 
(from  Roseneau  et  al. ,  1974)."' 

Response : 

This  map  does  not  show  summer  movements.  Instead  it  shows  one  year's 
(1972)  postcalving  movements  east  into  Canada,  and  the  reversal  of 
30,000+  caribou  back  to  the  Barter  Island  area.  Also,  the  DEIS  has 
expanded  the  calving  area  out  to  the  coast.  We  now  consider  the 
Alaskan  North  Slope  from  the  Canning  River  east  to  the  Alaskan  border 
and  from  the  coast  inland  to  the  northern  flanks  of  the  Brooks  Range 
and  British  Mountains,  including  the  Lake  Schrader  area,  to  be  the 
general  traditional  calving  area.  The  principal  core  calving  area, 
however,  does  not  include  most  of  the  true  coastal  plain. 


Page  II  -  319 


The  land  north  of  the  Sadlerochit  Mountains,  between  the  Canning  and 
Sadlerochit  Rivers,  is  not  true  low-lying  wet  sedge  coastal  plain,  but 
instead  more  upraised  foothill  plateau  country.  For  that  reason  and 
also  because  apparently  this  area  is  more  often  ahead  in  snow  melt  than 
the  more  typical  coastal  plain  to  the  south  of  the  Barter  Island  area, 
caribou  often  reach  the  shores  of  the  Arctic  Ocean  between  the  Katak¬ 
turuk  and  Sadlerochit  Rivers  sooner  than  those  to  the  east. 


Statement:  "Calving  begins  in  late  May  and  is  complete  by  mid-June. 

Following  calving,  the  entire  Porcupine  Herd  (including 
those  which  calved  in  Canada)  tend  to  concentrate  in  Alaska 
along  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system." 


Response : 


In  general,  it  can  be  said  that  the  principal  calving  grounds  can  be 
characterized  as  the  dryer,  upland  areas;  consequently,  most  actual 
calving  occurs  predominantly  along  the  north  flanks  of  and  in  the  nor¬ 
thern  British  Mountains,  and  along  the  northern  flanks  of  the  Brooks 
Range  west  to  the  Hulahuia  River  and  Lake  Schrader  area,  but  generally 
not  north  of  the  proposed  Arctic  Gas  alignment.  Calving  also  occurs  west¬ 
ward  of  the  Hulahuia  River  in  the  Sadlerochit  Springs  area,  west  along  the 


Studies  show  major  concentrations  prior  to  and  after  the  postcalving 
where  relative  to  the  pipeline  aggregations  at  places  other  than  Camden 
Bay  and  between  the  Hulahuia  and  Okpilak  Rivers.  Reference  Vols.  4,  7, 
and  22  of  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series. 
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Page  II  -  319 

Statement:  "During  the  summer,  caribou  disperse  along  the  entire 

Coastal  Plain  of  Alaska  as  far  west  as  Sagavanirktok 
River  ...” 

Response : 

Caribou  from  the  Porcupine  herd  do  not  disperse  along  the  entire  coastal 
plain  of  Alaska  as  far  west  as  Sagavanirktok  River. 

This  statement  is  apparently  the  result  of  taking  into  account  only  one 
or  two  years  study.  Other  literature  exists  which  can  clarify  the  matter 
(Childs,  1973,  1973;  Hemming,  1973;  Gavin,  1971,  1972;  and  Biological 
Report  Series  Vol.  22). 

West  of  the  Canning  River,  caribou  do  remain  dispersed  across  the  North 
Slope  area  until  the  southward  fall  migration. 

It  has  not  yet  been  determined  whether  the  caribou  utilizing  the  migra¬ 
tion  route  in  the  Sagavanirktok  valley  are  a  part  of  the  remnant  central 
group  or  peripheral  animals  belonging  to  the  Porcupine  and/or  Arctic 
herds. 

The  movements  shown  on  the  DEIS  map  are  not  random  movements  showing 
dispersal;  they  are  postcalving  movements. 

This  analysis  does  not  mention  the  important  postcalving  aggregation  and 
movement.  The  vast  majority  of  caribou  in  the  Porcupine  herd  move  east 
from  the  calving  grounds  back  into  Canada.  This  analysis  does  not  men¬ 
tion  the  August  dispersal  period  or  the  movements  associated  with  it. 


Page  II  -  319 

Statement;  "By  mid-September,  the  majority  of  the  Porcupine  Herd  is 

generally  moving  eastward  across  the  Arctic  Coast,  or 
southward  through  river  valleys  and  mountain  passes,  to 
wintering  grounds  on  the  south  flanks  of  the  Brooks  Raige 
in  Alaska  or  Canada  . " 


Response : 

By  mid-September,  the  majority  of  the  Porcupine  Herd  is  already  well 
south  of  the  Continental  Divide  of  the  Brooks  Range.  Large  segments  are 
already  moving  both  south  and  east  towards  wintering  grounds  between  the 
headwaters  of  the  Porcupine  and  Peel  Rivers.  Another  segment  of  the 
herd  is  preparing  to  move  back  westward  into  the  Arctic  Village  and 
Chandalar  Lake  region  of  Alaska,  all  in  contrast  to  the  DEIS  statement 
that  "by  mid-September  the  majority  of  the  Procuoine  Herd  is  aenerall 
moving  eastward  across  the  Arctic  Coast...". 
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The  major  wintering  area  in  Alaska  is  not  the  "south  flanks  of  the 
Brooks  Range",  but  the  Chandalar  River  drainage,  and  in  Canada,  the 
major  wintering  area  is  far  to  the  south  in  the  Porcupine  and  Peel 
Rivers  headwaters. 


Page  II  -  320 

Statement:  "In  the  last  few  years,  the  western  portions  of  the 

summer  range  of  the  Porcupine  Herd  have  been  undergoing 
rapid  development." 

Response : 

Movements  of  the  Porcupine  herd  do  not  extend  west  of  the  Canning 
River.  The  Sagavanirktok  River  is  not  the  western  portion  of  the 
summer  range.  It  is  also  erroneous  to  imply  that  Prudhoe  activities 
will  restrict  and  concentrate  major  movements  to  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range,  since  these  occur  east  of  the  Canning  River.  There 
is  no  restriction  or  concentration  as  a  result  of  activities  at  Prudhoe. 
Reference:  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series,  Vol.  22,  Chapt.  Iv, 
and  Vols.  17  and  4. 


Page  II  -  423 

Statement:  "For  example,  changes  affecting  caribou  migration  routes 

or  wintering  areas  are  not  as  serious  (as  long  as  there 
are  alternate  routes  or  areas)  as  change  in  the  calving 
area . " 

Response: 

This  is  speculative  and  unsubstantiated;  i.e.,  the  type  of  change,  its 
magnitude  and  duration  are  not  defined.  Thus  a  change  to  winter  range 
could  be  considerably  more  serious  than  a  change  to  a  calving  area,  if 
the  latter  is  minor  and  the  former  major.  Also,  this  statement  implies 
a  fixed  calving  area  not  subject  to  variability.  Applicant's  studies 
have  demonstrated  that  calving  is  variable  from  year  to  year  within  the 
large  general  calving  area. 


Page  II  -  747 

Statement:  "Loss  of  these  lichens,  the  primary  winter  food  of 

caribou,  will  have  an  adverse  impact  on  the  caribou  which 
winter  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain." 


Response: 


Very  few  caribou  winter  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  as  evidenced  by 
Arctic  Gas  surveys  and  reported  in  a  number  of  volumes  of  the  Arctic  Gas 
Biological  Report  Series  (Volumes  4,  7,  22  and  32).  The  limiting  factor 
in  supporting  caribou  on  the  coast  is  not  availability  of  food,  since  the 
range  is  extremely  extensive  and  snow  cover  is  minimal .  Even  in  the  event 
that  lichens  were  affected  at  the  compressor  stations,  the  amount  of  hab¬ 
itat  loss  for  wintering  populations  is  insignificant.  In  addition  lichens 
are  a  very  minor  percentage  of  the  vegetation  assemblage  along  the  coastal 
plain. 


22. 


Response : 

Impacts  of  summer  repair  and  maintenance  will  not  be  major  even  if  they 
were  to  occur  where  caribou  are  calving,  since  only  a  small  portion  of 
the  herd  would  be  involved  (the  calving  area  is  over  4,000  square  miles). 
In  the  remote  event  of  a  pipeline  break,  repairs  would  be  required 
immediately  and  there  would  be  disturbance  for  a  few  miles  along  the 
right-of-way,  but  it  would  be  limited  to  a  small  confined  area.  Routine 
maintenance  would  be  scheduled  for  the  least  disturbing  times  of  the  year. 


Page  II  -  765 

Statement:  "Porcupine  caribou  of  from  93,000  to  115,000  caribou 

occupies  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  in  summer  and  early 
fall." 

Response : 

This  is  erroneous.  The  Porcupine  herd  occupies  the  foothills,  Brooks 
Range,  British  and  Richardson  Mountains  in  the  summer  and  early  fall. 

The  coastal  plain  is  used  in  early  summer  for  calving  and  postcalving 
movements  in  late  summer  by  small  portions  of  the  herd  during  dispersal. 
The  vast  majority  of  the  herd  is  elsewhere  than  the  coastal  plain  in 
summer  and  early  fall. 


Page  II  -  767  and  768 

Statement:  "...  snow  fences  proposed  to  collect  snow  for  temporary 

roads  would  become  temporary  barriers  to  seasonal  caribou 
movement  north  to  the  calving  grounds  in  May  and/or  south 
toward  the  mountains  in  September..." 

Response : 

Snow  fences  will  be  installed  at  times  planned  to  avoid  interference 
with  caribou  movements.  They  are  required  in  early  fall  to  trap  the 
first  snows.  Caribou  will  not  be  in  the  area  in  any  great  numbers  during 
that  time.  The  fences  would  not  form  a  barrier,  since  their  placement  is 
not  continuous  and  is  generally  parallel  to  caribou  movements 


Page  II  -  766 

Statement:  "The  proposed  pipeline  will  bisect  this  summer  range 

and  have  both  direct  and  indirect  effects  on  the 
caribou  population  and  its  habitat." 

Response: 


Page  II  -  768 

Statement:  "The  pipeline  berm,  road,  and  airfield  embankments  would 

remain  as  permanent  features  of  the  landscape  and  poten¬ 
tial  threats  to  free  movement  of  caribou,  muskoxen,  and 
moose." 


The  summer  range  is  not  the  coastal  plain,  but  is  as  indicated  in  the  pre¬ 
vious  response.  (See  pages  10  and  11.) 


Page  II  -  767 

Statement:  "Summer  pipeline  repair  and  maintenance  activities  would 

Increase  the  amount  of  caribou  range  disturbed  and/or 
destroyed.  The  impacts  of  summer  repair  and  maintenance 
on  caribou  will  be  major  if  disturbances  occur  where  the 
caribou  are  calving  or  if  caribou  are  shifted  from  thar 
traditional  calving  range." 
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Response : 

The  berm  will  not  be  a  permanent  feature  of  the  landscape.  It  will 
quickly  subside  to  be  about  level  with  the  surrounding  terrain.  Further¬ 
more,  embankments  are  not  threats  to  free  movement  of  caribou,  and 
certainly  the  restricted  requirements  of  an  airfield  and  a  short  access 
road  at  each  compressor  station  will  not  inhibit  movement  over  the 
thousands  of  square  miles  of  range  in  Alaska. 
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Page  II  -  768 


Such  conditions  could  deflect  caribou  movement  around 
sections  of  the  slumped  ditch  as  the  animals  travel  to 
and  from  the  calving  grounds." 


Response : 

Most  movement  to  calving  grounds  is  parallel  to  the  proposed  pipeline  align¬ 
ment  in  Alaska:  thus,  deflection  of  any  significance  is  unlikely.  It  also 
is  unlikely  that  a  slumped  ditch  could  impede  animals  which  cross  moun¬ 
tain  ranges,  glaciers,  and  icy  rivers,  and  study  indicates  it  would  not. 


Page  II  -  769 

Statement:  ^  "Human  activities  at  those  sites  will  disturb  caribou  in 

the  vicinity  and  prevent  their  use  of  a  zone  several  hun¬ 
dred  yards  wide  around  each  installation." 

Response : 

This  statement  in  itself  is  very  likely  sound;  however,  in  the  following 
three  pages,  this  statement  is  used  as  the  basis  for  an  impact  analysis 
which  is  grossly  exaggerated  and  at  variance  with  this  statement. 

The  significance  of  local  disturbance  from  stockpile  or  compressor  sites 
is  grossly  exaggerated.  Activities  in  the  area  to  date,  such  as  the  DEW 
Line  facilities  at  Beaufort  Lagoon,  Barter  Island,  Komakuk  Beach,  Brown 
Low  Point,  do  not  appear  to  have  caused  any  measurable  decline  in  caribou 
populations.  In  view  of  the  amount  of  summer  range  available,  this  en¬ 
tire  section  creates  and  overemphasizes  a  problem  which  does  not  exist. 
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Page  II  -  769 


Response: 


"The  major  portion  of  the  calving  grounds  lies  north  of  the 
proposed  pipeline  route,  and  caribou  would  have  to  cross  it 
twice  each  year  on  their  journey  to  and  from  the  traditional 
calvi-n9  areas  each  spring  and  fall." 
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Most  calving  occurs  south  of  the  route  in  the  foothills,  rather  than  north, 
as  stated  earlier.  Reference:  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Repoft  Series,  Vols 
7,  22,  and  4. 


Page  II  -  770 

Statement:  "A  large  number  of  caribou  summer  in  the  vicinity  of 

Camden  Bay  and  will  be  affected  by  activities  associated 
with  construction  and  operation  of  the  wharf  and  stock¬ 
pile  sites,  permanent  roads,  airfields,  and  the  shipping 
activities." 


Response: 

A  large  number  of  caribou  do  not  summer  in  the  vicinity  of  Camden  Bay. 
Large  postcalving  aggregations  lasting  for  three  or  four  days  in  July 
only,  occur  in  this  area.  Also  see  previous  comments  on  summering  of 
caribou. 


Page  II  -  770 

Statement:  "Increased  access  to  a  herd  and  increased  human  activity 

have  historically  had  adverse  impacts  on  caribou  and 
reindeer  herds  wherever  they  are  found." 

Response: 

This  is  a  superficial  analysis,  and  has  the  logical  fallacy  of  extra¬ 
polating  very  general  correlations  to  an  unrelated  situation.  This 
statement  should  be  omitted. 


Page  II  -  771 

Statement:  "Population  reduction  would  cause  serious  adverse  secon¬ 

dary  impacts  on  subsistence  hunters  and  sport  hunters, 
and  wolves  and  other  carnivores  over  the  entire  range  of 
the  Porcupine  Herd." 

Response: 

A  virtual  complete  loss  of  the  herd  would  have  to  take  place  before  it  would 
seriously  affect  subsistence  hunting.  Total  subsistence  take  from  the  herd 
is  likely  no  more  than  4,000  per  year  from  all  settlements.  This  is  not  the 
kind  of  hunter  kill  which  is  seriously  affected  by  even  a  major  reduction  in 
animal  numbers  if  migration  routes  are  not  altered. 

Sport  hunters  are  very  few  in  number  and  could  hardly  be  affected  by  any 
change  in  numbers,  if  it  were  to  occur.  Finally,  there  is  no  evident* 


that  there  will  be  any  reduction  in  caribou,  so  the  conclusions  are 
speculative. 

Page  II  -  771 
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Page  II  -  771 

Statement:  "The  long-term  possibility  that  a  major  international 

resource  could  be  lost  as  a  result  of  gas  pipeline 
activities  cannot  be  ignored." 

Response : 

Seismic  activity,  DEW  Line  sites,  and  settlements  have  not  affected  the 
status  of  the  Porcupine  herd  in  the  past.  Studies  conducted  by  the 
Applicant  reveal  that  caribou  are  not  affected  by  the  sound  emitted 
from  a  simulated  compressor  station.  Evidence  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and  in 
northern  Canada  indicates  caribou  adjust  to  man's  activities  which 
in  any  event  in  the  case  of  the  Arctic  Gas  project  would  be  of  such  low 
profile  as  to  be  of  no  concern.  One  of  the  substantial  reasons  wny  Arctic 
Gas  undertook  the  extensive  research  work  which  it  did  was  to  avoid  the 
necessity  of  speculating  in  "possibilities".  The  "possibility"  that  the 
herd  could  be  lost  as  a  result  of  pipeline  activity  is  so  remote  as  to 
be  non-existent. 


Page  II  -  772 

Statement:  "Even  if  they  continued  to  use  their  traditional  calving 

grounds,  the  caribou  will  be  subjected  to  harassment  and 
shooting  because  greater  numbers  of  people  will  have 
easier  access  along  the  pipeline  route." 


Statement:  "If  the  proposed  pipeline  facilities  should  cause  the 

Porcupinerherd  to  abandon  its  calving  area  north  of  the 
proposed  pipeline,  the  population  may  not  be  successful 
in  calving  elsewhere  and  maintaining  its  present  numbers." 

Response: 

Arctic  Gas  facilities  will  not  cause  the  herd  to  abandon  calving  grounds. 
Evidence  from  disturbance  studies  is  presented  in  Arctic  Gas  Biological 
Report  Series,  Vols.  U  and  5,  and  emphasized  this  fact.  It  should  also 
be  noted  that  the  traditional  calving  range  is  not  static  as  continually 
implied  in  this  report.  The  statement  should  be  omitted. 


Response : 

Access  will  not  necessarily  be  greater  on  the  route,  except  for  air 
access  to  airstrips,  which  applicant  presently  plans  to  close  to  the 
public,  except  for  emergencies.  Ski  and  float  equipped  planes  and  heli¬ 
copters  already  provide  access  to  most  of  the  area.  In  fact,  because 
there  is  very  little  surveillance  of  the  area  today,  it  could  well  be 
argued  that  the  Arctic  Gas  project  would  focus  more  attention  on  the  area 
and  encourage  better  management  . 


Page  II  -  772 

Statement"  "Disturbance  during  the  summer  by  low-flying  aircraft 

will  affect  a  greater  number  of  animals,  but  the  harass¬ 
ment  of  the  few  caribou  present  in  winter  can  have  severe 
direct  impacts  on  individual  animals." 

Response : 

Applicant  has  prepared  regulations  restricting  aircraft  overflights. 

These  regulations  state  that  all  sensitive  areas,  such  as  the  calving 
grounds  of  the  Porcupine  herd,  are  to  be  avoided  during  critical  times 
of  the  year,  and  in  the  event  that  flights  are  required  in  these  areas, 
they  are  to  be  at  altitudes  above  2,000  feet.  Moreover,  It  is  a  serious 
crime  in  Alaska  to  harass  wildlife  with  aircraft. 


Page  II  -  773 

Statement:  "In  summary,  it  is  expected  that  the  operation  and  repair 

of  the  system  can  have  serious  impacts  on  the  Porcupine 
Caribou  Herd  by  shifting  them  away  from  their  traditional 
calving  area  north  of  the  pipeline  route.  This  in  turn 
could  lead  to  long-term  reduction  of  the  herd  size." 

Response : 

This  is  totally  speculative  and  is  contrary  to  detailed  documented  evid¬ 
ence  presented  by  the  Applicant.  It  has  as  its  predicate,  possibilities 
and  ignores  hard  scientific  evidence  compiled  by  Arctic  Gas  over  5  years 
which  shows  that  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  pipeline 
will  not  have  a  serious  impact  on  the  Porcupine  caribou  herd.  It  should 
be  omitted  or  totally  changed. 
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Page  II  -  875 

Statement:  "The  net  effect  of  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system 

is  expected  to  be  fewer  caribou  for  residents  of 
Kaktovik." 

Response : 

This  is  pure  speculation,  contrary  to  all  evidence,  as  discussed  above,  and 
should  be  omitted.  See  also,  II  -  878. 


3? 


Page  II  -  907 

Statement:  "It  is  noted  that  the  installation  of  a  block  valve, 

which  could  not  be  delayed,  could  cause  serious  impacts 
on  caribou  which  would  result  in  a  shift  of  the  caribou 
population  and  which  eventually  would  eliminate  subsis¬ 
tence  of  native  people  on  this  herd. 

Response: 

Again,  this  is  pure  speculation  and  not  at  all  supported  by  available 
evidence.  Conclusions  of  this  type  in  the  DEIS  have  moved  one  of  our  wags 
to  state  that: 

"Similarly,  if  moles  burrowing  underground  ran  into  the  DiDeline,  this 
would  kill  the  moles,  and  since  eagles  require  moles  as  part  of  their  food, 
it  would  result  in  a  loss  of  eagles,  and  since  the  U.S.  has  the  eagle  as  a 
symbol  and  couldn't  get  along  without  a  symbol,  there  would  be  no  more  U.S. 
and  therefore  there  would  be  no  need  for  a  pipeline  in  the  first  place." 


Birds/Summary 

The  DEIS  analysis  of  environmental  impact  with  respect  to  birds 
contains  numerous  unsubstantiated  assertions.  Our  most  important 
concern,  however,  is  that  the  analysis,  largely  because  of  its 
lack  of  perspective,  fails  to  provide  guidance  for  decision  making. 

It  does  not  provide  a  realistic  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the 
pipeline  on  birds  along  the  North  Slope. 

Concern  for  the  welfare  of  the  peregrine  falcon  is  evidenced  by  the 
DEIS  Yet  the  DEIS  ignores  major  work  done  on  this  species  by 
Arctic  Gas  in  order  to  locate  critical  habitat  and  to  devise  methods 
to  eliminate  or  reduce  impact  on  the  species. 

Sections  dealing  with  water  fowl  populations,  habitat,  and  dynamics 
and  statements  on  damages  likely  to  be  sustained  by  water  fowl  and  water 
fowl  habitat  frequently  do  not  accurately  represent  known  circumstances 
and  are  in  error  on  the  merits  of  various  routings. 


SUBJECT:  BIRDS 


Response : 


Page  II  -  394 

Statement:  "Approximately  25  arctic  peregrine  falcons  utilized  the 

proposed  right-of-way  at  some  time  during  the  summer. 


Response : 

It  must  first  be  recognized  that  there  are  no  peregrine  nesting  sites  along 
the  proposed  route  in  Alaska,  although  they  nest  in  the  Yukon.  The  above 
quoted  statement  could  only  mean  that  peregrine  falcons  utilize  the  coastal 
plain  for  purposes  of  "hunting"  for  food  sources.  This  may  be  true.  How¬ 
ever,  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  would  not  have  any  impact  on 
this  activity.  Arctic  Gas  research  has  shown  that  only  a  handful  of  pere¬ 
grines  occur  each  summer  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  right-of-way, 
i.e. ,  five  or  six  birds. 


V2. 


Page  II  -  395 

Statement:  "During  the  summer  months,  gyrfalcons  may  feed  on  sea 

birds. " 

"Peregrine  falcons  feed  on  ptarmigan,  song  birds,  and 
small  wading  birds. 


Response: 

During  the  summer  months,  gyrfalcons  make  use  of  shore  birds,  waterfowl, 
gulls,  other  raptors,  sea  birds,  passerines,  jaegers,  microtines,  ground 
squirrels,  ptarmigan,  etc.  They  are  very  opportunistic;  the  most  im¬ 
portant  food  items  generally  are  ptarmigan  and  ground  squirrels.  Cer¬ 
tainly,  gyrfalcons  may  feed  on  sea  birds,  but  only  those  that  are  nesting 
in  or  near  sea  bird  habitat.  Each  pair  exhibits  individual  preferences, 
and  each  pair  shows  differences  based  on  where  the  nest  cliff  is  located 
and  what  the  surrounding  habitat  has  to  offer. 
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Peregrines  take  a  wider  range  of  prey  species  than  do  gyrs,  and  they 
are  much  more  oriented  toward  taking  birds.  Gyrfalcons  take  more 
small  mammals. 


Page  II  -  697 

Statement:  "Under  worst  case  conditions,  it  would  be  possible  to 

harm  up  to  60,000  oldsquaws  and  eider  ducks." 


This  is  a  serious  exaggeration.  We  can  find  no  basis  for  the  statement, 
and  no  data  to  support  the  conclusion.  In  this  particular  instance, 
the  spillage  of  fuel  or  toxic  material  would  certainly  be  restricted  to 
at  most  one  of  the  harbor  facilities,  and  the  impact  would  not  be  felt 
along  the  whole  Alaskan  coast  as  intimated  by  this  statement.  Further¬ 
more,  the  requirements  of  the  gas  pipeline  in  terms  of  fuel  oil  are  rel¬ 
atively  small  and  would  involve  only  one  or  two  shipping  seasons  at  the 
most.  Thus,  use  of  an  assumed  "worst  case"  gives  a  misleading  impression. 


Page  II  -  794 

Statement:  "Loss  of  the  Alaska  coastal  barrier  beaches,  spits, 

lagoons,  estuaries,  and  offshore  islands  due  to 
project  related  activities  ..." 

Response : 

This  is  a  general  discussion  on  the  loss  of  bird  habitat  in  the  event 
the  barrier  beaches  were  to  be  altered.  Arctic  Gas  consultants  and 
others  have  made  Arctic  Gas  aware  of  the  importance  of  the  barrier 
beaches  to  the  ecology  of  the  Beaufort  Sea  coast.  In  this  regard,  our 
environmental  staff  will  review  all  demands  for  borrow  during  the 
final  design  process.  There  is  no  intention  of  using  gravels  from  the 
barrier  beaches,  and  every  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  the  protection 
of  these  features  along  the  coast. 


Page  II  796  &  797 

Statement:  "Alteration  or  destruction  of  summer  nesting  grounds,  in¬ 

creased  disturbance  on  nesting,  moulting,  or  staging  areas 
and  an  increased  loss  of  eggs  and  young  to  predators 
are  potential  detrimental  effects  of  the  proposed  AAGPC 
pipeline  project." 

"The  overall  impact  on  swans  is  unknown,  but  available 
Information  suggest  there  may  be  a  significant  loss  of 
swans." 

Response: 

This  statement  seriously  exaggerates  the  possible  impact  of  the  pipe¬ 
line  on  swans.  Contrary  to  the  statement  "is  unknown"  our  work  dem¬ 
onstrates  there  will  be  no  serious  impact  on  these  or  any  other  bird 
species  on  the  north  slope.  Dr.  W.W.H.  Gunn,  president  of  LGL  Ltd., 
and  Environmental  Research  Associates,  Arctic  Gas  consultant  on  birds 
has  concluded  that  there  will  be  no  serious  impact  on  birds  on  the  North 
Slope  if  Arctic  Gas  constructs,  operates  and  maintains  the  pipeline  as  it 
proposes.  FPC  testimony  in  El  Paso  Alaska  Co.,  et.  al.,  Docket  Nos.  CP75- 
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Page  II  -  799-800 


Page  II  -  1232 


Statement:  "Airstrips  within  the  snow  goose  staging  area  would 

probably  disturb  geese  within  a  zone  of  250  square 
miles  around  each  strip  and  could  cause  them  to  aban¬ 
don  the  area . " 


Statement:  "There  will  be  unavoidable  reduction  in  population 

because  of  direct  mortality  caused  by  disturbance." 


Response: 


SO 


Response: 


"U  nrestricted  airplane  traffic  from  the  Canning  River 
to  the  Mackenzie  between  mid-August  and  mid-October  could 
be  expected  to  disturb  snow  geese  on  100  percent  of  the 
staging  area." 
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These  statements  are  incorrect.  Disturbance  of  snow  geese  is  discussed 
in  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  14  and  27.  While  an  aircraft  will  dis¬ 
turb  birds  over  a  fairly  wide  area,  it  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  dis 
turbance  occurs  for  only  a  very  few  minutes  and  that  the  birds  light  and 
continue  feeding  after  the  aircraft  has  passed.  The  area  between  the 
Canning  River  and  the  Mackenzie  Valley  already  has  a  fair  amount  of  air¬ 
plane  traffic.  One  of  the  observations  quoted  by  Applicant  showed  that 
there  was  an  aircraft  every  4  hours,  which  is  far  more  than  the  pipeline 
will  produce.  Applicant  is  satisfied  that  aircraft  traffic  can  be  tolerated 
by  the  snow  geese  without  disrupting  their  staging  areas. 


Page  II  -  1231 


Statement: 


Response: 


"Projected  related  activities  will  cause  an  unavoidable 
reduction  in  swan  numbers . " 


W 


There  are  two  pair  of  trumpeter  swans  in  the  general  area.  All  avail- 
able  evidence  indicates  that  project  related  activities  will  not  cause  any 
reduction  in  the  swan  population. 


There  will  be  no  direct  mortality  as  a  result  of  the  pipeline.  The 
major  construction  effort  is  planned  for  the  winter,  and  there  will  be 
little  or  no  disturbance  in  any  of  those  areas  which  are  used  by  ducks 
In  the  moulting  stage. 


Page  II  -  1233 

Statement:  "Hot  enough  information  is  available  to  determine  if 

project  related  impacts  on  peregrine  falcon  feeding 
areas  are  uramitigable,  or  will  adversely  affect  falcon 
populations. " 

Response: 

The  chances  of  project  related  impacts  affecting  peregrine  falcon  feeding 
areas  are  slight.  Peregrines  range  out  from  the  nest  sites  to  hunt, 
are  highly  mobile,  and  there  is  nothing  unique  about  the  proposed  route 
area  as  compared  to  the  rest  of  the  general  area  in  terms  of  hunting 
areas.  Most  importantly,  few  peregrines  appear  to  inhabit  the  area, 
and  all  known  nest  sites  are  well  south  of  the  route.  Thus,  we  submit 
information  is  available  and  is  favorable. 

Page  II  -  1619 

Statement:  "Peregrine  falcons  nest  in  the  Canning  River  drainage  and 

along  the  heights  of  the  Continental  Divide." 

Response: 


Page  II  -  1232 

Statement:  "In  any  case,  the  population  of  snow  geese  will  be 

reduced . " 


Response : 


This  statement  is  not  correct.  Extensive  studies  on  disturbance  of  snow 
geese  have  been  conducted,  and  whilt  it  is  acknowledged  that  they  are  sen 
sitive  to  aircraft  disturbance,  mitigation  efforts  will  keep  the  disturb¬ 
ance  within  a  level  which  will  allow  the  snow  geese  to  make  the  necessary 
use  of  the  staging  areas. 


Peregrines  nest  in  the  Canning  River  drainage,  but  it  is  an  important 
omission  that,  in  dealing  with  threatened  or  endangered  species,  no 
mention  Is  made  of  the  number  involved  and  the  number  in  relation  to 
surrounding  areas  and  the  number  in  relation  to  the  Alaskan  arctic 
population.  No  perspective  is  offered  by  the  DEIS.  In  the  Canning, 
three  positive  nest  sites  have  been  located  for  a  total  of  three  pairs 
in  1972  and  1973.  The  DEIS  also  fails  to  mention  the  one  peregrine 
site  known  to  exist  very  close  to  the  proposed  interior  alternate 
alignment  in  lower  Monument  Creek. 

Also,  peregrines  do  not  nest  "...  along  the  heights  of  the  Continental 
Divide."  In  extensive  surveys  of  peregrines  throughout  Alaska  (C.  White, 
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T.  Cade,  J.  Enderson,  L.G.  Swartz,  D.G.  Roseneau,  etc.),  only  one  eyrie 
has  been  found  above  the  average  elevation  of  2500  feet  ASL.  This  is 
the  eyrie  in  Monument  Creek,  first  located  in  1972,  and  it  may  lie  as 
high  as  2600  feet.  A  second  site  (in  the  Canning  drainage)  lies  at  an 
estinated  2500  feet  ASL. 

It  is  now  common  knowledge  among  raptor  investigators  that  peregrines 
just  do  not  nest  above  2500  feet  ASL,  with  little  known  excep¬ 
tion.  It  is  also  known  that  almost  all  peregrine  sites  are  along  or 
very  near  to  larger  water  courses  or  on  sea  cliffs,  as  opposed  to,  for 
instance,  the  gyrfalcon  which  nests  on  river  bluffs  and  cliffs,  on  in¬ 
land  rock  outcrops  away  from  rivers  (and  up  to  4000  to  4500  feet  ASL), 
and  on  sea  cliffs.  Both  species  occasionally  utilize  tree  nests. 


Other  Wildlife  and  Fish  Summary 

The  DEIS  report  states  that  the  north  slope  of  Alaska  is  a  major  denning 
area  for  polar  bear.  However,  studies  conducted  by  Applicant  and  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  in  1974  and  1975  have  discovered  only 
three  inland  den  sites,  and  all  three  were  found  in  1974.  Therefore, 
the  DEIS  claim  is  unfounded  and  all  statements  supporting  this  claim 
should  be  deleted.  Applicant  has  recently  published  a  report  on  polar 
bear  entitled  "Environmental  Considerations  of  the  Polar  Bear"  by 
Gregory  D.  Moore  and  Roland  Quimby  (Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series, 
Vol.  32,  Chapt.  2).  This  report  describes  surveys  undertaken  to  locate 
denning  sites  and  evaluate  utilization  of  the  area  by  Polar  bear.  The 
possibility  of  Polar  bear  Interaction  with  the  construction  or  operation 
of  the  pipeline  is  highly  unlikely. 


Page  II  -  2028 


Applicant  has  conducted  a  survey  of  marine  mammals,  including  ringed 
seals,  and  a  report  will  be  available  shortly. 


Statement:  "The  arctic  peregrine  falcon,  an  endangered  species,  nests 

in  the  steep  valley  of  the  Yukon  River  near  the  Canadian 
border  ..." 


Response : 

The  peregrines  nesting  along  the  Yukon  River  are  not  Arctic  peregrines 
(Falco  peregrinus  tundrius) ,  but  the  interior  version  (  F.P.  ana turn) . 


It  is  likely  that  Construction  along  the  Ft.  Yukon  route,  would  lead  to 
a  loss  of  nesting  habitat  for  the  peregrine  in  Alaska.  The  Yukon  River 
between  a  point  about  12  miles  downriver  from  Circle,  Alaska,  and  upriver 
to  the  border  (and  also  into  Canada  about  another  80  to  100  miles) 
supports  a  major  nesting  concentration  (about  1  pair  per  10  miles  of 
river).  In  Alaska,  the  number  of  pairs  inhabiting  this  stretch  of  river 
is  known  to  have  been  at  least  16  to  19  in  1951,  17  in  1966,  15+  in  1967, 
17  In  1968,  12+  in  1970,  10+  in  1973,  and  11  in  1975.  (The  differences 
in  yearly  numbers  are  not  necessarily  due  to  a  decline  in  number,  as  the 
various  surveys  often  omitted  one  or  two  sections  of  river.) 


Counting  other  sites  in  the  drainage,  a  minimum  of  about  25  pairs  could 
be  adversely  affected. 

We  would  emphasize  that  the  route  along  the  Yukon  River  is  undesirable 
because  of  the  peregrine  nesting  concentration.  The  loss  of  this  area 
would  constitute  a  loss  of  at  least  one-half  of  the  known  viable  interior 
Alaska  nesting  habitat. 


The  DEIS  is  incorrect  In  the  statement  that  the  Sadlerochit  Mountain 
area  is  a  major  sheep  wintering  site. 

The  DEIS  makes  reference  in  a  number  of  instances  to  the  possibility  of 
deliberate  harassment  of  wildlife  by  pipeline  personnel  (e.g.,  Dali 
sheep  and  wolf).  Such  statements  are  completely  unfounded  and  unwar¬ 
ranted  and  should  be  removed  from  the  document. 

The  DEIS  statement  exaggerates  the  significance  of  North  Slope  moose 
habitat  and  certainly  the  potential  for  impact  on  moose  and  moose 
habitat  by  the  Arctic  Gas  project. 

The  sections  on  grizzly  bear  are  overstated  in  that  the  pipeline  route 
does  not  encroach  on  any  denning  area.  Furthermore,  grizzly  bear  pop¬ 
ulations  will  not  be  seriously  adversely  affected  by  pipeline  activity. 
Mitigation  will  be  employed  to  reduce  interaction  between  bears  and 
man. 


Si 


With  respect  to  fish,  the  DEIS  has  overstated  potential  problems. 

Applicant  has  thoroughly  investigated  potential  problems  and  mitigative 
measures  have  been  developed  to  avoid  or  reduce  impacts. 

Arctic  Gas  does  not  plan  to  indiscriminately  withdraw  water  from  fish 
overwintering  areas.  Water  will  be  withdrawn  from  such  areas  only  if  it 
is  determined  that  the  fish  population  can  withstand  the  removal  of  a 
specified  amount  of  water.  Studies  in  this  regard  are  presently  underway. 
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SUBJECT:  MOOSE 


Page  II  -  322 


Response : 


"Information  is  not  available  for  moose  production  or 
calf  survival  in  vicinity  of  the  proposed  AAGPC 
pipeline  system." 


Additional  information  is  available  for  moose  production  in  the  Eagle- 
Catch  Creek  area,  and  this  appears  in  the  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report 
Series  Vol.  24. 


The  conclusion  that  "moose  appear  to  be  extending  their  range  northward 
into  the  general  project  area",  has  no  evidence  to  support  it.  There 
is  some  information  suggesting  moose  have  extended  northward  into  the 
Brooks  Range  and  out  onto  the  North  Slope  in  the  relatively  recent  past 
(Rausch),  but  there  is  other  historical  information  to  suggest  that 
at  least  some  moose  were  present  in  the  area  a  long  time  ago  (archaeological 
digs).  g 
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In  any  case,  the  habitat  over  much  of  the  coastal  plain  is  such  that  the 
presence  of  the  major  food  source  (willow)  and  winter  conditions,  such 
as  snowfall  depths,  would  severely  limit  any  real  advance  north  in  the 
general  area  of  the  prime  alignment. 


Page  II  -  322 
Statement : 


Response : 


"It  is  estimated  that  between  25  and  50  moose  may  be 
using  the  area  where  the  proposed  pipeline  AAGPC  system 
would  be  built." 


It  may  well  be  that  there  are  this  many  moose  north  of  the  Continental 

Divide  but  they  are  south  of  the  proposed  pipeline  as  follows. 

1.  The  Eagle-Cache  Creek  population  is  well  south  of  the  prime  align¬ 
ment  . 

2.  The  Kavik  River  population  is  well  south  of  the  prime  alignment. 

3.  Moose  in  the  remainder  of  the  area  north  of  the  Continental  Divide 
and  east  of  the  Canning  River,  with  the  exception  of  the  upper 
Kongakut  River  population,  are  few  and  widely  scattered;  and  further, 
the  Kongakut  population  is  well  south  of  the  prime  alignment. 

4.  The  majority  of  these  few  and  widely  scattered  moose  are  generally 
found  in  riparian  habitat  along  rivers,  but  most  frequently  south 
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of  the  prime  alignment. 

In  general,  interactions  between  the  prime  alignment  and  moose  can 
be  expected  to  be  very  low. 


Page  II  -  774 


Response : 


"If  the  Applicant's  scheme  for  collecting  snow  to  construct 
temporary  roads  involves  gathering  snow  from  these  stream- 
side  willow  thickets,  the  damage  done  to  shrubs  will  also 
have  an  adverse  impact  on  moose  winter  food." 


The  Applicant  has  stated  that  if  snow  harvesting  is  required,  it  will  be 
taken  from  areas  and  in  such  a  manner  that  there  will  be  no  destruction 
of  vegetation. 


Page  II  -  775 


Statement : 


"An  occasional  moose  will  dispute  the  right-of-way  with 
a  vehicle  and  lose  its  life  in  the  encounter." 


Response : 

The  only  vehicles  that  will  be  present  along  the  pipeline  will  be  there 
during  the  construction  season.  The  operation  of  the  pipeline  will  not 
involve  the  movement  of  vehicles  along  the  right-of-way,  so  that  what¬ 
ever  danger  there  is  to  moose  will  occur  onlv  over  a  very  short  time  and 
a  chance  encounter  would  be  most  remote,  particularly  in  view  of  the 
large  amount  of  construction  activity  at  any  area,  which  would  discourage 
Moose  presence  in  that  immediate  area. 


Page  II  -  775 


Statement : 


"Overall,  the  construction,  operation,  and  repair  of 
proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system  are  expected  to  have  a 
significant  impact  on  the  small  moose  population  in  the 


Response : 


The  prime  route  crosses  through  few,  if  any,  willow  bottoms  (riparian 
habitat)  that  are  used  extensively  by  moose.  There  will  not  be  a  sig¬ 
nificant  impact  on  the  moose  population.  Reference:  Biological  Report 
Series  Vols.  6  and  24  present  the  most  complete  data  on  moose  populations 
and  habitat  in  northeast  Alaska.  These  volumes  show  that  the  critical 
habitats  and  the  moose  population  in  general,  is  south  of  the  coastal 
route  where  winter  construction  would  take  place. 


Page  II  -  1228 

Statement:  "Some  moose  will  undoubtedly  be  lost  because  of  the 

project." 

Response : 

There  are  few  moose  in  the  project  area  and  very  little  winter  browse, 
which  is  generally  the  shorter  willow  and  is  covered  well  with  snow. 
Though  some  of  this  is  available,  the  few  moose  in  the  general  area 
appear  to  prefer  to  stay  in  the  valley  entrances  south  of  the  route  and 
utilize  willow  stands  scattered  along  the  valley  bottoms.  Furthermore, 
the  DEIS  in  its  assessment  has  not  taken  into  account  the  situation  where 
the  activity  of  man  may  increase  the  browse  quantity  and/or  quality. 

This  is  a  common  occurrence  through  the  growth  of  willow,  which  is 
essentially  climax  vegetation  on  the  North  Slope. 

In  any  case,  the  line  is  well  situated  to  avoid  moose  in  Alaska,  since 
the  moose  in  the  Kavik  River-Juniper  Creek  area  generally  remain  south 
of  about  69°45’  north,  as  do  the  moose  in  the  Eagle-Cache  Creek  area. 

To  the  east,  moose  become  much  fewer  in  number  and  are  generally  found 
south  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  Moose  numbers  increase  in  the  Kongakut 
drainage;  however,  moose  do  not  often  appear  to  venture  north  of  the 
proposed  pipeline  route,  although  in  summer,  an  occasional  moose  does 
wander  as  far  north  as  the  coastline.  Generally,  observations  in  the 
field,  however,  have  not  recorded  more  than  two  to  three  moose  in  a 
summer . 


SUBJECT:  PALL  SHEEP 


Page  II  -  326 

Statement:  "This  Dali  sheep  range  is  considered  to  be  'a  major  sheep 

wintering  area'  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service." 

Response: 

The  Sadlerochit  Mountain  area  is  not  a  major  sheep  wintering  area.  The 
Sadlerochit  Mountains,  primarily  the  eastern  half,  might  have  100  to  150 
sheep  in  them,  although  the  proposed  tower  area  probably  does  not  have 
more  than  ±25.  We  further  disagree  with  the  statement  on  page  327  that 
the  Canning  River  may  become  an  alternative  air  route  to  the  Alaskan 
arctic  coast.  There  is  no  commercial  reason  for  using  the  Canning  River 
as  an  alternative  air  route. 


Page  II  -  777 

Statement:  "The  communications  site  ...  will  make  an  undetermined 

zone  around  the  site  unattractive  and  unusable  to  sheep." 

Response : 

It  is  unlikely  that  an  unmanned  communications  site  would  have  any  impact 
on  sheep,  and  further  Applicant  is  studying  the  use  of  satellite  com¬ 
munication  facilities  which  would  eliminate  all  towers  along  the  route. 


SUBJECT:  MUSKOX 


Page  II  -  323 

Statement:  "The  Alaska  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (1973)  estimates 

that  there  are  at  least  two  adults  surviving  from  the 
20  transplants  of  and  that  there  are  six  calves." 


Response: 

This  Alaska  statement  appears  to  be  incorrect,  even  though  the  Applicant 
made  available  the  results  of  its  survey  to  the  Alaska  Deparmtent  of  Fish 
and  Game.  This  is  covered  in  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  6,  1974.  That 
report  states  that  the  survivors  number  a  minimum  of  29  adults,  and  there 
may  be  as  many  as  34.  The  report  also  states  that  there  were  seven  calves 
observed  in  1972  and  at  least  five  of  these  survived  until  September  18 
to  20th  of  that  year. 
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Page  II  -  777 

Statement:  "...  the  most  serious  and  direct  effect  of  pipeline 

construction  on  this  population  of  Dali  sheep  will 
come  from  aircraft  flights  into  the  communications 
site. " 

Response: 

See  response  above. 


Page  II  -  778 

Statement:  "A  single  disturbance  in  which  animals  are  chased  for  a 

ten-minute  period  results  in  an  approximate  20  percent 
increase  over  the  normal  daily  energy  expenditure. 

If  repeated  hazing  occurs,  ..." 

Response : 

While  these  statements  are  quite  correct.  Applicant  has  clearly  stated 
that  harassing  and  hazing  of  animals  will  not  be  allowed.  Furthermore, 


394 


30  - 


-  31  - 


Applicant  has  already  effected  aircraft  altitude  flight  regulations 
which  will  mean  that  aircraft  will  be  flying  above  altitudes  which 
have  been  shown  to  cause  disturbance  to  sheep. 

Also  refer  to  page  II  -  957,  where  it  says  there  will  be  noise  impact  on 
Dali  sheep  when  construction  equipment  is  operated  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  Sadlerochit  winter  range.  Arctic  Gas  has  conducted  studies  on  dis¬ 
turbance  of  sheep  due  to  noise,  and  the  data  indicates  that  the  impact 
of  simulated  compressor  noise  affected  the  sheep  over  a  distance  of  only 
about  one  mile.  Furthermore,  there  appeared  to  be  some  acclimatization 
to  noise  on  the  part  of  Dali  sheep.  Reference  Biological  Report  Series 
Vol.  5,  "Disturbance  Studies  of  Caribou  and  Other  Mammals  in  the  Yukon 
and  Alaska,  1972".  We  believe,  therefore,  that  since  the  disturbance 
is  on  the  periphery  of  the  range,  there  would  be  a  minimum  impact  on 
Dali  sheep. 
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SUBJECT:  FOX 


include  any  activity  across  the  tundra  during  the  summer,  so  that  the 
reference  to  summer  destruction  does  not  apply  to  the  construction  plan¬ 
ning. 


SUBJECT:  WOLF 


Page  II  -  329 

Statement:  "While  not  numerous,  more  wolves  are  found  on  the  Arctic 

Coastal  Plain  and  foothills  in  the  Arctic  National  Wild¬ 
life  Range  than  farther  west." 

Response: 

More  wolves  are  found  further  south  than  the  Wildlife  Range  than  along 
the  coastal  plain.  Reference:  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  6, 

Chapt.  II. 


Page  II  -  782 

Statement:  "The  number  and  location  of  den  sites  along  the  proposed 

pipeline  are  unknown," 

Response: 

This  is  incorrect.  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  6,  Chapt.  II,  provides 
detailed  distribution  of  fox  denning  areas  and  den  characteristics  in 
northeastern  Alaska  and  the  results  of  detailed  den  surveys  along  the 
route. 
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Page  II  -  973 

Statement:  "Fox  dens  are  not  readily  discernible  to  operators  of 

large  Low-Ground-Pressure  vehicles  and  are  subject  to 
collapse  as  the  vehicles  roll  over  them.  Destruction 
of  fox  dens  during  summer  is  especially  critical,  because 
this  is  when  the  fox  bears  its  young,  and  the  kits  will 
not  survive." 


Page  II  -  779 

Statement:  "The  primary  Impact  of  construction  activities  on  wolf 

habitat  will  be  the  loss  of  choice  den  sites  found  in 
those  areas  also  chosen  as  upland  borrow  sites  for  road 
and  airfield  embankment  materials." 

Response : 

Applicant  has  committed  itself  to  a  program  of  site-specific  review. 

At  this  stage,  borrow  sites  will  be  examined,  not  only  for  the  quality 
of  borrow  but  for  the  environmental  impact  resulting  from  the  use  of 
that  site.  All  denning  sites  will  be  marked,  and  activities  will  avoid 
these  areas.  At  this  stage  the  Applicant  has  found  more  than  adequate 
gravel  for  its  modest  requirements  in  environmentally  favorable  river 
deposits.  Upland  sites  are  very  unlikely  to  be  required  hence  avoiding 
any  possible  disturbance  of  wolf  dens.  This  statement  should  be  corrected 


Page  II  -  780 


Response: 

Applicant  has  noted  that  the  proposed  line  does  not  pass  through  major  fox 
denning  areas.  Furthermore,  Applicant  has  already  done  extensive  surveys 
and  located  fox  dens  along  the  route.  There  will  be  further  detailed  pre¬ 
construction  surveys,  and  environmental  inspectors  will  be  marking  any 
denning  areas  on  or  adjacent  to  the  pipeline  right-of-way.  The  plans 
include  no  activity  across  the  tundra  during  the  summer,  so  that  the 
reference  to  summer  destruction  does  not  apply  to  the  consturction  planning. 


Statement:  "Such  harassment  may  result  in  death  of  the  wolf." 

Response: 

Applicant  is  quite  aware  of  the  serious  damage  that  can  be  done  to 
wildlife  by  harassment,  particularly  from  aircraft,  but  also  frou.  Lue 
ground.  Arctic  Gas,  however,  has  now  definite  regulations  with  regard 
to  aircraft  movements,  and  these  regulations  will  continue  through 
construction  and  operation.  Applicant  also  points  out  that  state  and 


federal  laws  prohibit  harassment  of  wildlife.  The  statement  should  be 
omitted. 


Page  II  -  781 


Statement : 


"On  the  other  hand,  if  pipeline  personnel  shoot  at 
them  zealously,  wolves  may  abandon  much  of  their ^ 
habitat  within  sight  of  the  pipeline  facilities. 

This  statement  is  also  made  on  page  783. 

Response: 

Applicant  will  prohibit  firearms  in  construction  camps, 

is  not  an  anticipated  problem.  It  will  be  company  policy  that  offenders 
will  be  reported  to  the  proper  authorities.  The  statement  should  be 
omitted . 
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SUBJECT:  GRIZZLY  BEARS 


of  bears  utilizing  only  two  habitat  types  ("mountain  bears") ,  55%  were 
in  mountainous  habitat  and  45%  in  river  valleys.  Of  the  total  obser¬ 
vations  (n  -  60)  of  bears  utilizing  all  three  habitat  types  ("foothill- 
mountain  bears"),  42%  were  in  mountainous  habitat,  13%  were  in  river 
valleys,  and  45%  were  in  foothills.  There  were  seasonal  specific 
differences  noted  in  the  use  of  various  habitats. 


It  is  probably  more  useful  to  combine  foothill  and  mountainous  habitats 
vs.  the  arctic  coastal  plain  habitat  in  considering  the  distribution  of 
grizzly  bears,  rather  than,  as  in  the  DEIS  statement,  comparing  foothill 
populations  vs.  coastal  plain  bears.  The  coastal  plain  certainly  con¬ 
tains  fewer  grizzlies  than  the  foothill-mountain  habitat. 

The  dates  for  denning  given  in  the  DEIS  statement  are  a  bit  late.  The 
majority  of  grizzlies  are  in  the  den  by  the  end  of  the  first  week  in 
October.  A  few  bears  may  be  delayed  in  entering  dens  if  they  are  feed¬ 
ing  on  kills. 


Page  II  -  783 

Statement:  "The  grizzly  bear,  wherever  found,  is  an  indicator  of  wil 

derness  environment  and  will  not  tolerate  encroachment 
on  its  territory  by  human  structures  and  activities." 

Response: 


II  -  327  to  329 


Statement : 


"It  is  probable  that  as  many  as  25  of  them  could  be 
found  in  all  major  drainages,  such  as  the  Sadlerochit 
and  Hulahula  Rivers.  •  •" 


Response : 

These  pages  provide  a  general  description  of  the  grizzly  bear  and  its 
habitat  in  the  general  area  of  the  proposed  prime  route.  Applicant 
has  conducted  additional  studies,  and  the  following  is  an  outline  of 
some  of  the  more  pertinent  observations  which  have  been  made  as  a 
result  of  the  studies  and  which,  in  some  cases,  differ  from  the  DEIS 
assessment . 
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Applicant  has  pointed  out  that  the  pipeline  does  not  encroach  on  any 
denning  area  of  the  grizzly  bears  and  that  it  is  only  in  the  northern 
part  of  the  summer  range  that  there  is  any  possibility  of  contact  be¬ 
tween  pipeline  and  bear.  Furthermore,  this  statement  does  not  appear 
to  be  in  agreement  with  a  statement  appearing  in  Part  VI,  p.  880  of  the 
DEIS  report,  which  states  that,  "Because  most  grizzlies  do  survive  in 
the  presence  of  development  ..."  The  notion  that  the  grizzly  bear  will 
not  "tolerate  ..."  does  not  accurately  reflect  grizzly  bear  behavior. 
The  grizzly,  in  fact,  has  little  or  no  concern  with  human  affairs  ex¬ 
cept  as  they  represent  opportunity  or  are  a  threat  to  his  own  affairs. 
The  statement  should  be  omitted. 


Page  II  -  783 


Studies  completed  by  Applicant  in  1975  indicate  density  of  grizzlies 
within  the  study  area  of  1  bear  per  57  square  miles  (148  square  km.  > 
Reference:  Biological  Report  Series,  Vol.  32,  Chap.  1.  If  a  significant 

area  of  arctic  coastal  plain  were  included  in  a  density  estimate,  it 
would  undoubtly  approach  1  bear  per  100  square  miles  (259  square  km.). 

Habitat  within  the  study  area  was  divided  into  three  broad  types: 

“  al  1  square  km  or  13.9*),  mountainous  (6216  square  km 
«  66.7»,  and  foothill  (1813  square  km  or  19.  M).  Bears  were  separ¬ 
ated  according  to  habitat  used.  Of  the  total  observations  (n  -  245) 


Statement:  "Since  such  sites  are  also  frequently  considered  good 

sources  of  construction  materials,  ..." 


Response: 

Careful  field  research  has  located  no  dens  in  the  proposed  borrow  areas. 
Den  locations  for  grizzly  bear  are  presented  in  Biological  Report  Series 
Vol.  6.  They  are  all  far  to  the  south  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  The 
statement  should  be  omitted. 
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Page  II  -  784 

Statement:  "a  decline  in  the  qrizzly  bear  population  seems  to 

be  inevitable  as  a  consequence  of  pipeline  operation  and 
maintenance  activities  across  their  arctic  slope  range." 

Response : 

There  is  no  evidence  for  this  conclusion  in  view  of  the  protective  mea¬ 
sures  listed  in  the  Applicant's  environmental  report,  and  furthermore, 
it  is  not  backed  up  by  the  DEIS  statement  in  Part  VI,  with  regard  to 
grizzly  bears.  The  statement  should  be  omitted. 


Page  II  -  785 

Statement:  "People  who  would  not  normally  go  to  the  qreat  expense  of 

a  special  hunting  trip  may  make  use  of  such  opportunities 
to  take  hunting  holidays  in  the  arctic." 


Response : 

Hunting  opportunities  from  pipeline  airstrips  would  be  limited,  even  if 
they  were  to  be  permitted.  Existing  regulations  on  use  of  aircraft  in 
hunting  game  in  Alaska  make  it  illegal: 

a.  to  hunt  on  the  same  day  a  hunter  has  been  airborne; 

b.  prohibit  the  use  of  a  helicopter  even  as  a  means  of  transportation 
to  the  hunting  areas. 

This  statement  should  be  omitted. 
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Page  II  -  785 

Statement:  "This  could  require  elimination  of  the  offending  animals, 

and  if  damage  became  extensive,  would  result  in  a  signi¬ 
ficant  reduction  of  the  grizzly  bear  population  along  the 
pipeline  route." 


Response: 

This  is  an  exaggerated  statement  which  has  little  basis  in  fact.  Com¬ 
pressor  stations  and  other  such  sites  will  be  fenced,  thereby  eliminating 
most  of  the  bears  which  have  access  to  the  buildings.  But  more  importantly 
all  sites  and  facilities  will  be  maintained  in  such  a  fashion  to  be  un¬ 
attractive  to  bears.  The  statement  should  be  omitted. 
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Page  II  -  876 

Statement:  "It  is  believed  that  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline 

system  will  cause  sufficient  displacement  of  grizzlies 
so  that  it  will  be  difficult  for  residents  to  obtain 
them  for  subsistence  use." 

Response: 

Winter  denning  precludes  interaction  with  grizzlies  during  construction, 
and  furthermore,  the  denning  is  known  to  occur  well  to  the  south  of  the 
pipeline.  Summer  activities  along  the  pipeline  are  very  limited  in  scope 
and  will  be  restricted  to  compressor  station  sites.  Grizzly  bears  have 
not  avoided  the  developed  areas  of  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Kavik  camp,  places  of 
well-known  human  activity.  The  basis  for  conflict  are  well-known  and  con¬ 
flict  is  readily  preventable,  as  witness  a  properly  managed  human-grizzly 
contact  area  such  as  Mt.  McKinley  National  Park.  The  statement  should  be 
omitted. 


Page  II  -  1115 

Statement:  "There  will  be  unavoidable  and  unmitigable  reduction  of 

grizzly  bear  and  wolverine  numbers  along  the  pipeline 
route. " 

Response : 

There  is  no  evidence  to  support  such  a  statement.  The  activities  of 
grizzly  bears  in  the  vicinity  of  the  pipeline  are  limited  to  the  summer 
period,  when  there  will  be  no  activity  along  the  pipeline  route  except  in 
the  future  at  the  fenced  compressor  stations.  There  is  no  reason  that  any 
of  them  would  be  shot  because  of  their  nearness  to  camps.  Furthermore, 
Arctic  Gas  has  very  detailed  plans  for  the  handling  of  garbage  and  wastes 
so  that  there  would  not  be  an  attraction  for  bears  in  the  camp  area. 
Finally,  harassment  and  hunting  have  been  ruled  out  on  the  part  of  any 
Arctic  Gas  or  contractor  personnel,  and  there  is  generally  much  better 
understanding  on  the  part  of  the  public  of  the  great  damage  which  can 
be  done  by  continued  harassment  of  animals.  Furthermore,  the  wolverine 
is  a  sparsely  distributed  species  and  the  likelihoood  of  it  being 
encountered  is  remote. 

Page  II  -  1230 

Statement:  "Maanitude  of  this  reduction  is  unknown,  but  could  exceed 

50  percent.  There  is  no  way  to  mitigate  this  impact, 
except  to  locate  the  line  elsewhere." 

Response: 

As  we  have  noted  above,  there  is  no  basis  for  these  statements.  Strict 
enforcement  of  anti-harassment  regulations  will  be  ensured.  The  pipeline, 
in  fact,  is  not  in  an  area  that  is  highly  utilized  by  bears,  and  there 


is  no  need  to  anticipate  conflict  under  proper  management.  The  statment 

should  be  omitted.  SUBJECT:  POLAR  BEARS 


SUBJECT:  SMALL  MAMMALS 


Page  II  -  791 

Statement:  "Construction  of  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  will 

result  in  the  loss  of  3600  acres  of  habitat  and  the 
death’ of  tens  of  thousands  of  small  mammals  with  res¬ 
tricted  home  ranges.  A  reduction  in  the  numbers  of 
shrews,  voles,  lemmings,  and  squirrels  available  as 
prey  will  then  affect  the  livelihood  of  foxes,  weasels, 
wolves,  wolverines,  grizzly  bear,  owls,  and  Jaegers, 
with  a  resulting  downward  adjustment  in  their  populations." 

Response : 

This  conclusion  is  patently  without  any  merit  or  foundation.  There  is  no 
conceivable  way  that  this  project  could  result  in  the  "death  of  tens  of 
thousands  of  small  mammals"  under  the  construction  and  operation  proposed 
by  Arctic  Gas. 

Natural  fluctuations  in  prey  species  are  large  and  are  likely  to  greatly 
exceed  that  attributed  to  the  pipeline.  Moreover,  Applicant's  studies 
on  small  mammals  show  that  there  is  rapid  recolonization  of  disturbed 
sites.  Reference:  Battelle,  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  8,  Vol.  9, 
Chapt.  V.  The  statement  should  be  omitted. 
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Page  II  -  792 

Statement:  "Since  they  do  not  hibernate,  wolverines  are  exposed 

year-round  to  hunting  and  harassment  by  man  and  are 
likely  to  suffer  from  winter  construction  activities, 
when  they  are  easily  visible  on  the  snow.  At  that  time, 
of  year,  airplanes  can  more  easily  land  to  recover  the 
pelt  after  the  wolverine  is  shot  or  run  to  exhaustion." 

Response : 

Aerial  hunting  of  wolverines  has  been  illegal  in  Alaska  for  several 
years.  Applicant's  policies  prohibit  the  harassment  and  shooting  of 
any  species  from  an  aircraft  or  from  on  the  ground.  The  statement 
should  be  omitted. 
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Page  II  -  325 

Statement:  "Map  2. 1.1. 7-4." 

Response : 

The  title  indicates  that  polar  bear  denning  areas  are  shown.  This  is 
incorrect.  The  map  shows  denning  sites,  not  areas. 

Page  II  -  353 

Statement:  "The  polar  bear  Thalarctos  maritimus . " 

The  impact  statement  from  page  353  through  357  describes 
in  some  detail  the  polar  bear  activities  which  are  claimed 
to  be  associated  with  the  pipeline. 

Response : 


The  question  that  has  been  raised  is  whether  the  Arctic  Gas  prime  routing 
will  interfere  with  polar  bear  maternal  denning  on  the  northeast  Alaskan 
coast.  In  this  context,  it  is  important  to  accurately  state  the  known 
data  on  inland  polar  bear  maternity  denning  along  the  route. 

The  polar  bear  is  a  circumpolar  species  often  denning  gregariously 
in  historical  sites  known  as  "core"  areas.  Throughout  the  whole 
arctic,  there  are  17  known  core  denning  areas  (Harrington,  1968; 

Nero,  1971).  The  northeast  Alaska  coast  is  not  one  of  these  core  areas. 
The  northeast  Alaska  coast  has  been  described  as  "occasional  use"  (ADF&G, 
1973;  Harrington,  1968)  and  as  "limited  use"  (Moore,  1975). 

In  the  circumpolar  region,  there  are  at  least  six  recognizable  popula¬ 
tions  of  polar  bears.  Each  of  these  populations  is  associated  with  one 
or  more  core  denning  areas  except  the  so-called  Alaska-north  group 
(Beaufort  Sea).  To  be  accurate,  the  Alaska-north  polar  bears  may  use 
the  core  area  on  southern  Banks  Island,  but  this  is  not  certain.  It  is 
felt  that  a  proportion  of  the  Beaufort  Sea  population  dens  on  various 
types  of  sea  ice  (Lentfer,  1973,  1974).  The  difficulty  in  locating 
maternity  dens  on  sea  ice,  if  not  obvious,  has  been  described  by  Lentfer 
(1974).  Thus,  the  importance  and  contribution  of  sea  ice  denning  to 
the  Alaska-north  population  remains  unknown.  However,  Lentfer  (1973) 
reported  finding  a  number  of  dens  along  the  Alaskan  coast,  but  the 
total  was  insignificant  when  compared  to  the  large  size  of  the  population 
of  polar  bears  on  the  sea  ice  north  of  Alaska. 
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In  the  past  two  springs  (1974  and  1975),  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
in  Anchorage  and  Fairbanks  and  Applicant,  through  its  consultant,  Renewable 
Resources  Study  Ltd.  have  cooperated  in  conducting  aerial  surveys  for  in¬ 
land  polar  bear  maternity  dens  along  the  northeast  Alaska  coast.  In  the 
1975  field  season.  Renewable  also  conducted  surveys  over  fast  ice  up  to  15 
miles  offshore.  During  these  surveys,  three  dens  were  found  in  inland 
areas  (all  in  1974),  three  positive  maternal  dens  were  found  on  fast  ice, 
and  two  possible  dens  were  located  on  fast  ice  (Moore  1975).  Lentfer 
(1974)  reported  one  maternal  den  found  on  drift  ice  168  km  north  of  Pt. 
Barrow.  The  three  maternal  dens  found  inland  of  Camden  Bay  might  have 
produced  (using  a  litter  size  of  1.57  (Sterling  et  al.,  1974)  a  total  of 
five  cubs  of  the  year  to  the  Alaska-north  population. 


Until  a  more  definitive  population  estimate  for  the  polar  bears  of  the  Beau¬ 
fort  Sea  is  available,  it  will  be  impossible  to  state  with  certainty  the  im¬ 
portance  of  inland  maternal  den  sites  to  the  whole  group.  However,  the 
low  number  of  dens  found  in  inland  areas,  and  the  number  of  sea  ice  dens 
found  where  survey  effort  was  certainly  less  intense,  suggests  that  the 
inland  area  may  not  be  of  great  importance  to  the  Beaufort  Sea  population. 

In  particular,  we  dispute  the  use  of  the  adjective  "significant"  where 
used  in  the  DOI  statement  referring  to  these  inland  dens.  In  the  strict, 
biological  sense,  the  inland  area  should  be  described  as  occasional  use 
or  limited  use. 

During  the  years  1967-1969,  135  polar  bears  were  tagged  off  Point  Barrow 
and  Barter  Island  (Lentfer  and  Brooks,  1970).  Of  these  1.5  percent 
were  cubs  of  the  year.  If  the  five  cubs  of  1974  were  to  represent  the 

total  productivity,  the  population  would  be  333  polar  bears  in  the  Alaska- 

north  group.  This  is  undoubtedly  far  too  low  a  population  estimate. 

After  requesting  a  ballpark  population  estimate  from  the  three  different 
biologists  who  have  done  extensive  work  with  the  Beaufort  Sea  polar 
bears,  the  figures  2500  to  3500  seem  to  be  the  best  possible  estimate. 
Assuming  a  population  of  2500,  the  observed  sex-age  structure  gives 
37.5  cubs  of  the  year.  The  five  cubs  from  the  inland  area  are  thus 
13.3  percent  of  the  total  estimated  reproductive  contribution  from 
denning  females.  At  the  3500  level,  the  five  cubs  represent  9.5  percent 
of  the  total  fecundity. 

The  DEIS  statement  describes  polar  bears  coming  ashore  in  the  Demarcation 

Bay  area  and  travelling  to  suspected  den  sites.  Field  data  did  not  record 

any  observations  in  Demarcation  Bay  in  1975,  nor  did  any  1974  data  of 
which  Arctic  Gas  had  knowledge  indicate  such  movement.  The  one  area  in  Cam¬ 
den  Bay  near  the  mouths  of  Marsh  Creek  and  Carter  Creek  that  has  seen 
repeated  use  for  polar  bear  maternal  denning  was  not  properly  emphasized 
in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  omits  the  probable  importance  of  ringed  seal  pupping  dens  to 
family  groups  of  polar  bear  returning  to  the  sea  ice  in  spring  from  inland 
areas  (Lentfer  pers.  coram.  1974).  This  information  is  summarized  from  a 
report  entitled  "Environmental  Considerations  for  the  Polar  Bear"  which 
appears  in  Volume  32,  Chapt.  2,  of  the  Biological  Report  Series.  For  the 
Departments  information  a  copy  of  that  Volume  is  being  lodged  simultaneous 
herewith. 


Page  II  -  414 

Statement:  "The  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system  involves  an 

area  which  is  considered  a  significant  maternal  denning 
site  for  the  population  of  polar  bears  living  in  the 
Beaufort  Sea." 

Response : 

This  has  been  discussed  in  detail  with  regard  to  the  comments  on  pages 
353  to  357.  Applicant  has  a  report  entitled  "Environmental  Consider¬ 
ations  for  the  Polar  Bear"  by  Gregory  D.  Moore  and  Roland  Quimby  of  the 
Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  32,  Chapt.  2.  The  statement 
should  be  corrected  to  reflect  these  facts.  The  appendix  to  this  report 
is  entitled  "Polar  Bear  Den  Survey  -  Spring  1975"  by  Gregory  D.  Moore. 
This  report  provides  more  data  on  the  subject  of  polar  bears. 


Page  II  -  787  to  788 

Statement:  "Studies  have  indicated  that  most  of  the  Beaufort  Sea 

polar  bear  population  is  located  along  the  coast  between 
the  Colville  River  and  the  Canadian  border.  .  .  "  . 

Response : 

Only  pregnant  females  are  known  to  repeatedly  and  predictably  use  this 
area,  and  it  is  only  a  proportion  of  these,  as  maternal  dens  are  known 
to  occur  on  sea  ice.  However,  if  female  bears  were  forced  to  use  fast 
ice  areas  as  distinguished  from  pack  ice,  we  would  not  expect  a  lower 
reproductive  success.  Fast  ice  offers  at  least  as  stable  denning 
substrate  as  land,  and  moreover,  offers  the  advantage  of  closer  access 
to  spring  sealing  leads  than  do  inland  sites.  The  survey  of  denning 
undertaken  in  the  spring,  1975,  located  three  positive  dens  on  fast  ice, 
two  possible  dens  on  fast  ice,  and  no  dens  inland.  The  statement  should 
be  omitted. 


Page  II  -  1116 

Statement:  "Similar  to  those  for  grizzly  bear,  except  there  is  no 

plan  to  identify  den  sites." 

Response: 

Arctic  Gas  has  already  conducted  two  studies  to  determine  the  locations 
of  polar  bear  denning  sites  on  land.  The  DEIS  statement  that  polar  bears 
will  avoid  the  project  area  is  incorrect,  as  has  been  witnessed 
by  confrontations  documented  at  Prudhoe  Bay,  Kaktovik,  and  elsewhere  in 
the  Canadian  arctic.  Pregnant  females,  or  females  with  cubs,  will 
probably  avoid  construction  activity,  but  this  is  not  necessarily 
true  for  other  polar  bears.  We  believe  that  there  will  be  a  minimum 


impact  on  polar  bear  population  as  a  result  of  the  construction  of 
the  proposed  pipeline.  The  statement  should  be  corrected. 


Page  II  -  1230 

Statement:  "There  will  be  unavoidable  reduction  in  numbers  of  polar 

bear  that  den  on  land  near  the  project." 


Response : 


Arctic  Gas  in  extensive  surveys  of  polar  bear  utilization  of  the  coastal 
area,  has  determined  that  there  is  a  fairly  regular  use  by  polar  bears 
of  the  area  near  the  mouths  of  Carter  Creek  and  Marsh  Creek,  on  the  coast 
involving  a  small  area  of  about  150  square  miles.  Arctic  Gas  will  plan 
activities  to  avoid  this  area.  The  statement  should  be  corrected. 


SUBJECT:  SEALS 


Page  II  -  345 

Statement:  "Little  is  known  about  ringed  seals  in  the  area  off  the 

proposed  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  system." 

Response : 


The  DEIS  apparently  ignores  one  important  study  in  this 
geographic  area,  by  J.  Burns  and  S.  Harbo  (1972)  of  Alaska  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Fish  and  Game.  There  is  no  mention  made  of  the  extensive  work 
done  along  Canadian  coastlines  by  Mansfield  (1967),  McLaren  (1958,  1961, 
1966),  Polar  Gas  (1974),  Smith  (1973a, b),  or  currently  by  Stirling  (1975, 
pers.  comm.).  Applicant  is  currently  completing  an  aerial  survey  of 
the  population  of  ringed  seals  in  a  coastal  area  15  miles  deep,  ex¬ 
tending  from  the  Canning  River,  Alaska,  eastward  to  Shingle  Point, 

Yukon  Territory,  involving  an  area  of  3382.5  square  miles.  The  results 
of  this  study  should  be  available  by  January  1,  1976. 
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Ringed  seals  are  most  abundant  along  the  coa9t  adjacent  to  the  prime 
route  during  the  period  May  1  to  fast  ice  breakup  (June  20  to  July  10) . 
During  this  period,  the  average  density  of  seals  may  be  as  high  as  3.2 
seals  per  square  mile.  The  DEIS  fails  to  properly  emphasize  this 
seasonal  fluctuation  in  ringed  seal  numbers  immediately  adjacent  to 
the  coast. 


The  DEIS  mentions  ringed  seal  pupping  dens,  but  fails  to  add  that 
it  is  felt  that  a  high  proportion  of  these  dens  occur  in  fast  ice. 


It  should  be  reemphasized  that  these  fast  ice  dens  are  thought  to  be 
important  to  foraging  female  polar  bears  with  cubs  of  the  year,  during 
the  period  March  1  to  approximately  April  20.  The  integrity  of  fast  ice 
pupping  dens  may  be  critical  to  the  ringed  seal  population  in  the  area. 

No  serious  adverse  impact  on  ringed  seals  is  anticipated  as  a  result  of 
pipeline  activities.  The  statement  should  be  changed  to  reflect  this  infor¬ 
mation. 


Page  II  -  346 

Statement:  "Bearded  seal." 

Response : 

In  addition  to  the  material  supplied  in  the  DEIS,  it  should  be  noted 
that  preliminary  results  of  the  Applicant’s  survey  of  the  coastal 
area  adjacent  to  the  pipeline  route  indicates  that  bearded  seals  are 
scarce  to  absent  from  this  area  during  the  maximum  ringed  seal  haulout. 

It  is  known  that  the  bearded  seals  inhabit  the  diffused  edge  of  broken 
pack  and  fast  ice  during  the  period  of  open  water  in  the  summer.  Ref¬ 
erence:  Resident  interviews,  Kaktovik,  1975.  During  the  winter  months, 
prior  studies  indicate  that  bearded  seal  are  found  in  the  zone  of  drifting, 
broken  pack  ice  from  30  to  200  miles  offshore. 


Page  II  -  790 

Statement:  "Any  shipping  along  the  Beaufort  Sea  Coast  as  proposed 

by  the  Applicant  would  pose  threats  of  oil  spillage. 

Such  spills  would  not  readily  disperse  .  .  .  ". 

Response: 

Shipping  activities  have  been  going  on  for  many  years  along  the  Arctic 
Coast  and  have  included  the  supply  of  DEW  line  sites,  together  with 
movement  of  oil  exploration  and  drilling  equipment  back  and  forth  from 
the  Mackenzie  Delta  to  Prudhoe  Bay.  We  would  not  anticipate  any  need 
to  move  large  volumes  of  oil  along  the  coast,  since  the  only  requirement 
will  be  for  fueling  construction  equipment  and  will  be  of  short  term. 
There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  there  will  be  any  serious  impact  on 
marine  mammals.  This  is  further  confirmed  by  the  data  on  distribution 
of  ringed  seals  in  the  immediate  area  of  the  active  DEW  line  sites  at 
Barter  Island  and  Komakuk  Beach,  Yukon  Territory.  The  possibility  of 
displacement  of  marine  mammals  is  negligible,  and  the  statement  should 
be  omitted. 


Page  II  -  1117 

Statement:  "Pollutant  spills  would  directly  affect  the  marine  mammal 
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species  involved  if  they  were  contacted  by  the  pollutant." 


SUBJECT:  FISH 


Response : 

Shipping  activities  of  the  Applicant  will  naturally  be  restricted  to  the 
historical  open  water  periods  along  the  Beaufort  Sea  coast;  that  is, 
about  mid-July  to  about  mid-September.  At  this  time,  there  is  very 
little  ice  in  the  offloading  areas,  and  the  possibility  of  any  spills 
would  be  restricted  to  open  waters  and  would  be  suitably  cleaned  up 
with  the  contingency  plans  of  the  Applicant.  There  would  be  little 
or  no  chance  of  the  oil  being  caught  under  ice  and  remaining  as  a  long¬ 
term  concern.  The  statement  should  be  corrected. 


Page  II  -  1118 

Statement:  "Applicant  should  conduct  a  research  program  long  and 

detailed  enough  to  identify  marine  mammal  populations 

Response : 

Applicant  has  conducted  surveys  this  past  summer  of  marine  mammal  pop¬ 
ulations  along  the  Beaufort  Sea  coast  and  is  satisified  that  it  has 
identified  marine  mammal  populations  in  sufficient  detail  (considering 
the  nature  of  its  offshore  activities)  to  assess  the  marine  environ¬ 
ment  and  the  impact  of  the  project  on  the  environment. 


Page  II  -  807 

Statement:  "If  any  of  the  187.5  millions  of  gallons  of  water  required 

by  the  Applicant  for  winter  temporary  road  construction 
was  to  be  withdrawn  from  sites  occupied  by  overwintering 
fish  ..." 

Response: 
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Applicant  has  conducted  studies  and  is  continuing  studies  at  this  time 
which  further  define  the  areas  used  by  fish  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
pipeline,  and  from  which  water  can  be  withdrawn  without  any  harmful  effects 
to  fish. 


Page  II  -  808 


Statement:  "Another  possible  source  is  the  large  quantities  of  ferti¬ 

lizers  to  be  used  in  revegetation  efforts  along  the 
right-of-way. " 


Response: 

Fertilizer  is  only  to  be  applied  to  the  right-of-way  itself,  and  in 
quantities  which  are  designed  to  provide  optimum  growth  of  the  newly 
seeded  areas.  Along  the  north  coast,  the  right-of-way  is  at  right 
angles  to  the  major  drainages,  and  therefore,  there  is  a  relatively 
small  area  of  drainage  system  which  will  be  fertilized.  Finally,  it  is 
known  that  fertilizer  materials  are  quickly  bound  up  after  application, 
and  there  will  be  little  likelihood  that  there  will  be  any  noticeable 
increase  in  fertilizer  constituents  in  the  northern  drainages. 


The  statement  should  be  omitted. 


F.T 


Page  II  -  1130 

Statement:  "The  Applicant  has  not  identified  fish  wintering  and 

spawning  areas  for  all  of  the  streams  to  be  crossed." 

Response: 

Applicant  has,  in  fact,  identified  spawning  and  overwintering  areas 
of  fish  in  the  vicinity  of  the  pipeline  and  has  identified  other  areas 
where  such  activities  may  take  place.  In  fact,  for  almost  the  entire 
length  of  the  gas  pipeline  in  Alaska,  the  only  information  concerning 
the  location  of  such  areas  has  been  generated  by  the  Applicant  and  its 
consultant.  Aquatic  Environments  Ltd. 
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Page  II  -  1131 


Response : 


Statement:  "If  the  treated  effluent  is  to  be  chlorinated  before 

discharge,  the  effect  of  residual  chlorine  on  arctic  fish 
and  other  aquatic  species  must  be  studied  to  determined 
safe  levels  which  must  be  met  after  treatment." 

Response : 
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If  a  general  lack  of  knowledge  about  ecosystem  functioning  in  the*  arctic 
is  inadequate  to  determine  the  impact,  how  can  the  reviewer  claim  that 
the  Applicant  is  being  overly  optimistic  as  he  does  in  paragraph  2,  and 
that  there  will  be  unavoidable  impact  as  is  claimed  in  paragraph  3?  This 
section  should  be  deleted. 
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Sewage  treatment  facilities  have  been  described  in  detail  in  responses 
to  FPC  question  12,  series  1  (Appendix  "B").  The  quality  of  effluent  will 
satisfy  regulatory  standards.  Aquatic  biologists  will  be  involved  in  the 
final  design  to  ensure  that  effluents  are  not  discharged  where  they  might 
damage  fish  populations. 


Page  II  -  1138 


"Special  regulations  such  as  those  prohibiting  hunting, 
fishing,  camping,  etc.,  by  AAGPC's  or  their  contrac¬ 
tors'  personnel  will  probably  be  required." 


The  Applicant  has  already  indicated  that  hunting  and  fishing  will  be 
prohibited.  The  statement  should  be  deleted. 
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Page  II  -  1140 


The  Applicant  should  fund,  a  research  program  of  suffi¬ 
cient  length  and  detail  to  determine  the  lethal  levels  df 
methanol  on  all  life  stages  of  arctic  invertebrates." 


Response : 


A  program  to  examine  the  effects  of  methanol  on  all  life  history  stages 
of  arctic  invertebrates  would  be  impractical  and  unecessary.  Arctic  Gas 
is  continuing  a  program  to  determine  the  effects  on  a  selected  group  of 
invertebrate  species.  The  program  has  already  determined  the  impact  on  fish. 
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Page  II 


"Complexities  of  processes  and  interactions  within 
ecosystems,  and  the  general  lack  of  knowledge  about  the 
mechanisms  of  the  processes  even  in  a  'simple'  tundra 
ecosystem,  make  it  impractical  to  determine  the  impact 
and  attendant  mitigation  for  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  . 
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Page  II  -  1235 

Statement:  "There  are  general  comments  here  on  the  impact  of  sedi¬ 

mentation  and  fertilization  on  fish." 

Response: 

These  have  been  discussed  in  detail  in  replies  to  the  same  concerns  in 
Volume  1  of  Part  II. 
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Page  II  -  1245 

Statement:  "  t  hey  would  no  longer  have  all  significant  values  for 

designation  as  unique  areas,  research  areas,  or  national 
landmarks:  Shublik  Spring,  ..." 

Response : 

Shublik  is  approximately  40  miles  south,  or  upstream,  of  the  prime 
route,  and  is  unlikely  to  be  affected  in  any  way  by  the  pipeline. 
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Page  II  -  1254 

Statement:  "Indiscriminate  withdrawal  of  water  for  ice  road  con¬ 

struction  or  camp  operation  would  have  serious  long-term 
impacts  on  fish  populations.  .  . " 

Response: 

As  explained  time  and  time  again,  there  will  be  no  "indiscriminate" 
withdrawal  of  water.  Water  availability  studies  have  been  and  are 
currently  underway  to  identify  sites  where  withdrawal  will  have  no 
effect  on  fish  populations.  These  statements  should  be  omitted  or  cor¬ 
rected  to  reflect  the  facts. 


Page  II  -  1279 

Statement:  "An  active  and  effective  revegetation  and  rehabilitation 

program  could  keep  this  loss  of  habitat  at  a  minimum.  . 
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Response : 

The  Applicant  plans  such  an  active  and  effective  ruvegetat ion  and  re¬ 
habilitation  program. 


Page  II  -  1280 

Statement:  "Loss  of  spawning  areas  in  small  streams  may  be  a  far 

greater  problem." 


Response : 

Even  a  cursory  examination  of  grayling  spawning  streams  would  confirm 
that  the  majority  have  long  stretches  of  relatively  clean  gravel  and 
boulder  substrates.  These  streams  do,  in  fact,  have  a  considerable 
flood  in  the  spring  of  the  year,  and  sediments  are  carried  downstream 
(Craig,  !'.  and  V.  Poulin,  197').  J.  Fish.  Res.  lid.  Canada,  Vol.  32(5): 
689-697) . 

Of  all  the  species  occurring  in  freshwater  along  the  pipeline  route  in 
Alaska,  the  grayling  is  probably  t he  least  likely  to  suffer  irreversible 
impacts  as  the  result  of  pipeline  construction.  It  is  the  most  widely 
distributed  and  occupies  the  greatest  range  of  habitats. 

With  regard  to  the  third  and  fourth  paragraphs,  there  will  not  be  chronic 
pollution  or  erosion  associated  with  pipeline  facilities  (McCart,  P.  and 
D.  deGraaf,  1974.  Vol.  15,  Chapt.  IV,  Biological  Report  Series). 


Page  II  -  1285 

Statement:  "A  pollutant  spill  at  sea  or  in  an  estuarian  area  could 

reduce  the  whales'  food  supply  and  could  kill  individual 
whales  that  come  in  contact  with  the  pollutant." 

Response: 

Applicant's  planning  and  requirements  are  such  that  there  will  be  little 
or  no  chance  of  pollutant  spills.  In  the  unlikely  event  of  a  spill,  it 
would  be  confined  to  a  small  area  and  contingency  action  would  provide 
rapid  cleanup.  There  is  little  chance  of  spills  impacting  whales. 


Page  II  -  1378 

Statement:  "According  to  the  State  of  Alaska  (1975),  knowledge  of 

marine  fishes  in  the  Beaufort  Sea  is  extremely  limited." 

Response: 

Applicant  is  presently  conducting  studies  of  near  shore 


to(? 


marine  fishes  at  Barter  Island,  Bullen  Point,  Camden  Bay,  and  Demarca¬ 
tion  Bay,  and  at  two  locations  in  the  Yukon  Territory.  In  1 974 ,  Appl icant 
conducted  studies  at  Nunaluk  Lagoon  near  the  mouth  of  the  Firth  River  in 
the  Yukon  Territory.  (Griffiths  et  al.,  1975,  Arctic  Gas  Biological 
Report  Series,  Vol.  34,  Chapt.  2).  The  results  of  these  studies  greatly 
increase  the  knowledge  of  marine  species  in  the  vicinity  of  proposed 
wharf  sites  and  shipping  lanes. 


/07 


Page  II  -  1383 

Statement:  "Near  shore  beach  areas  are  important  spawning  areas  for 

some  marine  fishes.  Capelin  have  spawned  on  the  beach  at 
Point  Barrow  ..." 


Response: 

Much  of  the  available  information  on  the  nearshore  distribution  of  fish 
in  the  vicinity  of  pipeline  facilities  has  been  summarized  by  Craig,  P. 
and  P.  McCart  (in  press)  in  a  paper  presented  to  the  Third  International 
Conference  on  Port  and  Ocean  Engineering  under  Arctic  Conditions,  Fair¬ 
banks,  Alaska,  August  11-15,  1975.  A  preliminary  version  of  this  paper 
is  included  as  an  Appendix  to  Chapt.  2,  Vol.  34,  Biological  Report 
Series.  A  copy  of  this  report  is  being  lodged  herewith. 

In  their  paper,  the  authors  point  out  that  there  are  no  known  spawning 
areas  for  Arctic  cisco,  least  cisco,  or  humpback  whitefish  between  the 
Colville  and  Mackenzie  Rivers.  It  is  unlikely,  therefore,  that  spawning 
and  overwintering  areas  for  these  species  will  be  affected  by  pipeline 
construction  in  Alaska. 

The  two  studies  referred  to  (Alt  and  Kogl,  1973,  and  Kogl ,  1974)  describe 
fish  populations  in  the  Colville  River  which  is  much  larger  and  not  in 
any  way  typical  of  the  streams  along  the  pipeline  route  in  Alaska. 


/o$ 


Page  II  -  1385  -  1386 

Statement:  "Arctic  marine  ecosystems  are  generally  considered  to  be 

inherently  more  fragile  and  susceptible  to  alteration  by 
extreme  environmental  perturbation." 

Response: 

The  fragility  of  arctic  ecosystems  is  in  general  a  matter  of  argument. 
The  consensus  appears  to  be  that  they  are,  in  fact,  very  tolerant  of 
extreme  environmental  perturbation.  There  is  no  reason  to  assume  that 
arctic  marine  ecosystems  are  any  less  tolerant  than  any  other  marine 
systems . 


/ol 


Page  II  -  1427  -1428 


Statement:  "Marine  habitats  for  fish  are  expected  to  undergo  sub¬ 

stantial  alterations  of  unknown  amounts.  These  will 
effect  marine  spawning,  rearing,  feeding,  and  overwin¬ 
tering  areas." 


Cisco  are  not  common  residents  of  fresh  water  along  the  interior  route. 
See  Craig,  P.  and  J.  Wells  Biological  Report  Series,  Vol.  34, 

Chapt,  I. 


//3 


Response : 

It  is  difficult  to  ascertain  how  the  DEIS  determine  that  marine  habi¬ 
tats  will  undergo  "substantial  alterations"  when  the  extent  of  the 
alterations  are  not  known.  With  regard  to  the  last  sentence  in  the 
paragraph,  the  multi-age  structure  and  the  difference  in  the  distribution 
of  different  age  groups  reduces  the  possibility  that  entire  populations 
will  be  affected.  Arctic  Gas'  extensive  research  indicates  there  will 
be  little  or  no  effect  on  the  fish  populations  in  these  areas. 


Page  II  -  1472 
Statement : 

Response: 


"Grayling  descend  into  the  estuaries  where  they  find  rich 
feeding  grounds." 


/// 


Arctic  Gas  studies  of  the  Beaufort  Sea  estuaries  indicate  that  very  few 
grayling  are  ever  taken  in  estuaries.  The  statement  should  be  corrected. 


Page  II  -  1616 

Statement:  "Land-locked  Arctic  char  are  found  in  small  lakes  near 

the  Canning  River  and  are  abundant  in  many  small  lakes 
near  the  east  fork  of  the  Chandalar  River . " 


Page  II  -  1664 

Statement:  "The  proposed  Interior  Route  is  directly  associated  with 

Shublik  Springs  area." 


Response: 

The  nearest  point  in  the  interior  route  is  approximately  five  miles  from 
Shublik  Springs  on  the  opposite  bank  of  the  Canning  River.  It  is  unlikely 
to  be  affected  by  pipeline  activities. 


nv 


Page  II  -  1664 

Statement:  "Other  areas  listed  by  the  Commission  as  having  potential 

value  for  establishment  as  scientific  or  ecological  re¬ 
serves  associated  with  the  interior  alternate  route  are 
Old  John  Lake  ..." 

Response : 

Old  John  Lake  is  approximately  27  miles  from  the  proposed  pipeline  route 
and  is  unlikely  to  be  affected  by  pipeline  activities. 


US 


Page  II  -  1683 


Response : 

To  our  knowledge,  Arctic  char  have  only  been  taken  in  Red  Fish  Lake 
north  of  Arctic  Village.  While  they  may  occur  elsewhere  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  interior  route,  they  are  certainly  not  abundant.  Reference: 
Craig,  P.  and  J.  Wells,  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  34, 
Chapt.  1.  A  copy  of  the  Report  is  submitted  herewith. 

Pike  are  not  common  In  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  interior  route.  See 
Craig,  P.  and  J.  Wells,  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series,  Vol.  34, 
Chapt,  1. 


Statement:  "Withdrawal  of  unfrozen  water  may  have  serious  secondary 

impacts  on  fish  and  other  aquatic  organisms." 


Response: 

There  are,  in  fact,  large  winter  flows  in  some  streams  along  the  interior 
route  (Canning,  Chandalar,  Sheenjek,  Coleen,  Porcupine)  from  which 
necessary  quantities  of  water  might  be  removed  without  damaging  fish 
populations.  In  addition,  there  are  a  number  of  small  lakes  scattered 
along  the  route  which  could  be  utilized. 


//* 


Page  II  -  1617 

Statement:  "Cisco  is  also  a  common  resident  of  lakes,  rivers,  and 

streams  in  the  region  and  is  an  important  prey  fish  of 
lake  trout." 


Page  II  -  1721 

Statement:  "Silt  and  toxic  chemicals  reaching  these  rivers  from  the 

pipeline  activities  would  have  detrimental  effects  on 
salmon  spawning  areas,  egg  survival,  and  eventually  the 
subsistence  fishing  success  of  people  ..." 


399 


50 


51  - 


Response: 

The  miclgative  measures  proposed  by  Arctic  Gas  will  virtually  rule  out 
the  presence  of  silt  and  toxic  chemicals  downstream;  further,  there  is 
no  evidence  that  salmon  ascend  any  of  the  rivers  as  far  upstream  as  the 
pipeline  crossings.  Reference:  Craig,  P.  and  J.  Wells,  1975;  Arctic 
Gas  Biological  Report  Series,  Vol .  34,  Chapt.  1.  Craig  and  Wells  found 
no  evidence  of  salmon  spawning  anywhere  near  the  vicinity  of  the  interior 
route. 


in 


Page  II  -  1776 

Statement:  "Erosion  from  pipeline  explorations  which  deposit  silt  in 

those  streams  could  kill  salmon  eggs  or  reduce  spawning 
habitat  ..." 

Response: 

As  we  noted  above,  this  surely  overstates  the  potential  for  siltation, 
since  there  is  no  salmon  spawning  in  the  vicLnity  of  the  pipeline. 


Ut 


Vegetation  Summary 


The  authors  of  this  portion  of  the  DEIS  fail  to  recognize  the  major 
work  undertaken  by  the  Applicant  and  the  many  other  workers  engaged 
in  northern  plant  ecological  studies.  Furthermore,  the  DEIS  makes 
fundamental  errors  in  plant  ecological  and  earth  science  principles,  e.g., 
Page  11-449,  "The  vegetation  acts  as  an  insulating  blanket..."  It  is 
the  entire  organic  mat  that  provides  the  necessary  degree  of  insulation. 


Page  II  -  1984 

Statement:  Second  paragraph. 

Response: 

Lakes  and  streams  do  not  freeze  instantaneously.  The  greatest  need  for 
water  will  be  for  the  construction  of  snow  roads  in  early  winter.  Up  to 
December  15  there  should  be  free  water  available  in  any  lake  over  about 
2  feet  in  depth  and  in  many  moderately  large  streams.  If  this  route 
were  selected,  detailed  water  availability  studies  would  be  continued. 


Page  II  -  2446 

Statement:  Table  8.1. 1.7-2. 

Response: 

This  table  implies  that  there  is  a  major  salmon  spawning  area  in  the 
North  Slope.  This  is  not  true.  Salmon  are  rare  in  the  Sagavanirktok 
River  (only  a  total  of  3  have  been  captured)  and  have  not  been  taken 
anywhere  else  on  the  prime  route.  The  table  should  be  corrected. 


SUBJECT:  VEGETATION 


Page  II  -  449 
Statement : 


"The  vegetation  acts  as  an  insulating  blanket  and  is 
effective  in  maintaining  a  shallow  active^  layer  of  less 
than  a  meter  under  most  vegetation  types. 


Response : 

Studies  by  Haag  and  Bliss  have  shown  that  the  intact  organic  mat  is  more 
important  in  insulating  the  permafrost  than  the  vegetation.  This  is  an 
important  point  in  considering  the  effectiveness  of  the  tundra  stripping 
technique  proposed  by  the  Applicant.  Reference:  Haag,  R.W,  and  L.C. 
Bliss,  1974-  "Energy  Budget  Changes  Following  Surface  Disturbance  to 
Upland  Tundra",  Journal  of  Applied  Ecology,  XI. 


Response : 

This  opening  paragraph  is  confusing.  The  DEIS  has  used  the  term  soils  when 
in  fact  they  are  discussing  the  regolith.  Soils  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain 
never  reach  a  depth  of  five  feet,  the  regolith,  as  shown  through  the  drilling 
program,  does.  This  confusion  of  terms  makes  it  difficult  to  understand  the 
DEIS  discussion  in  the  succeeding  paragraphs.  An  accurate  assessment  of  im¬ 
pact  can  only  be  made  following  their  clarification  and  definition  as  to 
whether  the  discussion  is  on  soil  or  a  regolith. 


Page  II  -  688 

Statement:  "These  excavated  ice-rich  soil  materials  could  lower  water 

quality  if  they  thaw  and  reach  rivers,  streams,  lakes  or 
estuararian  areas  as  mud  or, subsequently, as  a  source  of 
dust  to  smother  adjacent  plants." 


Page  II  -  643 

Statement:  "The  Applicant  places  heavy  reliance  on  the  success  of 

a  revegetation  program  for  erosion  control  on  a  scale 
and  complexity  never  before  attempted." 


Response: 

This  is  not  correct.  Whereas  it  is  true  that  revegetation  will  provide 
one  of  the  primary  means  of  erosion  control  over  the  long  term,  the 
design  of  drainage  and  erosion  control  measures  as  proposed  by  Arctic 
Gas  is  based  on  bare  soil  conditions.  The  purpose  of  the  proposed  phy¬ 
sical  drainage  and  control  measures,  therefore,  is  to  provide  for  the 
protection  and  stabilization  of  the  right-of-way  and  mound  over  the 
backfill  ditch  for  that  critical  period  following  construction  until  the 
vegetative  cover  can  be  reestablished.  Arctic  Gas  has  already  stated 
that  under  northern  conditions,  up  to  three  to  five  years  may  be  required 
to  reestablish  a  protective  vegetative  cover  following  disturbance. 

The  proposed  drainage  and  erosion  control  measures  and  the  design  methodo¬ 
logy  are  described  in  the  NESCL  report  "Drainage  and  Erosion  Control 
Measures  -  Description  and  Proposed  Design  Principles",  March  1975. 
Applicant  is  lodging  herewith  a  copy  of  the  referenced  report. 
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Response : 

The  Applicant  has  stated,  and  the  Department  has  recognized,  that  this  material 
will  be  placed  in  exhausted  borrow  pits.  As  such  the  material  will  not  be  able 
to  reach  any  of  the  rivers,  streams,  lakes,  etc.,  due  to  the  concave  nature  of 
borrow  pits  generally  and  the  containment  that  would  be  enacted  if  there  were 
any  possibilities  of  the  material  escaping.  As  the  excavated  soil  will  be 
placed  in  borrow  pits  following  completion  of  any  activities  in  those  pits, 
there  will  be  no  mechanical  disturbance  which  could  result  in  dust  being  raised 
sufficient  to  smother  adjacent  plants.  As  these  areas  will  be  revegetated 
upon  closure  of  the  pit,  wind  born  dust  will  not  become  a  problem. 


Page  II  -  738-739 

Statement:  "The  ditch  will  transect  an  uncounted  number  of  plant 

communities  and  result  in  the  loss  of  individual  mosses, 
lichens,  sedges, grasses,  herbs  and  shrubs  from  at  least  the 
640  acres  excavated,  and  probably  cause  a  loss  of  much  of 
the  plant  cover  from  the  2850  acres  of  adjacent  work  pad 
area  where  plants  will  be  broken  and  mashed  by  machinery 
or  covered  by  excavated  dirt."  (emphasis  added) 

Response : 


Page  II  -  686 
Statement : 


"Soils  on  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  and  Foothills  vary  extreme-  ■ 
ly  from  location  to  location.  Soils  range  in  depth  from  a  few  ■ 
inches  to  five  feet,  and  are  commonly  wet  in  summer."  ■' 


The  Applicant  has  shown  in  the  snow  road  tests  at  Inuvik,  the  mode  of  pro¬ 
posed  snow  road  construction  is  adequate  to  protect  the  underlying  plant 
and  organic  mat  with  a  minimum,  acceptable,  degree  of  breakage  on  shrubs. 
The  DEIS  prediction  of  loss  of  much  of  the  plant  cover  is  an  exaggeration. 
There  is  no  basis  for  making  such  a  prediction. 


40t/ 


-  54  - 


55  - 


Page  II  -  740 


Statement:  "Seeding  and  growing  of  grasses  on  disturbed  sites  in  the 

Arctic  region  of  North  America  is  now  in  the  experimental 
stage  with  very  little  experience  available  to  predict  pro¬ 
per  methods  for  the  likelihood  of  success.  The  scanty  ev¬ 
idence  to  date  indicates,  however,  that  certain  exotic 
varieties  of  agronomic  grasses  can  be  expected  to  germinate 
and  grow  more  successfully  than  the  native  grasses  tested, 
at  least  during  the  first  two  or  three  years." 


I2i 


Response: 

Revegetation  research  has  been  underway  on  the  Alaskan  north  slope  by  Alyeska 
the  north  slope  operators  and  Arctic  gas  (past  5  years)  since  1968.  Work 
undertaken  by  Dr.  Mitchell,  of  the  University  of  Alaska  over  this  eight  year 
period  and  research  in  Canada  have  led  the  Applicant  to  conclude  that  reveg¬ 
etation  is  feasible  and  that  the  techniques  and  varieties  involved  are  well 
known  and  understood. 


Page  II  -  741 

Statement:  "This  process  of  maintenance  seeding  will  interject  air¬ 

craft  and  human  activity  along  the  route  each  spring  at 
the  time  when  migrating  waterfowl  and  caribou  are  returning 
to  their  nesting  and  calving  grounds." 

Response : 

The  Applicant  has  shown  in  support  documentation  that  caribou  calving  in 
Alaska  has  been  completed  by  the  fifteenth  of  June  each  year.  Reference: 
Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series  Vols.  14  and  23.  Spring  seeding  of 
the  right-of-way  either  initially  or  maintenance  seeding  would  not  be  under¬ 
taken  until  after  the  fifteenth  of  June.  This  rules  out  conflict  of  seeding 
activities  with  calving  activities  of  caribou. 

The  level  of  aircraft  and  human  activity  during  maintenance  seeding  in  late 
June  and  early  July  will  be  low  enough  to  be  classed  as  a  minimum  impact  on 
waterfowl. 


Page  II  -  742 

Statement:  "Snow  collection  activities  will  uproot  or  break  off  many 

plants,  especially  where  the  snow  cover  is  shallow  and 
where  the  microrelief  consists  of  tussocks  or  hummocks." 
(emphasis  added) 


Response : 

Snow  collection  will  only  take  place  where  it  has  been  collected  in  drifts 
deep  enough  to  make  the  operation  profitable  and  where  snow  can  be  picked 
up  without  damage  to  the  vegetation  or  organic  mat. 


Page  II  -  744  -745 

Statement:  "The  proposed  pipeline  will  cross  120  active  streams  and 

numerous  small  intermittent  streams  and  unmarked  surface 
drainages  and  therefore,  will  change  the  normal  pattern 
of  drainage  along  the  195  mile  route  in  Alaska."  (emphasis 
added) 

Response : 

There  is  absolutely  no  basis  in  fact  for  such  a  sweeping  generalized  con¬ 
clusion.  The  DEIS  does  not  reference  anv  research,  either  by  the  Applicant, 
by  the  Government  or  other  research  institutes  which  could  lead  them  to  make 
such  a  conclusion.  In  any  case  it  Is  unlikely  that  the  pipeline  will  change 
the  normal  pattern  of  drainage  along  the  route  since  the  active  layer  will 
remain  about  the  same  thickness  and  cross  pipeline  drainage  will  not  be 
effected  off  the  right-of-ways.  The  statement  should  be  omitted. 


Page  II  -  745 

Statement:  "North  of  the  line,  wetland  communities  which  are  deprived 

of  their  normal  water  supply  gradually  will  be  replaced  as 
the  plant  species  better  adapted  to  drier  sites  become 
established . " 

Response : 

Arctic  Cas  research  shows  the  pipeline  will  not  deprive  wetland  communities 
north  of  the  pipeline  of  their  normal  water  supply. 

The  three  major  sources  of  water  to  plants  on  the  north  slope  are: 

(1)  precipitation,  (2)  surface  runoff; and  (3)  release  of  water  from 
melting  permafrost. 

Precipitation  is  very  low  on  the  north  slope  (Point  Barrow  and  Komakuk  Beach 
average  10.8  cm  or  4.24  in.  annually),  but  this  will  not  be  affected  by  the 
pipeline. 

Numerous  cross  ditch  breaks  will  allow  normal  surface  runoff  to  cross  the 
pipeline. 


The  release  of  moisture  from  permafrost  as  the  active  layer  develops  will  I 
not  be  affected  in  communities  north  of  the  pipeline.  h 

A  very  narrow  "shadow"  zone  adjacent  to  the  down-slope  side  of  the  pipeline  I 
may  experience  a  slight  reduction  in  moisture,  but  the  extent  of  this  zone  ■ 
will  be  limited  to  the  numerous  cross  ditches  and  normal  undulation  of  t 
the  landscape.  The  statement  should  be  corrected. 


Response : 

This  may  be  true,  however,  the  Applicant  does  not  propose  to  use  sufficient 
quantities  of  fertilizer  to  pollute  any  water  courses  on  the  north  slope  of 
Alaska, 


Page  II  -  745  to  746 


Page  II  -  747 


"Lower  soil  moisture  in  the  pipeline  berm,  reduces  soil 
temperatures  over  the  chilled  pipe,  and  changes  in  micro 
relief  to  create  another  set  of  conditions  alien  to  the 
present  plant  communities  and  will  probably  result” in  th 
new  sets  of  communities  growing  along  the  north  slope,  c 
and  south  slope  of  the  pipeline  mound."  (emphasis  added 


Statement:  "The  prediction  is  made  that  SC^concentrations  from  com¬ 

pressor  stations  will  kill  lickens  on  the  north  slope  of 
Alaska. " 

Response : 


Response : 

The  Applicant's  studies  on  the  north  slope  of  Alaska  have  shown  a  great  var¬ 
iety  of  plant  community  types  found  in  this  area.  There  are  plant  coramunitie 
ound  on  raised  ridges,  thin  soils  over  bedrock  and  a  variety  of  other  site 
conditions  which  are  well  drained  similar  to  conditions  described  in  this 
quotation.  As  natural  plant  communities  exist  on  sites  similar  to  those 
described  by  the  DEIS,  the  development  of  such  communities  over  the  pipeline 
cannot  be  termed  "alien".  The  statement  should  be  omitted. 

Page  II  -  746 


Statement : 


Response: 


"These  changes  in  habitat  will  cause  further  secondary 
impacts  on  the  invertebrate,  mammal,  and  bird  species 
dependent  on  the  present  plant  communities." 


Lichens  are  generally  minor  components  of  plant  communities  on  the  Arctic 
Coastal  Plain.  They  could  therefore  play  only  a  minor  role  in  the  diet  of 
any  caribou  that  may  happen  to  winter  on  the  Coastal  Plain. 

Research  published  by  the  Applicant  (Hettinger  and  Janz,  1974,  Vegetation 
and  Soils  of  North-eastern  Alaska,  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  21)  shows 
that  the  genus  "Cladonia"  is  extremely  rare  naturally  on  the  north  slope 
of  Alaska. 

Quantitative  data  from  communities  on  the  Coastal  Plain  indicate  a 
relatively  low  percentage  of  the  total  cover  is  composed  of  lichen.  Some 
stands,  particularly  those  in  wet  sedge  meadows  have  no  significant 
lichen  cover  at  all.  The  only  areas  which  support  relatively  high  lichen 
c  over  are  those  with  an  extremely  irregular  microtopography  (greater 
than  1  meter)  due  to  frost  heave  (usually  reticulately  patterned  ground) 
and  those  on  xeric,  well  drained  slopes  above  river  valleys.  Though 
limited  in  a  real  extent,  the  first  condition  is  the  only  one  of  importance 
near  the  prime  route  since  most  of  the  other  terrain  types  occur  further 
in  lard  towards  the  Foothills. 


This  comment  fails  to  place  in  proper  perspective  the  scope  of  this  project 

^  tKe  Si2e  °f  tHe  Alaskan  north  sl°P*-  If  changes  in  plant 

comnunitites  do  occur  over  the  pipeline  crown,  it  will  effect  an  extremely 
small  percentage  of  the  north  slope  as  earlier  calculated  in  the  draft  state¬ 
ment.  Invertebrates,  mammals  and  bird  species  dependent  on  the  present  plant 
communities  will  not  be  affected  due  to  the  large  areas  covered  by  plant 
communities  on  the  north  slope.  The  statement  should  be  omitted. 
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Compressor  station  CA-04  east  of  the  Kongakut  River  is  the  only  one  that 
may  be  near  communities  containing  a  relatively  high  lichen  cover. 

Finally  and  most  important,  Applicant  has  shown  that  the  S02  concentrations 
at  ground  level  will  be  so  low  that  lichens  will  not  be  affected  (less  than 
0.0008  ppm).  See  Appendix  "C". 


Page  11-746 


Statement : 


Fertilizers  applied  as  an  aid  in  revegetating  disturbed 
terrestrial  areas,  however,  may  become  pollutants  if  in¬ 
troduced  in  sufficient  quantities  into  watercourses." 


Page  II  -  756 

Statement:  "Construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  system  through  the 

restricted  range  of  this  endangered  species  could  modify 
or  destroy  its  habitat  and  thus  lead  to  its  extinction." 
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Response: 

The  Applicant  has  demonstrated  concern  for  rare  plants  b*  c°"trlbu“"S 
science  the  finding  of  'SalU  lieani'  in  the  »atlon^  M^eU"' “”t 

In  Ottawa).  This  same  concern  for  other  rare  species  will  play  an  important 
role  in  final  route  selection  and  survey  by  the  plant  ecological  consultant. 


Page  II  -  756  to  757 


Statement : 


Response : 


"However,  if  the  alignment  were  to  be  shifted  and  thus 
destroy  these  unique  stands,  science  would  lose  the 
opportunity  to  study  the  lost  communities  and  be  that 
much  poorer  because  of  the  loss." 


The  Applicant  has  demonstrated  through  its  research  in  Alaska  the  ability 
to  find  areas  that  are  botanically  Interesting  or  unique  In  the  sense  of 
plant  communities  or  plant  species  and  has  made  the  commitment  that  these 
areas  will  be  saved  and  the  detailed  alignment  will  be  such  that  it  will 
not  destroy  any  of  the  unique  plant  communities  or  areas  in  which  unique 
species  are  found. 


Page  II  -  821 
Statement: 
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"Fertilizer  washing  off  the  disturbed  areas  would  also 
increase  plant  growth  on  adjacent  terrestrial  or  aquatic 
sites.  An  increase  in  aquatic  plant  growth  followed  by 
increased  activity  of  decomposer  bacteria,  would  probably 
reduce  the  already  low  dissolved  oxygen  levels  in  the 
water  and  have  an  adverse  impact  on  resident  fish.’ 


Response : 

Rivers  on  the  north  slope  will  be  crossed  at  right  angles  thus  limiting  the 
possibility  of  fertilizer  or  seed  falling  In  the  streams.  The  limited  amount 
of  fertilizer  which  will  fall  in  the  streams  or  runoff  adjacent  areas  could 
only  affect.  In  a  minor  way,  very  small  streams  or  very  small  ponds.  These 
small  streams  and  ponds  freeze  annually  to  the  bottom  and  therefore  do  not 
support  a  resident  population  of  fish,  consequently  there  could  not  be  an 
impact  on  fish. 


/37 


Page  II  -  821 


Statement : 


"Germination  and  growth  of  grass  seed  over  the  chilled 
pipe  may  not  be  as  rapid  as  on  otherwise  disturbed  areas. 


1/3* 


and  It  may  be  many  years  before  close  stand  of  plants 
covers  the  pipeline  berm." 

Response: 

The  presence  of  a  chilled  gas  pipeline  beneath  four  of  cover  will 

not  affect  soil  surface  temperatures.  Consequently,  it  could  not  poss  y 
have  an  affect  on  the  rate  of  germination  of  grass  seeded  on  the 
pipeline  berm.  Surface  and  rooting  zone  temperature  are  controll 
by  solar  radiation.  See  reference  to  11-900. 


Page  II  -  896 
Statement : 


"In  summer  this  area  Is  a  green  undulating  tundra  with 
grasses,  mosses,  lichens,  and  prostrate  shrubs. 


Response : 

Lichens  are  very  insignificant  components  of  the  plant  communities  on  the 
Arctic  Coastal  Plain  and  certainly  are  not  visible  In  such  panoramic  views 
as  described  by  the  DEIS. 


Page  II  -  900 
Statement: 


Response: 


"Assuming  that  the  Applicant  is  correct  in  his  conclusion 
that  native  species  eventually  will  become  reestablished,  the 
development  of  a  frost  bulb  will  make  a  microclimate  where 
it  is  unlikely  that  the  native  plants  will  be  similar  to 
adjacent  plants." 


Invasion  of  native  species  on  disturbed  land  associated  with  pipeline 
lopement  on  the  north  slope  of  Alaska  is  demonstrable  truth.  The  Battelle 
Report  Volume  IV  shows  that  native  plants  will  invade  a  pipeline  crown  and 
other  disturbed  areas.  A  copy  of  that  report  is  being  lodged  with  the  sec¬ 
retary  simultaneously  herewith. 

Research  at  the  Applicant's  test  sites  together  with  mathematical  projection 
of  the  growth  of  a  frost  bulb  demonstrate  clearly  that  an  active  layer  will 
be  maintained,  in  fact,  the  frost  bulb  will  have  a  minor  affect  on  the  temp¬ 
erature  of  the  rooting  zone,  i.e.  the  top  15  cm,  and  the  plants  will  Invade, 
grow  and  respond  normally,  quite  unaware  of  the  operating  chilled  pipeline 
some  four  feet  below.  Copies  of  the  report  describing  work  at  the 
Sans  Sault  test  site  is  being  filed  simultaneously  herewith. 


Page  II  -  1049 

Statement:  "The  assumption  that  revegetation  will  provide  adequate 

thermal  protection  to  retard  thermal  degradation  during 
the  first  year  after  construction  is  considered  ideal 
but  unrealistic." 

Response : 

The  Applicant  has  never  stated  that  revegetation  will  retard  thermal  de¬ 
gradation  in  the  first  year  after  construction.  The  Applicant  has  dem¬ 
onstrated  in  its  Biological  Report  Series  Volume  II,  that  revegetation 
of  the  pipeline  crown  will  aid  in  the  reduction  of  heat  energy  input  to 
the  soil,  but  has  never  stated  that  vegetation  could  prevent  it. 
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realized  that  grass  seeding  may  have  little  effect  and  that 
attainment  of  100%  cover  may  not  be  Important." 


Response : 

The  Applicant  has  never  stated  that  100%  ground  cover  was  the  objective  of 
the  revegetation  program.  The  Applicant  does  not  view  100%  ground  cover  of 
seeded  grasses  as  a  successful  revegetation  program  as  this  would  hinder  the 
invasion  of  the  area  by  native  species. 


Page  II  -  1092 

Statement:  "Numerous  factors  are  involved  which  will  complicate 

successful  revegetation  with  only  a  few  major  ones 
mentioned  here." 


Page  II  -  1089 
Statement: 


"The  Applicant's  current  specifications  to  ensure  revegetation 
are  contained  in  Table  4. 1.1. 6-1." 


Response: 

As  Applicant  stated  in  the  application,  research  has  been  continuing  and 
the  specifications  contained  in  the  above  Table  are  to  be  revised  as 
new  data  is  obtained.  A  new  set  of  revegetation  specifications  was 
issued  in  September  of  1975,  and  is  included  as  Appendix  "DH. 


Page  II  -  1091 


"It  should  be  recognized  that  effects  of  revegetation  are 
slow  and  that  reseeding  will  not  prevent  melt-out  and  subsiden 
of  materials." 


Response : 


The  geotechnical  drainage  and  erosion  control  proposed  by  the  Applicant  have 
been  designed  on  the  basis  that  revegetation  would  be  of  minor  assistance 
in  erosion  control  for  the  first  three  to  five  years.  This  time  period  is 
adequate,  with  a  large  margin  of  safety,  to  ensure  a  suitable  and  successful 
revegetation  program. 

In  short,  the  Applicant  fully  realizes  that  this  statement  is  true  and  has 
taken  it  into  full  consideration  in  the  design  of  erosion  control  measures. 
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Response : 

The  DEIS  enumerates  some  factors  which  will  make  successful  revegetation 
difficult.  However,  Applicant  is  aware  of  such  facts  and  has  taken  them  into 
account  in  its  revegetation  program.  Applicant's  field  and  laboratory  re¬ 
search  over  the  past  five  years  by  qualified  experts  demonstrate  that  the 
right-of-way  can  be  vegetated  within  a  reasonable  time  after  construction. 


Page  II  -  1092 

Statement:  "(2)  the  high  permafrost  table  over  the  pipe  will  decrease 

the  thaw  layer,  thus  causing  colder  growing  conditions  right 
above  the  pipe ..." 

Response: 

The  DEIS  recognizes  that  a  chilled  pipeline  would  result  in  the  res¬ 
toration  of  the  permafrost  table  over  the  pipe,  yet  continues  to  criticize 
the  revegetation  program  for  not  being  able  to  prevent  further  degradation 
of  permafrost.  A  permafrost  table  cannot  be  restored  and 
same  time.  If  the  permafrost  table  is  restored  by  an  operating  pipeline, 
which  it  will,  then  the  prevention  of  thermal  degradation  is  no  longer  an 
objective  of  the  revegetation  program. 

Surface  soils  will  not  be  "cooler"  due  to  the  active  pipeline  as  it  will  be 
under  four  feet  of  cover  and  the  surface  soil  temperatures  are  governed  by 
solar  radiation.  The  statement  should  be  corrected. 


Page  II  -  1091 

Statement:  "On  level  areas  where  erosion  is  not  important  it  should  be 


Page  II  -  1092 

Statement:  "(3)  experimental  work  at  a  Prudhoe  Bay  test  site  showed 

numerous  cracks  developing  in  the  top  of  the  berm  pile, 
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which  would  cause  a  poor  rooting  medium  as  well  as 
Increased  drying  in  an  already  dry  microclimate..." 


Response : 

Cracking  of  the  berm  at  the  test  site  at  Prudhoe  Bay  was  over  a  test  section 
of  half  buried  and  bermed  pipeline,  a  mode  of  construction  the  Applicant 
does  not  propose  to  use.  Therefore,  these  observations  are  not  relevant  to 
the  current  project.  The  statement  should  be  omitted. 


Page  II  -  1093 


species.  Since  this  is  a  well  developed  horticultural  technique,  intensive 
research  other  than  that  of  demonstrating  the  technique  in  sub-Arctic 
regions  was  not  undertaken.  Further  limited  studies  are  currently  underway 
to  better  define  handling  methods  and  species  success. 


I 
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Page  II  -  1096 

Statement:  "Conclusion  is  that  revegetation  is  practical  for 

long  term  benefits  for  erosion  protection,  and  that  the 
emphasis  on  revegetation  for  short  term  erosion  protection 
as  sfcen  by  the  Applicant  is  not  adequate  mitigation." 


Statement:  "The  Applicant  is  placing  heavy  reliance  on  the  exotic 

grass  species,  no  doubt  because  these  species  have 
readily  available  seed  sources." 

Response: 

These  species  are  not  as  exotic  as  they  are  described.  Two  of  the  prime 
grasses  were  developed  from  collections  made  in  Alaska  (Nugget  Kentucky 
Blue  and  Arctared  Creeping  Red  Fescue)  and  one  of  these  is  native  in  Arctic 
regions  (Arctared  Creeping  Red  Fescue).  According  to  Hulten,  over  half  of 
the  species  the  Applicant  is  proposing  are  currently  found  growing  wild  in 
Arctic  and  sub-Arctic  regions  in  the  State  of  Alaska  and  all  of  them  are 
genetically  related  to  species  found  north  of  60°  North. 


Response : 

The  DEIS  analysis  of  the  revegetation  program  appears  to  have  been  carried 
out  separate  from  the  geotechnical  drainage  and  erosion  control  designs. 

It  is  essential,  in  assessing  the  revegetation  program,  that  the  inter¬ 
dependency  between  both  the  geotechnical  program  and  the  revegetation  pro¬ 
gram  be  recognized.  It  has  been  clearly  stated  that  drainage  and  erosion 
control  measures  designed  for  this  pipeline  project  are  established  on  the 
basis  that  they  will  provide  the  short-term,  i.e.  three  to  five  year  control 
and  that  longer  term  control  will  be  provided  by  revegetation. 

The  DEIS  here  comes  to  the  similar  conclusion,  but  does  not  recognize 
that  the  geotechnical  engineers  will  provide  the  short-term  protection. 


Page  II  -  1093 

Statement:  "Fertilizer  is  proposed  and  assumed  to  be  recognized  as 

essential.  However,  the  type  and  amounts  are  not  stated." 


Response : 

Fertilizer  specifications  have  been  determined  and  has  been  Issued  in  the 
new  report  on  revegetation  specification,  September,  1975.  See  Appendix  "D"- 


Page  II  -  1094 

Statement:  "Mention  is  made  of  hand  planting  of  shrubs  on  some  slopes. 

Feasibility  methods  or  seasons  for  planting  are  not  discussed." 

Response : 

Techniques  and  timing  of  hand  planting  cuttings  were  discussed  by  the 
Applicant  in  the  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series  Volume  II.  Initial 
research  demonstrated  the  technique  to  be  feasible  with  a  number  of  willow 


Page  II  -  1098-1099 

Statement:  "Additional  revegetation  studies  should  be  established  on 

site  conditions  which  are  similar  to  those  created  by  the 
berm  over  the  pipeline." 

Response: 

The  Applicant  has  continued  revegetation  studies  both  in  Alaska,  under  the 
supervision  and  direction  of  Dr.  Mitchell  of  the  University  of  Alaska,  and 
in  Canada,  under  the  direction  of  Northern  Engineering  Services.  This 
research  has  included  additional  studies  under  conditions  as  similar  as 
feasible  to  those  of  the  pipeline  berm.  These  areas  have  included  the 
elevated,  well-drained  pads  of  abandoned  drill  rigs.  This  research  has 
included  helicopter  broadcast  seeding  of  these  areas  as  a  simulation  of 
actual  pipeline  revegetation  conditions. 

Preliminary  results  of  these  continuing  studies  have  been  published  by 
Younkin  and  Friesen  in:  Progress  Report  on  C.A.G.S.L.  Revegetation  Studies 
North  of  60  ;  September,  1974.  Additional  reports  are  in  preparation. 

A  copy  of  this  report  is  being  lodged  simultaneously  herewith. 


Page  II  -  1101 

Statement:  "A  number  of  other  species  have  also  potential  and  should  be 

tested. " 


Response: 

The  Applicant  has  reviewed  the  feasibility  and  potential  of  producing  and 
multiplying  seed  of  a  wide  range  of  native  species  including  the  herbaceous 
species  proposed.  However,  the  technology  involved  in  first  collecting, 
second  multiplying,  third  harvesting,  fourth  handling  native  species  such 
as  cottongrass  and  sedges  makes  them  totally  impractical  for  a  project  of 
this  size  and  magnitude.  At  the  very  best,  one  or  two  of  the  native 
pioneering  grasses  will  be  produced  and  available  for  revegetation  in  this 
project. 


Page  II  -  1102 

Statement:  "There  are  no  data  now  available  to  determine  the  ground 

cover  or  rooting  density  required  for  erosion  control, 
esthetics,  etc." 

Response : 

All  of  the  species  included  in  the  Applicants  revegetation  specifications 
(1975)  are  recommended  by  the  U.S.D.A.  for  use  in  soil  conservation  work, 
such  as  stream  bank  or  irrigation  channel  erosion  control.  Reference: 
Grasses  and  Legumes  for  Soil  Conservation  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  and 
Great  Basin  States.  U.S.D.A.  Handbook  No.  339. 


Page  II  -  1105 

Statement:  "Additional  data  will  need  to  be  presented  or  studies 

made  to  fully  determine  the  effects  of  methanol  on 
vegetation." 


Page  II  -  1253-1254 

Statement:  "The  most  noticable  effect  of  this  chronic  pollution  would 

be  the  death  and  disappearance  of  lichens  wherever  the 
concentration  of  sulphur  dioxide  exceeded  approximately 
0.03  ppm." 

Response : 

They  use  the  term  chronic  pollution  without  having  first  defined  what  the 
pollution  would  even  be.  This  is  an  excessive  overstatement. 


/5^ 


The  research  of  Hettinger  and  Janz  (CAGSL  Biological  Report  Series,  Volume 
21,  1974)  shows  clearly  that  lichens  are  minor  components  in  the  plant 
communities  of  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  therefore,  this  is  of  minor  concern 
regarding  the  prime  route  in  Alaska.  In  any  event  ground  level  sulfur  con¬ 
centrations  will  not  be  harmful  to  lichens  since  the  sulphur  content  will 
be  extremely  low  (0.0008  ppm). 


Page  II  -  1254 

Statement:  "The  pipeline  ditch  berm  and  various  road  and  airfield 

embankments  will  permanently  modify  the  surface  drainage 
patterns  and  bring  about  long-term  changes  in  plant 
communities  in  the  productivity  of  the  tundra  ecosystems . " 

Response : 

Though  certain  changes  in  the  plant  community  structure  and  composition 
may  take  place  due  to  modification  in  surface  drainage,  the  real  extent 
of  such  changes  will  be  extremely  small  and  quite  insignificant  in  terms 
of  total  size  and  area  of  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain  in  the  State  of  Alaska. 
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Page  II  -  1464 


Response: 

The  Applicant  has  continued  the  research  on  the  effects  of  methanol  spills 
on  vegetation.  Results  of  these  studies  were  published  in  the  Report 
entitled  "The  Effects  of  Winter  Methanol  Spills  on  Forest  -  Tundra  Vegetation, 
prepared  by  Northern  Engineering  Services  Company  Limited,  March,  1975." 
Reports  on  further  research  on  the  effects  of  methanol  are  currently  under¬ 
way  and  should  be  prepared  by  December  of  1975.  Acopy  of  this  report  is 
lodged  simultaneously  herewith. 


ISf 


Statement:  3  and  4  -  Geology  and  Soils 

Response : 

The  discussion  on  soils  fails  to  recognize  the  influence  of  sea  spray  on 
soils  and  does  not  recognize  the  extensive  importance  of  stabilized  sand 
dunes  along  the  coast  near  the  mouths  of  current  streams  and  rivers  or 
fossil  flood  plains  which  have  been  stabilized  by  vegetation. 
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Page  II  1481  and  1482 

Statement:  Impact  of  the  Coastal  Alternative  on  Vegetation 

Response : 

The  DEIS  does  not  recognize  the  fact  that  revegetation  close  to  the  coast 
is  more  difficult  and  that  a  greater  success  in  revegetation  and  erosion 
control  could  be  expected  for  the  Prime  Route  further  inland. 


Page  II  -  1575 


"Except  for  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  there  has  been 
relatively  little  study  of  the  plant  life  along  the 
general  location  of  the  Interior  route." 


Response: 


The  DEIS  does  not  reference  the  report  "Vegetation  and  Soils  of  North¬ 
eastern  Alaska"  by  Hettinger  and  Janz,  dated  9th  of  October,  1974,  which 
is  the  Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series,  Volume  21.  Figure  1  of  this 
report  shows  twelve  intensive  study  areas  along  the  general  interior 
corridor  pipeline  route  in  northeastern  Alaska. 


Page  IT  -  1760 


"The  sulphur  dioxide  emissions  would  kill  lichens  growing 
within  an  undetermined  distance  of  the  compressor  station, 
and  the  high  volume  of  hot  water  vapor  would  probably 
bring  about  a  change  in  the  species  composition  of  local 
plant  communities  and  have  secondary  effects  on  caribou 
that  depend  on  lichens  and  other  plants  for  food." 
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Response: 


As  explained  several  times  above,  ground  level  concentration  of  the  sulfur 
dioxide  will  be  so  low  as  to  not  affect  lichens. 
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Summary  of  Comments  Relative  to  DEIS  Statement  to  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range 


The  DEIS  is  replete  with  comments  concerning  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range.  We  have  attempted  to  respond  to  those  comments  in  detail  where  they 
appear,  generally  under  other  subject  matter  headings.  However,  inasmuch 
as  so  much  attention  is  devoted  to  the  Wildlife  Range,  it  is  appropriate 
to  devote  a  particular  section  in  this  response  to  that  area. 

The  Wildlife  Range  is  located  in  a  remote  portion  of  northeastern  Alaska 
and  is  bordered  on  the  north  by  the  Beaufort  Sea,  on  the  east  by  the 
Yukon  Territory,  and  on  the  west  and  south  by  Alaska.  It  is  a  hugh  expanse 
of  land  of  approximately  9,000,000  acres  in  size  and  is  comprised  of  Arctic 
coastal  plain,  foothills,  and  the  Brooks  Mountain  Range.  Arctic  Gas' 
proposed  pipeline  will  be  located  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  Range  in 
the  Arctic  coastal  plain. 

From  the  standpoint  of  wildlife,  the  coastal  plain  is  distinguished  for 
two  principal  reasons:  (1)  it  is  the  traditional  calving  grounds  for 
the  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd;  and  (2)  the  area  along  the  coast  of  Alaska  is 
known  as  a  major  area  for  waterfowl  staging,  etc.  With  respect  to  the 
caribou  calving  grounds,  as  explained  more  fully  in  the  cariboy  portion 
of  these  comments,  the  area  used  by  the  Porcupine  Herd  for  calving  is  over 
4,000  square  miles,  and  the  proposed  pipeline  route  is  north  of  the  major 
portion  of  the  calving  grounds.  The  pipeline  will  be  constructed  during 
the  winter,  before  calving  takes  place  and  when  the  Herd  is  on  its  wintering 
grounds,  well  south  of  the  pipeline  alignment.  Nor  will  the  birds  be  in  the 
area  when  the  pipeline  is  being  constructed. 

Arctic  Gas  has  undertaken  over  five  years  of  intensive  environmental  studies 
in  the  North  at  a  cost  of  15  million  dollars.  The  expert  zoologists, 
ornithologists,  and  ichthyologists  undertaking  these  studies  have  concluded 
that  if  Arctic  Gas  constructs,  operates  and  maintains  the  pipeline  as  it 
proposes,  it  will  have  no  serious  adverse  impact  on  fish  or  wildlife. 
Obviously,  the  "Wildlife  Range"  principally  was  established  for  the  benefit 
of  wildlife.  Therefore,  when,  as  here,  the  experts  agree  that  the  pipeline 
will  not  adversely  impact  wildlife  usage  of  the  Range,  or  the  Range  itself, 
it  follows  that  the  pipeline  will  be  consistent  with  the  principal  purpose 
for  which  the  Range  was  established. 

Given  these  facts,  the  focus  of  attention  of  persons  apparently  opposed  to 
the  pipeline  has  shifted  to  the  so-called  "aesthetic"  or  "wilderness" 
characteristics  of  the  Range,  which  argument  follows  that  portion  of 
Secretary  Seaton's  Public  Land  Order  2214,  dated  December  6,  1960  (25  Fed. 
Reg.  12598) ,  establishing  the  Range.  Such  Order  provides,  in  part,  that 
the  purposes  of  the  Range  include  the  preservation  of  "unique  wildlife, 
wilderness  and  recreationsl  values."  Although  the  Range  is  not  a  "wilderness 
area",  since  it  has  not  been  designated  as  such  by  Congress,  the  argument 
is  made  that  the  entire  Range  is  de  facto  wilderness.  Nothing  could  be 
further  from  the  truth,  as  far  as  the  coastal  portion  of  the  Range  is 
concerned . 


The  area  in  which  the  pipeline  will  be  buried  has  long  been  used  as 
a  transportation  corridor  by  both  primitive  and  modern  man.  Today,  the 
area  is  used  as  a  land,  air  and  marine  corridor  for  the  transportation  of 
men  and  materials.  Economic  activities  commenced  along  the  coast  with  the 
advent  of  whalers  in  the  mid-nineteenth  century.  Whalers  exploited  wildlife 
in  the  area  and,  as  a  result  of  their  presence,  a  local  economy  developed 
between  them  and  native  peoples.  A  village  of  approximately  160  people 
exists  at  Kaktovik  which  is  located  on  Barter  Island  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  Range  (see  Secretary  Season's  Order  2214).  Subse¬ 
quently,  Defense  Early  Warning  ("DEW  Line")  stations  were  established  by 
the  United  States  Government  in  order  to  protect  the  national  security.  1/ 

An  active  DEW  Line  station  (with  about  50  personnel)  presently  exists  at 
Barter  Island  and  other  abandoned  DEW  Line  sites  exist  along  the  coast. 

The  area  here  involved  (i.e. ,  the  coastal  plain)  certainly  cannot  be 
compared  with  an  area  such  as  Fairbanks,  but  plainly  it  is  no  "wilderness", 
as  that  term  is  commonly  understood. 

With  respect  to  "aesthetic  qualities"  of  the  coastal  portion  of  the 
Range,  the  pipeline,  of  course,  will  be  buried  and  the  ditch  line  revegetated 
so  that  the  pipeline  itself  cannot  be  said  to  detract  from  the  Range's 
"aesthetic  qualities."  In  the  future,  compressor  stations  will  be  installed 
as  necessary  to  assure  full  utilization  of  the  line  (thereby  keeping  consumer 
costs  to  a  minimum)  but  those  stations  should  not  materially  detract  from 
the  "aesthetic  quality"  of  the  landscape, in  light  of  the  DEW  Line  stations 
presently  located  along  the  coast.  They  will  add  to  the  evidence  of  man's 
presence,  but  their  impact  will  be  local  in  nature  and  only  to  those 
who  choose  to  utilize  the  coastal  plain.  In  any  event,  any  "aesthetic  impact" 
will  be  dependent  upon  the  perception  of  the  individual,  the  method  by  which 
the  coast  is  viewed,  _i.e.  ,  land,  air,  or  sea  and  the  nature  of  the  surrounding 
elements  (air.  water,  odor,  vistas,  wildlife,  temperature,  etc.)  at  the  time 
they  are  viewed.  The  pipeline  right-of-way  and  associated  facilities  will 
be  most  visible  from  rhe  air.  On  the  ground,  these  facilities  will  he 
unobservable  or  unperceived  short  distances  away  from  their  actual  location. 
The  DEIS  properly  recognizes  (Part  II,  pages  556-578)  that  hunters,  fisher¬ 
man,  photographers,  mountain  climbers,  boaters  and  students  utilize  the 
Range  (150  between  June  1  and  September  10,  1974)  but  that  "present  recreation 
use  is  very  light  (Part  II,  page  578).  The  construction,  operation,  and 
maintenance  of  the  proposed  pipeline  and  related  facilities  certainly  will 
not  alter  whatever  recreational  use  presently  is  made  of  the  9,000,000  acre 
Range.  On  the  other  hand,  at  page  39  in  a  final  EIS  prepared  and  released 
by  DOI  in  1974  to  support  its  recommendation  for  expansion  and  conversion 
of  the  Range  to  wildlife  refuge  status,  it  is  estimated  that  8,000  to  9,000 
visits  are  made  to  the  area  annually.  It  further  concedes  at  several  points 
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It  is  not  unreasonable  to  suggest  that  a  pipeline  transporting  vitally 
needed  Arctic  gas  supplies  is  just  as  much  in  the  national  security  as 
the  DEW  Line  sites. 


that  the  proposed  action  would  encourage  Increased  hunting  and  other 
recreational  pressures  to  a  degree  that  could  require  limitations  on  sub¬ 
sistence  use  by  the  native  population.  This  is  certainly  less  consistent 
with  the  Range's  "wilderness  character"  than  Arctic  Gas'  proposal. 

On  page  1-215  of  the  DEIS,  it  is  stated  that  the  pipeline  "would  cut 
across  on  essentially  undisturbed  continuum  of  Arctic  Coast,  Arctic  Coastal 
Plain,  Northern  Foothills  and  the  Brooks  Range."  The  key  word  here  is 
essentially",  and  that  requires  emphasis,  for  whatever  "continuum"  there 
may  have  been  has  already  been  broken  by  the  establishment  by  the  Government 
of  DEW  Line  sites  and  by  the  villagers  of  Kaktovik.  Nor  should  the  reader 
be  deceived  that  the  pipeline  will  traverse  all  of  the  components  mentioned 
above.  The  pipeline  will  only  traverse  the  Arctic  coastal  plain  and  will 
not  be  in  the  foothills  or  the  Brooks  Range.  Finally,  the  area  where  the 
pipeline  will  be  located  is  not  "unique",  inasmuch  as  similar  sequences  of 
terrain  can  be  found  all  across  the  coastal  plain. 

The  DEIS  asserts  that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  has  recommended 
"that  suitability  of  the  enlarged  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  for 
inclusion  in  the  wilderness  system  be  studied."  Several  points  should  be 
made  to  place  this  statement  in  proper  perspective.  First,  the  Range  has 
existed  in  its  present  form  for  15  years,  or  since  December  6,  1960.  For 
five  of  those  years,  Arctic  Gas  has  undertaken  extensive  environmental 
(wildlife,  fish  and  vegetation)  and  engineering  (geotechnical,  etc.) 
studies  in  order  to  construct,  operate  and  maintain  the  most  environmentally 
desirable  line.  It  is  the  general  judgment  of  Arctic  Gas'  consultants 
(except  those  on  birds,  who  believe  that  an  inland  routing  would  have  the 
least  potential  impact  on  birds,  although  agreeing  that  the  pipeline  can  be 
constructed,  operated  and  maintained  without  serious  adverse  impact  to 
birds)  that  the  proposed  route  along  the  coastal  plain  is  environmentally 
preferable  to  other  alternatives  because  it  will  have  the  least  impact  on 
the  environment.  And  this  would  appear  to  be  the  all  important  point  to 
both  Government  and  interested  environmental  groups.  Second,  the 
Secretary's  recommendation  in  this  regard  was  just  that —  a  recommendation 
without  legal  effect.  It  cannot  be  implemented  without  legislation  and 
neither  House  of  Congress  has  deemed  it  appropriate  even  to  hold  hearings 
on  the  subject.  Third,  the  legislative  proposal  forwarded  to  Congress  by 
the  Secretary  in  1973  to  implement  the  above  recommendation  (introduced 
in  the  93rd  Congress  as  S.  2917  and  H.R.  12336)  expressly  provided  that 
the  lands  involved  should  not  be  withdrawn  from  operation  of  the  Mineral 
Leasing  Act  of  1920,  as  amended  and  supplemented.  The  application  considered 
by  this  DEIS  is  for  a  right-of-way  under  Section  28  of  the  same  Mineral 
Leasing  Act,  as  it  has  been  amended.  Finally,  the  Secretary  has  adequate 
existing  authority  to  protect  the  environment  on  Federal  lands,  including 
the  Range.  A  pipeline  may  be  located  in  the  Wildlife  Range  if  the  Secretary 
finds  that  the  pipeline  will  be  compatible  with  the  purposes  for  which  the 
Range  was  established.  The  evidence  amassed  over  the  past  five  years  not  only 
demonstrates  that  the  pipeline  will  be  compatible  with  the  purposes  of  the 
Range  but,  of  equal  significance,  that  the  coastal  plain  routing  is  the  most 
environmentally  desirable  routing. 
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ith  the  cirtical  energy  shortage  facing  the  nation,  it  is  necessary  to 
promptly  deliver  the  vast  gas  reserves  in  the  Arctic  regions  of  North 
America  to  consumers  badly  in  need  of  such  supplies  in  the  lower  48  states 
at  the  cheapest  price.  The  coastal  route  accomplishes  this.  It  would  be 
unwarranted  and  unreasonable  to  await  the  outcome  of  further  recommended 
studies  before  this  could  be  done,  since  the  biological  work  has  been  done 
and  the  need  for  energy  is  now. 

A  few  specific  comments  follow. 
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SUBJECT:  WILDERNESS 


Page  II  -  30 

Statement:  "Here  is  found  the  nation's  last  remaining  untouched 

Arctic  Coastal  wilderness." 

Response : 

As  noted  above,  the  coastal  plain  is  not  a  wilderness  area  and  has  been 
impacted  for  a  long  time,  beginning  in  the  days  of  the  whalers,  and 
certainly  extending  through  the  time  of  the  construction  and  operation 
of  the  DEW  Line  stations  to  the  present.  In  addition,  of  course, 
it  is  known  that  this  has  long  been  a  migration  route  or  corridor 
for  movement  of  people  back  and  forth  in  the  area.  It  is  not  "untouched". 
It  is  not,  then,  in  the  true  sense  a  wilderness  area  nor  is  it  unique 
inasmuch  as  similar  sequences  of  terrain  can  be  found  all  across  the  Arctic 
coastal  plain  in  Alaska  and  the  Yukon. 


Page  II  -  912 

Statement:  "Therefore,  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  must  be 

considered  as  incompatible  with  establishment  of 
Shublik  Spring  as  a  natural  area." 


Response: 


It  has  been  noted  that  the  pipeline  traverses  well  north  of  Shublik 
Springs  (40  miles) ,  and  the  Applicant  has  stated  that  it  will  not,  under 
any  conditions,  take  water  from  this  location  for  its  needs.  The  con¬ 
struction  of  the  pipeline  has  no  bearing  on  the  establishment  of  the 
Shublik  Springs  as  a  natural  area.  The  statement  should  be  deleted. 


Page  II  -  902 

Statement:  "It  is  expected  that  the  zone  of  lowered  wilderness  charac¬ 

ter  will  extend  southward  to  the  northern  flanks  of  the 
Brooks  Range,  thereby  removing  entirely  the  wilderness  con¬ 
tinuum  from  the  Beaufort  Sea  through  the  Brooks  Range." 


Response : 


This  statement  should  be  omitted  from  the  DEIS  because  it  does  not  accurately 
reflect  the  facts.  It  is  a  totally  subjective  and  incorrect  statement. 

In  the  first  place,  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  not  a  wilderness 
area,  since  it  has  not  been  designated  by  Congress.  Nor  is  it  de  facto 
wilderness  since  it  contains  evidence  of  the  presence  of  both  primitive  ; 
and  modern  man.  The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  a  massive  piece 
of  land  consisting  principally  of  rugged  mountain  terrain,  foothills  and 
coastal  plain.  Whatever  "lowering"  (assuming  there  is  a  lowering)  of 
the  wilderness  continuum  may  be  involved  on  the  plain  itself,  has  already 
taken  place.  The  pipeline  here  involved  will  not  detract  from  the 
present  existing  condition.  Moreover,  it  would  appear  that  the  Wildlife 
Range  was  established  in  order  to  protect  wildlife.  This  is  not  even 
mentioned  by  the  DEIS.  Our  studies  have  shown  that  the  construction, 
operation  and  maintenance  of  the  pipeline  and  related  facilities  will  not 
adversely  affect  the  Range  itself  or  wildlife  useage  of  the  Range. 
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SUBJECT:  NOISE 


Page  II  -  583 


Statement : 


Response: 


"There  are  no  studies  indicating  the  existing  noise 

level  for  either  Prudhoe  Bay  or  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 

Range. " 
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This  statement  is  incorrect.  Applicant's  studies  provide  data  on  noise 
levels  of  the  Wildlife  Range.  Ambient  noise  range  of  50  to  64  dB  was 
recorded  in  June  20,  1972.  Reference:  Biological  Report  Series,  Vol. 
5,  p.  65. 


Page  II  -  899 

Statement:  It  is  not  inconceivable  that  compressor  station  opera¬ 

tion  may  be  audible  at  distances  of  30  to  40  miles  or 
more,  since  the  terrain  or  vegetation  do  not  provide 
acoustical  baffling  found  in  more  temperate  climates." 

Response: 

During  the  sound  simulator  tests  (Vol.  5,  Biological  Report  Series), 
measurements  indicated  simulator  noise  was  at  ambient  noise  levels  at 
approximate  average  of  1320  yards  at  a  tundra  location  under  worst  case 
conditions.  Biologists  working  at  various  experimental  sites  report 
that  the  simulator  was  generally  inaudible  to  the  human  ear  at  4  to  I 
mile.  This  was  unattenuated  noise  emission. 
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Noise  Summary 


The  DEIS  concerns  have  been  thoroughly  dealt  with  in  Volume  5  of  the 
Biological  Report  Series,  and  the  responses  which  follow  are  predi¬ 
cated  upon  that  report  which  describes  disturbance  work  carried  out 
by  Arctic  Gas.  That  volume  was  given  to  the  DOI  many  months  ago. 
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The  above  DEIS  statement  from  11-899  should  also  be  compared  with  the  DEIS 
in  Part  III,  page  1115,  where  it  stated:  "The  principal  source  of  noise 
during  the  operational  phase  of  the  pipeline  would  be  the  compressor  stations, 
located  at  40  to  50  mile  intervals  along  the  route.  Thus,  these  sources  would 
be  very  localized  in  nature,  but  at  each  site  they  would  produce  noise 
with  continuous  sound  levels  on  the  order  of  60  dBA  at  800  feet.  This 
suggests  that  there  would  be  a  significant  noise  impact  beyond  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  station,  and  audibility  possibly  as  far  as  one 
mile. " 


Page  II 


Statement: 


"Compressor  stations  will  have  a  major,  adverse  impact  on 
wilderness  values  in  an  area  up  to  30  by  40  miles." 
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405 


-  74 


75  - 


Response : 

Assuming  chat  the  areas  where  the  future  compressor  stations  will  be 
located  have  "wilderness  values",  there  has  been  no  data  presented  to 
justify  the  conclusion  that  compressor  stations  will  affect  wilderness 
values  In  an  area  of  30  to  40  miles  on  a  side.  As  stated  above,  the 
Applicant  would  expect  a  zone  around  the  compressor  stations  where  they 
would  be  audible,  and  that  zone  would  have  a  radius  of  one  or  two  miles. 
The  visual  zone  around  the  compressor  stations  would  be  from  one  to  ten 
miles,  depending  on  the  direction  of  the  observer  and  his  elevation  at 
the  point  of  observation. 


Page  II  -  964 

Statement:  "Noise  from  compressor  stations  will  affect  behavor  of 

wildlife  species." 

Response: 

Arctic  Gas'  noise  disturbance  studies  demonstrate  that  the  noise  from 
operating  compressor  stations  will  not  have  a  serious  adverse  impact  on 
wildlife.  Rather,  such  impact  will  be  local  in  nature.  Reference: 
Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series  Vols.  5,  14  and  23,  previously 
furnished. 


Page  II  -  924 

Statement:  "Noises  will  result  from  blasting  (temporary  and  short¬ 

term),  aircraft,  vehicles,  compressor  operation,  and  gas 
flowing  through  the  pipe  (nearly  continuous  and  lasting 
throughout  the  life  of  the  pipeline)." 


Response: 

This  statement  is  not  correct.  The  gas  pipeline  will  be  fully  buried, 
and  there  will  be  no  audible  noise  from  the  operation  of  the  pipeline  at 
any  range  of  the  capacities  proposed.  Arctic  Gas  has  made  such  a  deter¬ 
mination  with  very  sensitive  noise  sensing  devices,  above  an  operating 
pipeline.  Moreover,  the  noise  from  blasting,  aircraft,  and  vehicles 
will  be  short-term  and  local.  Compressor  station  operation  is  discussed 
above . 
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Page  II  -  962  and  963 

Statement:  "All  four  compressor  stations  are  to  be  located  in  areas 

where  background  noise  levels  do  not  occur  at  present." 

Response: 

This  statement  is  incorrect,  as  was  noted  above. 
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Page  II  -  963 

Statement:  "The  noise  can  be  expected  to  be  heard  over  great  dis¬ 

tances,  due  to  openness  of  the  terrain,  lack  of  trees  or  other 
tall  vegetation."  ■ 


Response: 

This  has  also  been  discussed  above,  and  we  disagree  that  the  noise  of 
compressor  stations  will  be  heard  over  long  distances.  This  same  comment 
applies  to  a  statement  further  down  the  page,  which  says  that  compressor 
stations  will  be  heard  for  distances  of  from  30  to  35  miles. 
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Engineering  Summary 

The  DEIS  covers  a  wide  range  of  engineering  concerns  associated  with 
the  construction  of  the  Arctic  Gas  pipeline. 

Two  major  points  are  raised,  and  these  have  to  do  with  use  of  snow 
roads  and  the  construction  schedule.  It  would  appear  that  DEIS  did 
not  have  all  the  relevant  information  at  hand  when  the  report  was 
written.  These  subjects  are  therefore  covered  in  detail  in  Appendix 
E  to  this  section,  and  snow  roads  are  further  discussed  briefly  below.  There 
is  adequate  experience  in  Alaska  and  in  the  Canadian  arctic  to  justify 
the  proposed  use  of  snow  roads  and  to  verify  that  the  pipeline  can  be 
built  as  outlined. 

The  basis  of  frost  heave  and  behaviour  of  permafrost  are  not  accurately 
described  in  the  DEIS,  and  comments  are  provided  below  on  these  matters. 

Frost  heave  problems  will  be  minor  in  Alaska  because  most  of  the  terrain 
is  permafrost  and  the  river  beds  are  esentiallv  non-frost  heaving  soil. 

Considerable  space  is  devoted  to  the  problems  of  slope  stability,  but 
apparently  without  reference  to  Applicant's  detailed  treatment  of  this 
problem.  No  difficulty  is  anticipated  with  slope  stability  and  the 
details  are  provided  below. 

The  Arctic  Gas  program  for  construction  in  Alaska  is  predicated  on 
winter  construction  on  snow  roads.  This  is  to  eliminate  the  necessity 
for  an  all-season  gravel  construction  road,  therefore  minimizing  Che 
visibility  of  the  pipeline.  Since  the  pipeline  will  be  buried  and  the 
construction  area  revegetated,  there  will  be  minimum  visual  evidence 
of  the  construction. 


The  Arctic  Gas  snow  road  tests  were  constructed  by  pulverizing  and 
compacting  snow.  Tests  proved  that  this  method  produced  a  road  with 
good  wearing  characteristics. 

For  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  and  vicinity,  snow  roads  are  commonly  con¬ 
structed  by  building  up  the  road  in  thin  successive  layers  of  snow. 

The  snow  layer  is  spread  and  leveled  out  with  a  heavy  drag  and  then 
consolidated  with  water,  usually  by  a  spray  bar,  from  an  insulated 
water  tank  truck.  This  method  produces  a  strong,  tough,  dense  road 
with  minimum  snow.  To  augment  snow  during  the  early  season,  if  neces¬ 
sary,  Arctic  Gas  intends  to  use  snow-making  methods  proven  in  ski  areas 
and  in  northern  Canada  at  low  temperatures. 

A  successful  snow  road  requires  constant  maintenance.  Once  construction 
of  a  snow  road  starts,  the  normal  heavy  drifting  effect  on  the  North 
Slope  provides  abundant  snow  for  maintenance.  Maintenance  consists  of 
continual  dragging  and  grading  with  prompt  repair  of  weak  spots  by 
filling  and  consolidating  with  water. 

Arctic  Gas  proposes  to  commence  snow  road  construction  in  October  with 
low  ground  pressure  vehicles.  Provision  will  be  made  for  erecting  snow 
fencing  at  the  start  of  the  snow  season,  as  needed,  to  augment  snow 
collection  and  manufacture.  At  this  time  of  the  winter  season,  when 
water  demand  would  be  at  its  greatest,  most  lakes  and  rivers  would  not 
be  frozen  to  the  bottom  and  the  water  supply  would  be  readily  available. 
In  addition,  there  is  the  possibility  of  water  being  available  from 
subsurface  aquifers  in  some  of  the  rivers. 


Since  Applicant  intends  the  construction  and  use  of  snow  roads,  Arctic 
Gas  built  and  tested  sections  of  snow  roads  at  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Inuvik. 

These  tests  demonstrate  the  feasibility  of  these  snow  roads.  In  addition, 
attention  is  called  to  the  literally  hundreds  of  miles  of  snow  roads 
which  have  been  constructed  in  the  last  several  years  at  Prudhoe  Bay 
and  the  surrounding  area.  These  roads  have  been  used  principally  for  heavy 
services,  such  as  hauling  gravel  for  road  and  drilling  pad  construction, 
and  for  moving  drilling  rigs.  These  roads  have  effectively  protected 
the  tundra. 


The  basic  principles  for  successful  snow  road  construction  are  simple: 
(1)  Do  not  level  off  or  disturb  the  tundra;  (2)  Build  up  an  adequate 
layer  of  compacted-consolidated  snow  over  the  frozen  tundra  before 
subjecting  it  to  traffic;  (3)  Adequately  and  constantly  maintain  the 
snow  road  during  use;  and  (4)  Cease  traffic  as  soon  as  the  surface 
starts  to  soften  in  the  early  breakup  period. 
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SUBJECT:  ENGINEERING 

Page  11-64 


Page  II  -  98 


Statement: 


Response : 


"This  type  ditching  method  has  not  proved  effective 
and  additional  testing  is  required." 


Statement:  "Specifications  on  how  these  snow/ ice  roads  will  be  lo¬ 

cated,  constructed,  and  maintained  have  not  been  provided 
by  the  Applicant.  Data  indicating  specifications  for 
load  strength  likewise  are  not  available.  Snow  or  ice 
roads  will  be  used  as  follows:" 


Response : 

The  location  of  the  snow  road  in  the  right-of-way  is  shown  in  the  at¬ 
tached  diagram  (SK481)  entitled  "Arctic  Construction  Right-of-Way 
Configuration"  (Appendix  "F") .  Snow  roads  located  outside  tne  rignt- 
of-way  (i.e. ,  between  wharf  sites  and  future  compressor  station  sites) 
will  be  located  to  take  maximum  advantage  of  desirable  grades  and  to 
minimize  the  effects  of  the  snow  road  on  the  tundra. 
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Information  used  by  the  DEIS  regarding  the  success  of  wheel  ditching  in 
permafrost  is  likely  based  on  the  1969  Fairbanks  ditching  tests  for  the 
TransAlaska  Pipeline.  These  tests  showed  that  frozen  gravels  could  not 
be  excavated  by  the  wheel  ditchers  being  used.  Underpowered  ditchers 
and  conventional  ditcher  teeth  suitable  for  ditching  in  southern  Canada 
and  the  United  States  were  used  in  these  tests. 

Recent  tests  of  special  heavy-duty  teeth,  made  from  alloys  never  before 
used  in  teeth,  show  encouraging  success.  Ditching  machines  used  in 
these  tests  were  new  generation  prototype  machines  weighing  approxi¬ 
mately  200,000  pounds  and  having  total  power  of  approximately  1100  hp. 
These  tests  have  been  conducted  in  frozen  ground  in  northern  Manitoba 
and  also  in  digging  hard  shales  in  Alberta. 
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Construction  and  maintenance  of  snow  roads  will  make  use  of  procedures 
developed  from  the  Inuvik  snow  road  tests.  Sections  6  and  7  of  report 
entitled  "Inuvik  Snow  Road  Construction,  Testing  and  Environmental 
Assessment,  1973-1974"  and  are  also  discussed  in  the  response  to  Ques¬ 
tion  9,  second  response  to  first  questions  of  the  Joint  Environmental 
Study  Group,  FPC  and  DOI  (Appendix  "E”) .  Snow  roads  are  commonly  constru  ted 
in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  and  vicinity  by  building  up  thin  layers  of  snow, 
consolidated  layer  by  layer  with  water. 


Data  indicating  the  strength  of  snow  roads  may  be  found  in  Section  9  of 
the  Inuvik  snow  road  test  report. 


Copies  of  the  report  referenced  in  this  answer  are  being  lodged  simul¬ 
taneously  herewith  with  the  Department  of  Interior. 


Page  11-90 

Statement:  "If  a  processed  or  ice-capped  snow  road  cannot  be  con¬ 

structed,  the  roadbed  will  be  constructed  entirely  of  ice 
by  spraying  water." 

Response: 


Further  development  of  new  teeth  is  being  carried  on  to  arrive  at  equip¬ 
ment  which  will  have  greater  productivity  in  excavating  permafrost. 
Manufacturers  involved  in  tooth  development  are  based  in  the  United  States, 
Canada,  and  Sweden.  To  take  full  advantage  of  this  new  capability,  Arctic 
Gas  has  invited  bids  on  an  even  larger,  more  powerful  ditching  machine 
prototype.  This  machine  will  weigh  approximately  350,000  pounds  and  will 
have  a  total  power  of  approximately  3500  to  4000  hp. 

Page  II  -  115 

Statement:  "The  gas  will  be  subjected  to  pressure  and  temperature 

changes  resulting  from  frictional  losses  and  heat  trans¬ 
fer  with  a  pipe  wall  and  will  not  receive  any  processing 
or  treatment  for  gas  quality  control  until  it  reaches  the 
compressor  station  with  refrigeration  facilities  across 
the  border  in  Canada." 

Response: 

The  DEIS  misunderstands  the  proposed  plan.  The  gas  treatment  facilities 
will  be  delivered  to  the  pipeline  in  Alaska  at  Prudhoe  Bay  with  the 
required  specifications  of  pressure  and  temperature  suitable  for 
pipeline  transmission. 


Construction  roads  from  manufactured  snow,  rather  than  pure  ice,  is 
now  being  planned  by  the  Applicant.  Snow  manufacturing  is  a  more  effi¬ 
cient  utilization  of  water  for  making  roads  than  is  the  use  of  water 
alone.  Inuvik  snow  road  tests,  where  snow  was  manufactured,  had  good 
success.  The  equipment  used  was  a  modified  ski  resort  snow  making 
machine.  Machines  with  higher  production  rates,  suitable  for  snow  road 
construction,  are  now  being  developed  and  will  be  tested  this  winter. 


Page  II  -  121 

Statement:  "It  is  important  to  note  that  several  of  the  vehicles, 

such  as  air  cushion  vehicles  of  the  size  and  type  in¬ 
dicated,  are  not  in  production." 


Response: 

The  low  ground  pressure  tracked  and  wheeled  vehicles  are  available  through 
foremost  international  industries  Ltd.  Calgary,  and  Canadair  Flextrac  Ltd, 
Calgary.  The  25-ton  air  cushion  vehicle  is  available  from  Bell  Aerospace 
Canada  Ltd.  The  100-ton  air  cushion  transporter  is  available  from  Arctic 
Systems  Ltd.  These  vehicles  have  all  been  in  use  in  the  Canadian  Arctic. 
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Page  II  -  124 

Statement:  "...  or  be  assisted  or  hauled  by  the  air  cushion  vehicle, 

depending  on  prevailing  circumstances." 

Response: 

Applicant  does  not  anticipate  ever  towing  a  low-ground-pressure  vehicle 
with  an  air  cushion  vehicle.  Air  cushion  vehicles  develop  little  or  no 
ground  drawbar  pull  and  would  be  most  unsatisfactory  in  this  role. 


Page  II  -  641 

Statement:  "Laboratory  tests  by  the  Applicant  are  currently  being 

conducted  to  determine  effects  of  frost  heaving  on  the 
pipe  and  ...  until  practical  applications  have  been  made, 
however,  the  questions  remain." 

Response: 

Our  frost  heave  studies  are  not  limited  to  laboratory  tests. 

Full  scale  tests  are  being  carried  out  at  Arctic  Gas'  Calgary 

test  site,  from  which  field  performance  data  are  being  obtained.  This 
information  is  being  used  to  check  and  refine  the  methods  of  analysis 
using  frost  heave  data  obtained  from  the  laboratory  tests.  This  is  a 
practical  application  which  answers  or  goes  a  long  way  in  answering 
the  "questions  that  remain".  . 
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quired  to  reestablish  a  protective  vegetative  cover  following  distur¬ 
bance. 

The  proposed  drainage  and  erosion  control  measures  and  the  design 
methodology  are  described  in  the  NESCL  report  "Drainage  and  Erosion 
Control  Measures  -  Description  and  Proposed  Design  Principles",  March 
1975  which  is  submitted  herewith. 
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Pages  II  -  549,  650 

Statement:  "The  Applicant  proposes  to  sue  snow/ice  roads  to:  con¬ 

struct  the  AAGPL  pipeline  system:  transport  materials 
and  supplies  from  the  port  sites." 

"Climate  severely  limits  the  availability  of  water  during 
the  proposed  winter  construction  periods  by  completely 
freezing  lakes  and  streams." 

Response: 

The  main  water  supply  requirements  for  snow  and  ice  roads  are  during 
the  months  of  October,  November,  and  December,  with  the  greatest  demand 
being  in  October  and  November.  Although  the  lakes  are  ice  covered  at 
this  time,  they  are  not,  with  the  exception  of  the  most  shallow  ones, 
frozen  to  the  bottom. 
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Pages  III  -  648  and  649 

Statement:  "Darkness  and  blowing  snow,  especially  during  the  four  to 

five  week  period  in  December  and  January,  cause  such 
hazardous  flying  conditions  that  movements  of  men  and 
materials  are  not  safe." 


Page  II  -  643 

Statement:  "The  Applicant  places  heavy  reliance  on  the  success  of 

a  revegetation  program  for  erosion  control  of  a  scale 
and  complexity  never  before  attempted." 

Response : 


This  is  not  correct.  Whereas  it  is  true  that  revegetation  will  provide 
one  of  the  primary  means  of  erosion  control  over  the  long  term,  the 
design  of  drainage  and  erosion  control  measures  as  proposed  by  Arctic 
Gas  is  based  on  bare  soil  conditions.  The  purpose  of  the  proposed  phy¬ 
sical  drainage  and  control  measures,  therefore,  is  to  provide  for  the 
protection  and  stabilization  of  the  right-of-way  and  mound  over  the 
backfill  ditch  for  that  critical  period  following  construction  until 
the  vegetative  cover  can  be  reestablished.  Arctic  Gas  has  already  stated 
that  under  northern  conditions,  up  to  three  to  five  years  may  be  re¬ 


"Adverse  weather  will  prohibit  reliable  air  and  sea 
movements  and  therefore  will  cause  use  of  alternative 
means  of  transportation  or  delay  necessary  construction." 


Response: 

The  first  statement  set  forth  above  is  contrary  to  the  practical  experi¬ 
ence  of  those  airline  companies  operating  on  the  North  Slope.  Moreover, 
an  analysis  has  been  completed  on  aviation  weather  at  Barter  Island 
covering  an  overall  period  of  24  years,  and  some  162,519  individual 
weather  observations.  This  analysis  points  out  the  fact  that  VFR 
(Visual  Flight  Rules)  weather — where  ceiling  is  1,000  feet  or  better  and 
visibility  is  3  miles  or  better — is  affected  for  110  equivalent  days 
each  year.  However,  it  must  be  pointed  out  that  this  has  no  bearing 
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whatsoever  on  totally  safe  and  reliable  IFR  (Instrument  Flight  Rules) 
aircraft  flight  operations. 

It  is  a  fact  that  Barter  Island  has  weather  which  is  less  than  500  ft. 
ceiling  and  one  mile  visibility  for  only  57.5  equivalent  days  per  year, 
of  which  historically  only  8.2  of  those  days  occur  during  the  period 
December  1  through  January  31 — a  full  eight  weeks.  A  celling  of  500  ft. 
with  visibility  of  one  mile  is  very  nicely  above  (better  than)  normal 
IFR  minimum  flying  limits,  even  when  using  a  basic  non-direct ional 
beacon  letdown  procedure  over  relatively  flat  surfaces  such  as  the 
arctic  coast. 

Further,  the  8.2  days  referred  to  above  are  "equivalent  days",  or  a 
total  of  8.2  x  24  =  196.8  hours  spread  over  the  months  of  December  and 
January.  The  normal  cycle  of  such  weather,  according  to  the  University 
of  Alaska,  Arctic  Environmental  Center,  averages  out  to  approximately 
six  hours  per  calendar  day  on  those  days  which  are  affected. 

Darkness  has  no  bearing  on  aviation  visibility.  Night  landing  weather 
minimum  limits  in  areas  such  as  the  arctic  coast  are  normally  the  same 
as  daytime  limits.  Visibility  at  night  is  determined  by  the  ability  to 
see  lights  at  any  given  distance. 

Blowing  snow  has  been  taken  into  consideration  in  the  statistics  men¬ 
tioned  above;  therefore,  it  cannot  be  given  more  emphasis. 
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Wind  chill  factors  affect  men  but  not  machinery.  Safe  and  reliable 
turbine  flight  operations  are  conducted  in  temperatures  down  to  -60°F  in 
many  parts  of  the  world,  including  Alaska  and  the  Yukon. 

Barter  Island  is  exactly  that-an  island,  which  for  climatological  pur¬ 
poses  can  be  considered  as  a  strip  of  land  projected  into  the  Beaufort 
Sea,  and  as  such  suffers  far  worse  aviation  weather  than  stations  which 
are  located  inland  where  the  pipeline  will  be  located.  As  an  example, 
Kavik  River,  located  27  statute  miles  inland  from  the  coast,  experiences 
weather  conditions  worse  than  200  ft.  ceiling  and  visibility  of  4  mile 
only  39.5%  of  the  equivalent  days  that  Barter  Island  suffers  from  this 
same  condition. 

Barter  Island  aviation  weather  is  within  close  tolerances  to  that  of 
Point  Barrow  over  the  year.  Wien  Air  Alaska  operate  high  performance 
Boeing  737' s  (not  nearly  as  maneuverable  as  the  smaller  turboprops  such 
as  the  Twin  Otter  or  DASH  7)  into  Barrow  an  average  of  16  flights  per 
week,  and  their  ability  to  land  successfully  at  destination  runs  at  97% 
over  the  year. 


Alaska  International  Airlines  operates  a  fleet  of  seven  Lockheed  Hercules 
aircraft  and  has  been  flying  30  to  50  trips  per  day  out  of  Fairbanks,  of 
which  30  to  40%  of  those  are  to  the  North  Slope.  They  state  a  success 
rate  of  95%.  Once  again,  the  Hercules  is  a  large  aircraft  with  limited 
maneuverability  and  high  approach  speeds.  Utilization  of  AIA's  Hercules 
fleet,  at  14  hours/day  per  aircraft,  surpasses  that  of  99%,  or  more,  of 
even  the  most  efficiently  run  large  U.S.  domestic  sched  carriers.  AIA's 
vice  president  of  operations  states  that  "Flight  operations  to  the  Slope 
are  routine  northern  operations,  with  no  safety  compromised." 

Sea  Airmotive  Inc.  operates  a  fleet  of  six  Twin  Otters,  is  active  on  the 
Slope,  and  enjoys  an  extremely  high  success  rate.  Their  chief  pilot 
states  that  the  Slope  is  a  comfortable  place  to  fly. 

With  respect  to  the  second  statement,  the  foregoing  analysis  is  equally 
applicable.  Two  major  Alaska  air  carriers,  Wien  Air  Alaska  and  Alaska 
International  Air,  operating  high  performance  aircraft — Boeing  737' s  and 
Lockheed  Hercules — are  flying  a  combined  average  of  some  15  to  20  flights 
per  day  to  the  North  Slope  and  coastal  area,  with  an  over-the-year 
reliability  factor  of  95  to  97%. 

Reliability  of  flights  to  airports  inland  from  the  coast,  by  as  little 
as  5  to  10  miles  in  many  cases,  would  be  higher  than  those  to  the  coast. 

A  distance  of  20  to  25  miles  from  the  ocean  almost  invariably  produces 
better  aviation  weather.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  weather  along 
the  arctic  coast  differs  from  that  found  in  more  southern  latitudes  in 
that  there  is  less  "system"  produced  weather;  i.e.,  cold  or  warm  fronts. 
It  is  more  often  "air  mass"  weather;  i.e.,  fog  and  low  stratus  caused  by 
winds  off  the  sea  pushing  moist  air  over  the  coastal  area.  This  type  of 
weather  often  produces  low  ceilings  and  even  zero/zero  conditions  at 
coastal  stations,  but  does  not  spread  far  inland;  i.e.,  a  runway  on  the 
coast  may  be  experiencing  near  zero/zero  conditions,  while  at  the  same 
time,  a  runway  15  miles  inland  will  be  totally  clear.  This  fact  is 
substantiated  by  senior  flight  operations  people  who  have  been  flying  in 
Alaska  for  years,  in  addition  to  the  University  of  Alaska's  Arctic 
Environmental  Center. 

Past  and  present  proven  air  carrier  performance  to  the  North  Slope  and 
to  coastal  runways  is  considered  to  be  substantial  evidence  that  the 
second  statement  is  incorrect. 

Statement:  "These  same  weather  conditions  will  also  restrict  emer¬ 

gency  transportation  of  injured  or  ill  workers." 

Response:  , 


Wien  operates  between  five  and  seven  Boeing  737  flights  per  day  into 
Deadhorse  on  the  North  Slope  and  enjoys  a  success  rate  of  some  96%,  with 
almost  half  of  the  4%  lockout  being  attributable  to  runway  conditions, 
due  to  lack  of  runway  maintenance  equipment.  Further,  Wien  also  operates 
F27 ' s  into  all  operational  DEW  line  sites,  with  a  claimed  reliability 
rate  of  at  least  95%. 


All  facts  set  forth  above  apply  here.  In  addition,  it  must  be  remembered 
that  injured  or  ill  workers  will  be  evacuated  by  IFR-equipped  helicopters 
or  small  turbine  fixed-wing  aircraft  wuch  as  the  Twin  Otter. 

The  IFR  helicopters  and  the  Twin  Otter  are  both  capable  of  "getting  in" 


during  conditions  of  low  ceiling  and  poor  visibility  where  large  high¬ 
speed  aircraft  such  as  the  737  and  the  Hercules  could  potentially  abort 
due  to  the  lack  of  low-speed  maneuverability. 

This  then  means  that  the  reliability  factor  of  95  to  97%  achieved  by  the 
large  aircraft  will  be  improved  upon  in  virtually  all  cases  of  medical 
evacuation . 

References  (personal  interviews): 

John  Robert,  VP  of  Operations,  Alaska  International  Air. 

Ralph  Brumbaugh,  VP  of  Operations,  Wien  Air  Alaska. 

Bill  Roley,  chief  pilot.  Sea  Airmotive,  Inc. 

H.  W.  (Bill)  Searby,  Arctic  Environmental  Center,  University  of  Alaska; 

author  of  "Climate  of  the  North  Slope". 

John  VerPlanck,  chief  dispatcher,  Alaska  International  Air. 

Duty  dispatcher,  Alaska  International  Air. 

Duty  dispatcher,  Wien  Air  Alaska. 
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Pages  II  -  668,  701,  702,  703,  729  &  731 

Statement:  "Figure  3. 1.1. 3-1,  on  page  668,  indicates  the  impact  of 

snow  roads,  and  this  is  addressed  in  the  same  manner  in 
other  following  pages." 

Response: 


Assessment  of  the  effects  of  the  construction  of  the  Inuvik  test  snow  road 
shows  no  significant  changes  in  the  organic  layer  thickness  from  the  period 
before  the  road  was  constructed  until  after  the  snow  road  melted.  See  Page 
12  of  the  report  "Inuvik  Snow  Road  Environmental  Assessment" , submitted  here¬ 
with.  Many  snow  roads  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  and  vicinity  have  Deen  properly 
constructed  and  used,  and  these  have  not  injured  the  tundra. 


Page  II  -  724 

Statement:  "The  proposed  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  project  will  provide 

opportunities  for  cross  drainages  to  be  diverted  parallel 
to  the  pipeline." 

Response : 

When  abandoning  snow  roads  after  the  construction  season  has  ended,  a 
crew  would  open  all  of  the  water  courses  and  accelerate  mechanically  the 
degradation  of  the  snow  road.  Experience  has  also  been  that  the  snow 
roads  soften  as  quickly  as  the  snow  in  the  surrounding  area,  and  there 
is  no  holdup  in  cross  drainage  as  a  small  amount  of  empondment  quickly 
breaks  through  the  softened  snow  road.  To  further  ensure  proper  drain¬ 
age,  the  snow  road  can  be  ditched  through  during  breakup. 
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Page  II  -  731 

Statement:  "Compaction  resulting  from  use  of  snow/ice  roads  for 

several  winters  from  Camden  and  Demarcation  port  sites  to 
the  right-of-way  may  produce  long-term  serious  shifts  of 
surface  drainage  patterns." 

Response: 

An  assessment  of  the  Inuvik  snow  road  test  showed  no  measurable  compac¬ 
tion  of  the^  organic  layer.  See  the  report  "Inuvik  Snow  Road  Environmental 
Assessment."  Properly  constructed  snow  roads  will  not  result  in  com¬ 
paction  of  the  tundra,  nor  will  there  be  appreciable  impact  if  they  are 
used  properly  year  after  year. 


Page  II  -  729 

Statement:  "Battelle  (1973)  noted  that  present  methods  for 

constructing  snow  and  ice  roads  may  not  apply  to  condi¬ 
tions  over  rough  terrain  (polygons)." 

Response: 

The  tests  referred  to  above,  which  were  completed  at  Inuvik  subsequent 
to  the  tests  reported  by  Battelle  and  which  incorporated  suggested  im¬ 
provements,  were  made  over  rough  terrain  and  they  demonstrated  the 
capability  of  building  snow  roads  under  these  conditions.  For  many 
years,  snow/ ice  roads  have  been  built  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  and  vicinity 
over  rough  polygonal  ground. 


Page  II  -  226 

Statement:  "The  Applicant  has  conducted  a  reconnaissance  soils 

investigation  along  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline 
route  in  Alaska.  A  total  of  55  test  holes  were  drilled, 
but  are  deemed  insufficient  to  make  more  than  generalized 
observations. " 

Response: 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  major  tool  for  terrain  and  soil  interpre¬ 
tation  is  aerial  photography,  and  that  with  first  class  aerial  photo¬ 
graphy  interpretation  related  to  ground  truth  from  the  55  holes,  it  is 
possible  to  do  much  better  than  generalized  observations  on  soil.  While 
it  is  agreed  that  further  site-specific  information  is  required,  the 
present  information  is  sufficient  for  the  planning  of  the  pipeline. 
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Page  II  -  666 


Page  II  -  643 

Statement:  "Several  methods  for  reducing  erosion  are  discussed  by 

the  Applicant,  but  the  procedures  for  implementing  these 
methods  or  criteria  indicating  which  of  the  several 
methods  would  be  used  are  not  available." 

Response: 

The  proposed  methodology  for  drainage  and  erosion  control  and  for  the 
development  of  design  criteria  is  contained  in  the  report  "Drainage 
and  Erosion  Control  Measures  -  Description  and  Proposed  Design  Prin¬ 
ciples",  NESCL,  March  1975  ,  submitted  herewith. 

Ongoing  field  and  office  studies  by  NES  are  aimed  at  improving  the 
reliability  of  hydrologic  input  data  which  serves  as  the  basis  for 
optimization  of  alternative  drainage  and  erosion  control  designs. 
Detailed  design  criteria  will  be  one  result  of  those  ongoing  studies. 

The  implementation  of  the  proposed  drainage  and  erosion  control  designs 
and  placement  of  alternative  measures  will  be  made  in  the  field  prior 
to  and  during  construction. 
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Page  II  -  656 

Statement:  "Microrelief  is  important  in  the  development  of  surface 

drainage  and  vegetation.  Accordingly,  the  ditch  mound 
may  have  important  secondary  impacts  on  water  distribu¬ 
tion  and  vegetation." 

Response: 

The  Applicant  has  addressed  a  secondary  impact  of  the  ditch  mound  on 
surface  and  subsurface  drainage  and  on  vegetation  in  response  to  FPC- 
DOI  Question  8,  first  series-  A  full  set  of  the  responses  are  being 
submitted  herewith. 


Page  II  -  663 

Statement:  "Eventually,  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  will  result 

in  creation  of  more  permafrost." 

Response: 

The  Applicant  has  addressed  the  Impact  of  frost  bulb  development  on 
surface  and  subsurface  drainage  in  its  responses  to  Question  2  from  the 
U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  to  FPC-DOI  Question  5,  first  series. 


Statement:  "Should  the  pipeline  not  become  operational  during  the 

first  spring  following  winter  construction,  there  would 
be  a  major,  significant  Impact  on  permafrost  in  that  both 
thermal  erosion  and  thermal  melting  would  take  place. 

The  full  extent  of  this  process  is  speculative,  but  the 
pipe-filled  ditch  could  become  a  water-filled  trench, 
capturing  and  diverting  local  surface  drainage  and  re¬ 
ducing  •••the  strength  of  pipe  supporting  materials  in  the 
ditch  bottom." 

Response: 

The  Applicant  has  addressed  the  problems  of  "temperature  maintenance", 
and  the  implications  of  a  delay  of  several  months  or  a  year  in  startup 
of  chilled  pipeline  operation  in  its  comments  on  Sections  1.1.1.1.73.2 
(Temperature  Maintenance)  and  2.1.1.3.C.2  g  (Possible  Effects  on  Pipe¬ 
line)  of  the  Aerospace  Corporation's  Geotechnical  Evaluation  of  the 
Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Project.  That  analysis  is  being  filed 
simultaneously  herewith  and,  to  the  extent  relevant,  is  incorporated 
herein  and  made  a  part  hereof  by  reference. 

The  Applicant  recognizes  that  some  surface  water  will  infiltrate  into 
the  backfill,  but  its  research  indicates  that  the  infiltrated  water  will 
freeze  in  situ  due  to  the  low  ambient  temperature  of  the  soil,  thereby 
providing  a  latent  heat  barrier.  The  latent  heat  barrier  will  serve  to 
retard  deepening  of  the  active  layer  over  the  thaw  season.  In  Alaska, 
the  top  of  the  pipe  will  be  1  to  1^  feet  below  the  top  of  the  surrounding 
permafrost  table. 

With  regard  to  effect  of  water  migration  within  the  backfill  materials, 
the  rate  of  movement  will  be  limited  by  both  the  permeability  of  the 
frozen  backfill  materials  and  the  slope  of  the  ditch.  Much  of  the 
Alaskan  portion  of  the  coastal  route  is  in  flat  to  relatively  flat 
terrain,  and  potential  for  significant  movement  of  water  along  the  pipe¬ 
line  ditch  is  small.  On  slopes  such  as  river  crossings,  ditch  plugs 
will  be  provided  to  prevent  continuous  flow  along  the  pipeline. 

It  should  be  recognized  that  in  an  area  of  very  cold  permafrost  such  as 
the  Alaskan  North  Slope,  the  gas  is  being  chilled  not  primarily  to 
freeze  ground,  but  to  prevent  otherwise  warm  gas  from  thawing  ground 
below  the  permafrost  table  (upper  surface  of  permafrost). 


Page  II  -  669 

Statement:  "The  Applicant  estimates  that  pipe  in  the  ditch  will 

settle  as  much  as  12  inches." 

Response : 

This  comment  in  regard  to  hydrostatic  testing  in  conjunction  with  thermal 
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regression  of  permafrost  has  been  made  out  of  the  intended  context  of 
the  Applicant's  submission.  In  discussing  differential  settlement  in 
its  application,  the  Applicant  noted  (Environment  report  of  application, 
Chapt.  II.D.3.5,  p.  31)  that  up  to  12  Inches  of  settlement  could  occur 
in  unfrozen  muskeg,  or  peatland,  terrain  during  hydrostatic  testing. 
During  hydrostatic  testing  of  permafrost  soils.  Applicant  proposes  to 
use  a  methanol  solution  in  order  to  depress  the  temperature  of  the  test 
fluid  to  below  0°C.  Under  such  a  condition  there  will  be  no  thaw,  and 
no  settlement,  of  the  pipe. 
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Applicant  has  conducted  extensive  studies  of  pipe-soil  interaction  and 
is  satisfied  that  such  movements  can  be  safely  tolerated.  We  cannot  under¬ 
stand  the  basis  for  the  comment  that  differential  settlement,  apparently 
due  to  thawing  of  permafrost,  will  occur  at  a  time  when  temperatures  are 
cold  enough  to  affect  pipe  malleability. 


Page  II  -  670 

Statement:  "Frost  heave  is  caused  by  differences  in  volume  between 

frozen  and  unfrozen  water." 


Response: 

This  statement  is  only  partially  correct  and  does  not  take  into  account 
all  of  the  mechanisms  of  frost  heave.  Whereas  the  9%  volume  expansion 
associated  with  freezing  of  water  does  contribute  to  frost  heave,  the 
major  cause  of  detrimental  frost  heave  is  associated  with  water  migra¬ 
tion  to  a  freezing  front  or  zone,  and  the  formation  of  Ice  lenses.  The 
fact  that  there  are  two  components  to  frost  heave  has  been  emphasized 
repeatedly  by  the  Applicant.' 

The  Arctic  Gas  prime  route  in  Alaska  does  not  have  any  areas  where  water 
migrates  through  the  ground,  except  possibly  at  some  river  crossings. 
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Page  II  -  671 

Statement:  "Frost~heave  conditions  are  most  favorable  at  stream  and 

river  crossings  where  the  pipeline  will  probably  be 
buried  in  the  active  layer." 

Response: 

Although  the  Applicant  has  not  drilled  all  proposed  river  crossings  in 
Alaska,  available  evidence  from  existing  drill  hole  records  and  field 
inspection  of  all  crossings  suggests  that,  in  general,  the  beds  of  those 
rivers  are  composed  of  deep  deposits  of  coarse  sand  and  gravel.  These 
materials  are  not  frost  susceptible  that  Is  to  say,  they  have  low 
shutoff  pressures.  Therefore,  although  the  thermal  conditions  at  river 
and  stream  crossings  may  be  favourable  for  frost  heaving,  the  soil 
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conditions  preclude  significant  frost  heave.  It  is  conceivable  but  not 
likely  that  frost  susceptible  materials  may  occur  at  greater  depth  or 
interbedded  in  the  sand  and  gravel.  Chances  are  that  if  this  situation 
does  exist,  the  frost  susceptible  materials  will  be  at  sufficient  depth 
so  that  the  potential  for  heave  will  be  low.  Drilling  at  these  river 
crossings  as  part  of  final  design  should  identify  these  situations  prior 
to  construction. 


Page  II  -  671 

Statement:  The  term  "active  layer"  is  used  in  two  places  on  this 

page  to  refer  to  the  unfrozen  zone  beneath  rivers  which 
do  not  freeze  in  the  winter. 

Response: 

An  active  laver  is  defined  as  the  laver  above  the  permafrost 

which  thaws  each  summer  and  freezes  each  winter.  This  leads  to  confusion 

in  interpreting  the  concerns  about  the  active  layer. 


Page  II  -  671 

Statement:  "In  the  event  frost  heave  occurs,  it  is  probable  that 

the  buried  pipeline  would  be  jacked  out  of  the  ground 
as  ice  accumulates  along  the  periphery  of  the  frost  bulb." 

Response : 

It  is  difficult  to  understand  the  statement  when  the  DEIS  refers  to  its 
figure  (Figure  3. 1.1. 5-4)  which  indicates  a  situation  where  the  pipe 
is  operating  in  permafrost  with  the  seasonally  thawing  and  freezing  zone 
(the  active  layer)  above  the  pipe.  The  "periphery  of  the  frost  bulb" 
does  not  go  beneath  the  pipe  in  such  situations  but  is  always  above  it. 
Clearly,  ice  accumulating  ahove  the  pipe  cannot  cause  the  pipe  to  be 
jacked  out. 


Page  II  -  672 

Statement:  "The  Applicant  places  heavy  reliance  on  the  reversal  of 

water  flow  caused  by  the  differential  temperatures  between 
the  operating  (chilled)  pipeline  system  and  the  adjacent 
permafrost.  That  is,  the  pipeline  will  be  colder  than 
the  permafrost  in  summer  and  warmer  in  winter,  which  wiil 
tend  to  cause  water  to  migrate  toward  the  pipe  name  r 

and  away  from  the  pipe  in  winter." 

Response: 

The  above  statement  that  the  Applicant-  places  heavy  reliance  on  the  re- 
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versal  of  water  flow  caused  by  the  seasonal  variation  in  the  relative 
temperatures  of  the  pipe  and  the  surrounding  soil  is  not  correct.  The 
Applicant  stated  in  its  response  to  Question  1  from  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  (letter  of  December  2,  1974  from  Mr.  T.  H.  Schuder  to 
Mr.  Lee  Hurd)  (Appendix  G)  that  where  this  did  occur,  it  would  tend  to  mit 
against  any  significant  buildup  of  ice  around  the  pipe.  The  Applicant 
further  stated  in  the  same  response  that  the  potential  rates  of  water 
migration  in  permafrost  under  the  thermal  gradients  of  the  magnitude 
that  would  be  induced  by  chilled  pipeline  operation  are  extremely  small 
due  to  the  very  low  permeability  of  frozen  soils.  At  -1°C,  for  example, 
the  permeability  of  frozen  soils  would  tend  to  lie  in  the  range  of  1  x 
10-  to  1  x  10-9  cm/sec.  The  amount  of  ice  lensing  that  can  occur  over 
the  life  of  the  pipeline  is  extremely  small,  and  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Applicant  does  not  constitute  a  major  problem  with  respect  to  pipeline 
construction  or  operational  plans.  In  Alaska,  the  pipeline  will  be  well 
below  the  top  of  the  permafrost. 


Page  II  -  673 

Statement:  'Frost  heave  is  likely  to  take  place  during  the  summer 

when  the  active  layer  reaches  its  maximum  depth  and  water 
is  in  contact  with  the  frost  bulb.  It  is  likely,  there¬ 
fore,  that  repairs  would  be  necessary  at  stream  crossings 
during  the  summer." 


Response : 


The  logic  of  the  above  statement  is  not  clear.  First  of  all,  in  frozen 
soils,  the  direction  of  water  movement  tends  to  closely  parallel  the 
direction  of  heat  flow.  Therefore,  if  heave  were  to  occur  in  summer 
when  the  active  layer  reaches  its  maximum  depth  and  water  is  in  contact 
with  the  frost  bulb,  the  heave  would  be  restricted  largely  to  the 
materials  overlying  the  pipe.  This  heave,  furthermore,  although  it  may 
possibly  in  a  few  instances  interfere  with  the  performance  of  proposed 
drainage  and  erosion  control  measures,  would  not  affect  pipeline  integrity 
or  necessitate  summer  repairs.  Secondly,  the  subriverbed  materials  at 
the  proposed  river  crossings  are  in  general  composed  of  non-frost  suscep¬ 
tible  sand  and  gravels.  Consequently,  the  potential  for  heave  at  river 
crossings  is  negligible  and  in  most  cases  limited  to  the  nine  percent 
volume  expansion  of  pore  space  water  on  freezing. 
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Page  II  -  673  to  683 

Statement:  "The  collection  of  moisture  at  the  base  of  the  active 

layer  provides  a  lubricative  surface  which  enhances  slope 
stability.  This  and  other  statements  following  indicate 
DEIS  concerns  over  slope  stability." 


Response: 

Failure  Mechanism 

The  presence  of  water  produced  by  thaw  reduces  strength  by  reducing  the 
effective  stress  carried  between  soil  particles.  Water  exerts  a  buoyant 
force  on  all  soil  particles,  and  in  doing  so,  reduces  the  load  carried 
in  the  skeleton  made  up  of  soil  particles.  In  turn,  the  lower  the 
stress  transmitted  between  soil  grains,  the  less  the  strength  of  the 
soil  mass.  This  concept  of  soil  strength  is  well  established  in  engin¬ 
eering  practice.  Applicant  proposes  to  use  a  method  of  analysis,  termed 
thaw-consolidation  theory,  which  modifies  existing  practice  to  account 
for  the  possible  extra  component  of  water  pressure  produced  upon  thaw 
permafrost . 

It  should  be  noted  that  water  has  the  reverse  of  a  lubricating  effect  on 
particle  to  particle  friction.  For  example,  it  is  well  known  that  the 
presence  of  water  increases  rather  than  decreases  inter-particle  friction 
between  quartz  particles. 


Large  Earth  Pressures  and  Sollfluction  Slopes 

While  it  may  be  possible  for  solifluction  movements  to  exert  downslope 
pressures,  it  should  be  stressed  that  the  pipeline  will  be  buried  in  the 
permafrost  zone  below  the  shallow  depth  that  solifluction  occurs.  It  is 
appreciated  that  if  solifluction  movements  do  occur  along  the  right-of- 
way,  with  time  such  movements  may  tend  to  modify  micro-drainage  patterns. 
However,  as  solifluction  movements  are  characteristically  slow,  rapid 
changes  will  not  result.  Therefore,  there  is  ample  time  in  which  to 
identify  problem  areas,  and  repairs,  if  required,  could  be  scheduled 
during  the  winter  months.  Moreover,  the  magnitude  of  likely  repairs  are 
small  and  could  be  accomplished  by  hand. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that,  in  fact,  there  is  little  evidence  of 
solifluction  movements  along  the  prime  route.  The  characteristic  sur- 
ficial  expression  of  solifluction  features,  such  as  solifluction  lobes, 
are  absent  over  most  of  the  slopes  along  the  right-of-way. 


Deep  Seated  Creep  (p.  677) 

Comments  on  the  possibility  of  the  potential  for  deep  seated  creep  are 
made  in  the  response  to  the  Aerospace  report,  section  2. 1.1. 2. D,  re¬ 
ferred  to  previously.  Applicant  is  of  the  opinion  that  deep  seated 
creep  is  of  little  concern  in  the  hard  frozen  permafrost  soils  of  the 
prime  route  in  Alaska.  It  is  noted  (p.  II  -  679)  that  there  are,  in 
fact,  no  known  areas  along  the  Alaskan  route  where  deep  seated  creep  has 
occurred.  The  expected  ground  temperature  changes  at  depth  are  negli¬ 
gible  along  this  portion  of  the  route  and  are  not  expected  to  contribute 
to  creep  (p.  II  -  678). 


Slope  at  M.P .  86.3 

Applicant  appreciates  that  a  potential  threat  of  slope  instability  could 
be  expected  at  this  location  and  that  preventative  design  measures  may 
well  be  required.  As  noted  in  the  DEIS  comments,  the  potential  slope 
failure  mode  is  a  skin  flow.  Applicant  is  of  the  opinion  that  safe  de¬ 
sign  configurations  are  available  for  this  type  of  slope  failure  mode. 

The  potential  area  for  undesirable  impact  at  this  site  is  the  necessity 
for  immediate  repairs  should  a  failure  nevertheless  occur.  Applicant 
agreees  with  the  DEIS  comment  that  a  skin  flow  is  of  concern.  However, 
Applicant  is  of  the  opinion  that  under  operating  conditions,  the  integ¬ 
rity  of  the  pipeline  will  not  be  threatened  during  the  first  thaw  season 
if  a  skin  flow  does  develop,  and  that  major  repairs  can  be  conducted 
during  the  following  winter  season.  Moreover,  minor  repairs  could  be 
accomplished  during  the  summer  by  hand,  using  helicopter  support. 
Applicant  firmly  believes  that  repairs  of  this  nature  in  environmentally 
sensitive  areas  can  be  conducted  at  appropriate  times  of  the  year. 

Applicant  appreciates  the  geothermal  consequences  of  organic  mat  removal 
and  the  possible  detrimental  effects  that  could  follow  if  adequate 
design  measures  were  not  incorporated  into  the  system.  Applicant's 
position  is  elaborated  on  in  the  response  to  the  Aerospace  report, 
sections  2 . 1 . 1 . 3. C . 2 ,g  and  1.1.1.6.B.2,  referred  to  previously. 

Egaksrak  River  Area  (M.P.  162)  Slope 

Any  possible  concerns  appear  to  be  overstated.  As  noted,  the  slope  is 
from  *j°  to  20  and  is  an  alluvial  fan.  Alluvial  fans  in  this  region 
consist  of  generally  coarse-grained  interbedded  clean  and  silty  gravels 
and  sand.  The  slope  stability  of  this  material  in  a  thawed  condition  is 
good,  and  the  slope  itself  lies  at  a  rather  modest  inclination.  It  is 
unlikely  that  slope  instability  could  develop  at  this  site  for  any 
reason. 


Slope  Approximately  4  Miles  East  of  M.P.  180 

The  concern  at  this  site  appears  to  be  thaw- induced  settlement.  It  is 
stated  by  the  DFIS  that  thawing  can  initiate  problems  and  that  because 
■els  have  a  low  specific  heat  and  a  greater  thermal  conductivity, 
gr av<  s  will  thaw  faster  and  to  a  greater  depth.  This  is  correct  for 
ice  poor  •  v  d*-y  travels.  However,  by  the  same  token,  if  the  gravels  are 
ire  poor,  it  r, clear  as  to  how  thaw  settlement  can  occur  at  all.  If 

there  is  a.iv  amount  of  ice  in  the  gravels,  then  little  thaw  will  occur. 

It  shoulu  ai.j  lie  realized  that  once  the  pipeline  is  in  operation, 
thawir.r.  -Ill  n  ■  occur  and  that  Applicant  plans  to  minimize  the  time 
V'.  vee  ->nsi  ruction  and  startup. 


Page  II  -  695-696 

Statement:  "As  ice  forms  in  fresh  water,  the  mineral  content  of 

remaining  water  increases.  It  is  possible,  therefore, 
that  water  withdrawals  would  further  increase  the  material 
content  of  remaining  water." 

Response: 

Presumably  the  concern  is  withdrawal  of  water  from,  for  example,  a  lake 
which  would  substantially  reduce  the  dilution  factor,  leading  to  a 
higher  degree  of  mineralization  in  the  remaining  water.  As  the  total 
water  requirements  represent  only  a  small  fraction  of  the  total  quantity 
of  water  in  the  potential  water  sources,  the  possibility  of  the  resul¬ 
tant  increase  in  degree  of  mineralization  having  a  detrimental  effect 
is  extremely  remote. 


Page  II  -  698 

Statement:  "Petroleum  products  entering  the  subsurface  drainage 

system  may  lower  freezing  temperatures  of  groundwater 
and  delay  formation  of  a  frost  bulb  and  threaten  pipe¬ 
line  integrity  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  described 
for  methanol." 

Response: 

Most  fuel  and  lubricants  are  immiscible  in  water  and  therefore  will 
have  little  effect  on  the  freezing  point  of  water.  The  effect  of  these 
petroleum  products  on  the  development  of  the  frost  bulb  around  a  chilled 
pipeline  is  in  no  way  comparable  to  the  effect  of  methanol. 

With  respect  to  methanol,  a  failure  during  the  testing  operation  would 
result  in  localized  saturation  of  the  ditch  backfill,  downslope  from 
the  point  of  a  failure.  The  possibility  of  such  a  failure  occurring 
during  hydrostatic  testing  is  extremely  remote  because  of  the  material 
specifications  and  stringent  construction  procedures  proposed.  Never¬ 
theless,  if  a  failure  should  occur,  it  is  recognized  that  a  portion  of 
the  ditch  backfill  will  become  saturated  and,  in  the  case  of  a  fine 
grained  soil,  the  backfill  would  break  down  to  form  a  viscous  slurry. 

The  flow  of  the  methanol  solution  along  the  line  will  be  inhibited  on 
slopes  by  impermeable  barriers  at  regular  intervals  as  described  in 
the  application. 

On  certain  slopes  where  the  backfill  is  gravel,  the  backfill  will  be 
unaffected  by  the  methanol  solution.  Since  the  flow  will  occur  in  a 
downslope  direction,  the  pipe  in  that  portion  of  the  ditch  will  not 
become  buoyant,  since  it  will  remain  full  of  test  fluid.  The  test 
fluid  will  be  recovered  as  much  as  possible  by  pumping  from  the  up- 
slope  side  of  the  impermeable  plugs  in  the  area  affected.  The  saturated 
and  thawed  backfill  will  be  removed  from  the  ditch  to  within  about  one 
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foot  of  the  top  of  the  pipe  and  will  be  replaced  with  granular  material 
to  ground  surface.  The  methanol  solution  saturated  material  will  be 
spread  in  borrow  areas  or  other  approved  sites,  where  it  will  stabilize 
as  the  methanol  evaporates. 

Although  some  methanol  backfill  will  remain  around  and  over  the  pipe, 
it  will  consolidate  under  the  weight  of  the  granular  backfill  and  the 
concentration  will  gradually  diminish.  This  material  may  not  freeze 
back  initially,  but  it  will  be  at  a  temperature  below  the  freezing 
point  of  water.  Thus,  the  adjacent  soil  beyond  the  area  affected  will 
freeze  back  and  the  unfrozen  portion  will  not  significantly  inhibit  the 
formation  of  the  frost  bulb.  A  small  amount  of  saturated  backfill  could 
not  "have  a  serious  secondary  impact  on  pipeline  safety  by  prolonging 
the  freezeback  and  promoting  slope  instability." 


Page  II  -  703 

Statement:  Figure  3.1. 1.5-1 

Response : 

This  diagram  is  similar  to  the  one  which  we  noted  on  p.  668  and  over¬ 
emphasizes  the  impact  of  the  snow  road  and  the  pipeline  on  the  active 
layer  of  the  permafrost.  In  scale,  the  active  layer  would  appear  to  be 
perhaps  10  feet  deep  five  years  after  construction.  This  is  misleading, 
since  the  active  layer  in  the  Alaska  portion  of  the  pipeline  is  very 
thin,  and  even  if  it  were  to  double  the  normal  thickness  it  would  be 
less  than  3  feet,  the  distance  to  the  top  of  the  pipe. 


Page  II  -  704 

Statement:  "The  pipeline  is  to  be  operated  at  temperatures  below 

freezing  and  a  bulb  of  frozen  materials  (frost  bulb)  will 
develop  around  the  pipe." 


Response: 

The  line  in  Alaska  lies  within  the  continuous  permafrost  zone,  and  it 
will  be  buried  in  permafrost  and  therefore  will  be  entirely  surrounded 
by  frozen  ground.  The  concept  of  a  frost  bulb  is  important  only  in 
those  areas  where  there  is  no  permafrost  or  where  there  is  a  very,  very 
thick  active  layer,  and  it  would  apply  in  Alaska  only  under  those  streams 
and  rivers  where  there  is  no  permafrost.  The  pipeline  in  Alaska  will  be 
operated  at  below  freezing  temperature,  not  to  freeze  ground  but  to 
prevent  already  frozen  ground  from  being  thawed. 


2.0  fc 


Response : 

The  effect  of  frost  bulb  development  on  interruption  of  subsurface  flow 
has  been  addressed  in  responses  to  Question  2  from  the  BLM  and  FPC-D0I 
Question  5,  first  series,  referred  to  previously. 
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Page  II  -  715 

Statement:  "The  frost  bulb  will  block  the  flow  of  water  in  the 

stream  bed  to  a  depth  of  as  much  as  35  feet." 

Response : 

In  the  event  there  is  a  flow  of  water  that  is  required  downstream  for 
fisheries,  it  is  planned  that  an  insulated  conduit  will  be  laid  under 
the  pipe  to  carry  water  through  the  frost  bulb.  This  will  ensure 
against  freeze-off  and  mitigate  any  possible  impact  on  downstream 
fisheries. 
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Page  II  -  728 

Statement:  "Snow/ice  roads  will  melt  more  slowly  than  adjacent  areas 

and,  accordingly,  will  produce  temporary  blockage  of 
surface  drainage  during  the  construction  phase  of  the 
proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  project." 

Response : 

The  proposed  measures  for  the  control  of  drainage  and  erosion  will  be 
installed  immediately  following  pipeline  construction  and  prior  to  snow 
melt.  To  assure  proper  installation  of  such  measures  as  diversion 
dikes,  it  may  be  necessary  to  cut  through  the  snow  road  in  some  places. 
This  will  be  the  final  operation  along  the  snow  road,  prior  to  summer 
shutdown.  The  snow  road,  therefore,  will  not  constitute  a  continuous 
barrier  to  snowmelt  runoff.  It  is  possible  that  minor  local  ponding  may 
persist  following  snowmelt;  it  is  not  regarded  as  constituting  a  major 
problem  from  an  environmental  point  of  view. 


Page  II  -  739 

Statement:  "Stabilization  of  bare  soil  surfaces  will  be  necessary  to 

prevent  a  further  loss  of  vegetation  on  unstable  sites, 
and  in  some  cases,  mechanical  stabilization  measures  (or 
structures)  may  be  required  before  revegetation  of  the 
disturbed  sites  can  be  effected." 
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Response : 


Page  II  -  705 

Statement:  "The  development  of  a  frost  bulb  will  make  a  dam  to  sub¬ 

surface  movement  of  water." 


As  stated  in  the  filing  and  in  the  responses  to  several  questions  (FPC- 


D0I  Questions  15,  38,  and  53,  first  series),  the  proposed  measures  for 
slope  stabilization  and  drainage  and  erosion  control  are  aimed  at  sta¬ 
bilization  and  protection  of  the  right-of-way  and  backfill  mound  over 
the  pipeline  for  that  critical  period  following  construction  until  the 
vegetative  cover  can  be  reestablished.  Applicant  recognizes  that  under 
northern  conditions,  three  to  five  years  may  be  required  to  reestablish 
a  protective  vegetative  cover  following  disturbance.  Whereas  revegetation 
will  provide  the  primary  means  of  erosion  control  over  the  long  term, 
the  design  of  drainage  and  erosion  control  measures  as  proposed  by 
Arctic  Gas  will  be  designed  to  assure  surface  stability  of  bare  soil 
conditions. 


Page  II  -  1051 

Statement:  "The  Applicant  should  conduct  a  test  of  non-operating 

installation  of  his  proposal  for  approval  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior." 

Response: 

The  Applicant  has  conducted  tests  of  installations  using  48"  pipe  at 
Prudhoe  Bay,  Sans  Sault,  and  Norman  Wells.  These  are  in  permafrost 
areas,  and  the  Norman  Wells  site  would  probably  represent  a  worst  case 
solar  load  as  suggested  by  the  DEIS.  The  results  of  these  studies  have 
been  supplied  to  the  Department  of  Interior,  and  Applicant  does  not 
belive  that  further  tests  are  necessary. 
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Page  II  -  1051 

Statement:  "Mitigation  of  impacts  by  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipe¬ 

line  system  on  slope  stability." 

Through  pages  1051  to  1054,  the  DEIS  deals  with  problems 
of  slope  instability. 

Response : 

The  various  matters  raised  on  slope  stability  are  discussed  below. 
Instability  on  Slopes  Less  Than  3  Degrees  (5.2%) 

It  is  stated  that  the  Applicant’s  contention  that  slopes  below  3°  are 
stable  cannot  be  assumed  to  be  an  acceptable  criterion. 

Applicant  has  arrived  at  this  point  of  view  as  a  result  of  the  experi¬ 
ence  in  permafrost  terrain  gained  by  project  personnel.  This  contention 
has  been  found  to  be  the  general  rule  in  many  types  of  terrain  units  in 
both  continuous  and  discontinuous  permafrost.  The  proposed  right-of-way 
in  both  Alaska  and  Canada  has  been  inspected,  and  this  statement  is  felt 
to  be  generally  applicable.  An  independent  confirmation  of  the  position 


taken  by  Applicant  is  provided  by  Strang  (Studies  of  Vegetation,  Land- 
form  and  Permafrost  in  the  Mackenzie  Valley:  Some  Case  Histories  of 
Disturbance.  R.  M.  Strang,  August  1973.  Environmental-Social  Committee, 
Northern  Pipelines;  Task  Force  on  Northern  Oil  Development  Rept.  No.  73- 
14),  who  observed  terrain  disturbance  on  slopes  from  Fort  Simpson, 

N.W.T.,  in  the  southern  discontinuous  permafrost  zone,  to  Inuvik,  N.W.T., 
in  the  continuous  permafrost  zone.  Strang  observed  terrain  disturbance 
due  to  both  natural  causes  such  as  forest  fires,  and  man-induced  events, 
such  as  seismic  line  clearing  and  heavy  cross-country  vehicle  movements 
on  unprotected  permafrost.  He  concluded  that  a  combination  of  thermal 
and  mechanical  erosion  could  be  expected  on  slopes  greater  than  5X.  He 
then  noted  that  (p.  21),  "On  slopes  of  less  than  5%,  the  thawed  material 
tended  to  remain  in  place  so  that  deeper  frozen  layers  were  not  exposed." 

Of  course,  there  must  be  exceptions  to  any  general  rule  when  dealing 
with  terrain  phenomena.  One  exception  considered  in  detail  in  the  res¬ 
ponse  to  Aerospace  Corp.  report.  Section  3. 1.1. 3. C,  is  this  type  of 
instability  that  is  generated  in  the  lobate  frontal  regions  of  bi-modal 
flows.  (See  section  2. 1.2. 3,  p.  17,  of  the  report  "Slope  Stability  in 
Permafrost  Terrain",  NESCL,  attached  to  the  response  to  Question  24  and 
supplied  herewith.)  However,  such  landslides  have  been  avoided  along 
the  proposed  route,  and  experience  in  arctic  regions  indicates  that  they 
can  be  stabilized  with  ease,  should  they  develop. 

In  summary,  it  should  be  stressed  that  Applicant's  point  of  viev  with 
regard  to  instability  on  slopes  less  than  3°  has  not  been  arrived  at 
arbitrarily,  but  is  based  on  field  experience  and  observation. 


2/2- 


Erosion  Control  Techniques 

The  statement  that  Applicant  places  its  main  emphasis  on  erosion  control 
by  revegetation  is  incorrect.  Applicant's  position  is  discussed  in 
detail  in  the  response  to  Aerospace  Report,  section  3. 1.1. 2. A. 1. 


Page  II  -  1054 

Statement:  Recommendations  a,  b,  c,  d. 

Response: 

Comments  with  regard  to  Recommendations  a,  b,  c,  and  d  on  page  11-1054 
are  dealt  with  in  responses  to  the  Aerospace  Report  as  follows: 

(a)  Slope  Classification 

A  basic  classification  is  already  presented  in  the  NESCL  report 
"Slope  Stability  in  Permafrost  Terrain". 
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SUBJECT :  SOCIO-ECONOMIC 


(b)  Chilled,  Nonchilled  Analysis 

See  Aerospace  Report  Section  3.I.3.C. 

(c)  External  Loadings 

See  Aerospace  Report  Section  3.1. 1. 3. C. 
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Page  II  -  133  &  134 

Statement:  'All  structures  and  equipment  owned  and  used  by  the  Applicant 

during  the  operating  life  of  the  pipeline  will  be  disposed  of 
at  the  time  of  abandonment,  by  sale  to  local  interests  or  re¬ 
moval  from  the  area." 

Response: 
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(d)  Slope  Movements 

See  Aerospace  Report  Section  2. 1.1. 2. 9 

Page  II  -  2510 


Statement : 


"'Frost  heaving'  is  defined  as  only  that  portion  of  frost 
heave  due  to  expansion  associated  with  freezing  water." 


Response: 

The  major  part  of  frost  heave  is  due  to  water  moving  into  the  frozen 
zone  from  the  unfrozen  zone  and  thereby  causing  ice  lenses  to  develop. 


2/V 


This  statement  should  be  supplemented  by  the  fact  that  discussions  have  been 
carried  on  with  Kaktovik  residents  and  Arctic  Gas  engineers  to  ascertain 
both  the  local  residents'  equipment  needs  and  the  kind  and  quantity  of  equip¬ 
ment  that  may  be  available  for  local  use  after  construction  has  been  completed. 


Page  II  -  475 

Statement:  "The  development  of  a  military  radar  in  the  1940's  and  the  DEW 

line  construction  in  1953  provided  employment  for  some  village 
residents  and  introduced  a  cash  economy." 

Response : 

It  is  noticeable  that  the  DEIS  makes  very  little  comment  about  the  DEW  line 
system,  its  operation  or  construction,  and  the  impact  of  that  on  the  area  in 
northern  Alaska.  There  are  interesting  comparisons  between  the  DEW  line 
system  and  the  Arctic  Gas  project  in  terms  of  utilization  of  the  Alaska  coast. 
The  Barter  Island  DEW  line  station  presently  houses  some  60  to  70  men  on  a 
full-time  basis.  During  summers,  the  number  may  be  double  that.  Aircraft 
traffic,  as  well  as  ground  traffic,  in  the  region  has  been  high,  as  outlined 
in  a  report  to  CAGSL  by  Avcon  Consultants  Ltd.,  December  1975,  entitled 
"Preliminary  Report  on  DEW  Line  Air  Traffic",  with  emphasis  on  Brown  Low 
Point,  Alaska,  to  Tununuk,  Northwest  Territories,  submitted  herewith. 


Pages  II  -  477  &  478 


Statement : 


"The  DEIS  states  that  unemployment  in  Alaska  has  been  as  follows: 


1970  8.6% 

1971  9.9% 

1972  10. IX 


I 


2/7 


Response : 

Applicant's  consultants  show  unemployment  in  Alaska  as: 

1970  9.3% 

1971  10.4% 

1972  10.4% 

An  Analysis  of  the  Socio-Economic  Impact  of  the  Alaskan  A.'^tic  Gas  Pipeline 
Company  Pipeline  (hereineaf ter  the  Socio-Economic  Report),  p.  31  ,  submitted 
herewith . 

Both  the  DEIS  and  Applicant's  Consultants  (URSA)  used  data  from  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Labor.  However,  the  URSA  data  is  taken  from  the  more  recent 
document  "Regional  Population  and  Employment  Estimates  1961-1980",  May  18, 
1973.  Alaska  is  constantly  revising  its  employment  data.  Most  recently  it 
changed  its  employment  tabulation  criteria  from  work  force  to  labor  force, 
thus  affecting  all  old  data  which  had  been  based  on  the  now  outdated  criteria. 


Page  II  -  485 

Statement:  "Because  Kaktovik' s  economy  revolves  mainly  around  the  DEW  line 

site,  subsistence  and  trapping  activities  are  secondary  from  an 
economic  point  of  view." 


Page  II  -  813 

Statement:  "Any  assessment  of  the  impact  of  a  project  of  this  magnitude 

on  the  previously  undisturbed  arctic  slope  must  consider  the 
potential  impact  of  future  developments." 

Response: 

It  should  be  assumed  that  the  gas  will  be  taken  to  market  by  one  route  or 
another  because  of  the  critical  energy  shortage  in  the  lower  48  of  the 
United  States.  If  this  is  so,  then  this  pipeline  will  be  no  greater  spur 
to  development  than  will  any  other  method  of  transportation  of  gas  to  market. 
Further  future  developments  will  or  will  not  be  proposed  on  their  own  merits, 
and  must  be  judged,  when  and  if  proposed,  on  the  basis  of  their  facts  and  the 
conditions  of  that  time. 
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Page  II  -  829 

Statement:  "DEIS  estimates  that  secondary  and  indirect  jobs  created  as  a 

result  of  the  project  are  estimated  to  range  from  150  to  3,400. 


Response: 

URSA  estimates  peak  Alaskan  Arctic  induced  secondary  and  indirect  jobs  will 
total  3,500. 
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Response: 

This  statement  is  not  correct.  While  the  people  of  Kaktovik  are  interested 
in  having  the  pipeline  built  in  their  area,  they  are  nevertheless  intensely 
concerned  about  the  biotic  resources  of  the  area,  and  they  are  very  know¬ 
ledgeable  about  these  resources.  The  life  of  the  people  of  Kaktovik  centers 
around  subsistence  hunting  and  fishing,  and  without  this  opportunity,  their 
life  would  be  immensely  reduced  in  significance,  and  the  pipeline  will  provide 
an  opportunity  to  have  economic  activity,  which  is  compatible,  not  inconsistent, 
with  the  needs  and  desires  of  the  people. 
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Page  II  -  489  &  491 

Statement:  "In  terras  of  Anchorage  prices  for  substitutable  items,  annual 

per  capita  gross  dollar  from  subsistence  would  be  about  $475." 

Response : 


Socio-Ecomonic  Report,  pp.  45,  286. 


Pages  II  -  829  &  830, 
851 


Statement:  "The  DEIS  states  thirty-nine  permanent  operation  and  management 

employees  (but  not  their  families)  will  be  stationed  at  Prudhoe 
Bay.  Assuming  a  rotation  of  these  workers  out  of  Prudhoe  Bay, 
a  total  of  78  to  80  0  &  M  jobs  will  be  created  at  Prudhoe.  "The 
excess  'permanent'  population  increase  (over  and  above  the  39 
workers  stationed  at  Prudhoe  at  any  one  time)  would  be  distributed 
between  Anchorage  and  Fairbanks  areas."  (p.  851)  "The  balance  of 
those  directly  employed  will  be  located  at  Anchorage  in  the  main 
AAGPC  operations  office."  (p.  830)" 

Response: 
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The  value  of  meat  flown  into  Kaktovik  is  in  excess  of  $5  per  pound.  If  one 
takes  the  figures  given  in  Table  2.1. 1.9-5  on  p.  491,  then  the  value  consumed 
per  capita  of  meat,  fish  and  fowl  would  be  in  excess  of  $2600  for  subsistence 
food  alone,  not  counting  any  income  from  trapping,  which  is  certainly  in 
excess  of  the  figures  of  $967  given  in  the  document.  The  DEIS  fails  to 
identify  the  significance  of  subsistence  hunting  and  fishing  to  the  poeple 
of  Kaktovik. 


"The  operation  and  maintenance  work  force  for  the  AAGPC  pipeline  is  expected 
to  total  approximately  100  workers  (allowing  for  rotation  and  part-time 
employment).  It  is  anticipated  that  many  of  these  workers  will  be  current 
residents  of  the  impact  region,  and  thus  the  employment  of  these  workers  will 
have  little  impact  on  the  population  of  the  North  Slope."  Socio-Economic 
Report .  p.  247. 
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The  DEIS  on  pp.  829-830,  851  incorrectly  implies  that  none  of  the  0  &  M 
workers  will  be  North  Slope  residents,  but  rather  that  they  will  have 
permanent  residences  in  Anchorage  or  Fairbanks.  In  fact,  there  is  a  real 
possibility  that  a  substantial  portion  of  0  &  M  employees  will  be  North 
Slope  residents. 


Page  II  -  835 

Statement:  The  DEIS  says  that  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system  will 

start  employing  in  1976  and  employment  will  peak  in  1979-1980  . 


Response: 

AAGPC  employment  is  expected  to  peak  during  the  winter  of  1979-80,  assuming 
that  receipt  of  governmental  approvals  allows  adherence  to  that  schedule. 
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Pages  II  -  838  &  839 

Statement:  The  DEIS  states  that  it  is  not  possible  to  estimate  what  per¬ 

centage  of  the  total  unemployed  Alaskans  will  obtain  employment  on 
the  proposed  AAGPC  project. 

Response: 

In  URSA's  methodology,  it  is  estimated  that  85%  of  those  who  obtain  AAGPC 
direct  employment,  85%  of  those  who  obtain  AAGPC  secondary  employment,  and 
85%  of  those  who  obtain  AAGPC  indirect  employment  will  be  current  Alaskan 
residents.  .  Although  it  is  possible  that  some  of  these  Alaskans  will  be 
residents  who  enter  the  work  force  for  the  first  time,  most  of  them  will 
undoubtedly  be  formerly  unemployed  Alaskans.  Socio-Economic  Report,  p.  317. 

Recently,  the  Labor  Law  Compliance  Section  of  the  Alaska  Department  of  Labor 
took  another  survey  of  pipeline  employees  to  determine  their  place  of  residence. 
Indications  are  that  over  58%  of  the  Alyeska  pipeline  employees  are  Alaskans, 
a  higher  figure  than  many  anticipated.  Given  Alaskan  Arctic's  much  smaller 
size,  its  commitment  to  hiring  Alaskans  and  the  pool  of  experienced  pipe- 
liners  who  are  predicted  to  be  in  Alaska  following  the  completion  of  the  oil 
pipeline,  Arctic  Gas  will  most  likely  have  little  difficulty  in  employing 
the  approximate  level  of  85%  Alaska  residents  as  cited  by  URSA.  Indications 
are  it  will  certainly  be  above  the  58%  figure  of  Alyeska. 


Page  II  -  839 
(see  also 
p.  II  1145) 

Statement:  "Construction  of  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system  is  expected 

to  have  no  significant  impact  upon  unemployment  among  Alaskan 
Natives.  There  is  no  commitment  by  the  Applicant  to  hire 
Eskimos,  Indians,  or  Aleuts."  (The  same  comment  Is  made  at 
p.  1145.) 

Response: 

Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company  has  clearly  stated  its  recognition  of 
the  obligation  to  hire  Natives  and  to  establish  training  programs.  (See 
FPC  transcript,  page  1020,  lines  2-8),  and  has  held  direct  discussions  with 
the  people  of  Kaktovik  to  determine  the  town's  manpower  availability  and 
training  needs.  Full-time  employment  with  Arctic  Gas  could  occupy  a  very 
significant  proportion  of  Kaktovik' s  work  force. 
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Pages  II  -  840  &  841 

Statement:  General  comment  relative  to  Alaskan  Taxes. 


Response : 

It  should  be  noted  that  if  deregulation  of  the  wellhead  price  of  natural  gas 
occurs,  and  the  price  is  set  by  a  market  standard,  the  use  of  a  transportation 
system  with  the  lowest  cost  of  haul  could  maximize  wellhead  price,  with 
resultant  gain  to  state  revenues,  (alternatively,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the 
transportation  cost  saving  could  be  reflected  in  decreased  cost  to  consumers) . 
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Pages  II  -  842  &  843 


Statement:  General  comment  relative  to  transportation  costs  in  Alaska. 


Response : 

Substantial  usage  and  expansion,  but  not  "dislocations"  (p.  842)  to  the  air 
transportation  system  is  expected  to  occur.  The  assumption  of  mutual  industry 
misestimate  (p.  842)  is  not  supported,  nor  is  the  assumption  that  rural  Alaska 
will  suffer.  The  option  of  supplementation  of  Alaska's  stock  of  aircraft 
exists. 
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Page  II  -  845 


Statement : 


General  comment  on  Mineral  Resources  in  Alaska. 


Response : 

Relative  to  the  last  sentence  of  subsection  F,  it  should  be  noted  that  Alaskan 
Arctic  plans  a  48  inch  pipeline,  with  capacity  to  handle  expected  volumes,  thus  | 
postponing  the  time  for  expansion  (looping)  of  it.  No  "new"  line  will  be 
constructed,  although  successive  looping  would  end  up  with  a  parallel  line. 


227 


Even  more  importantly,  the  question  of  whether  an  oil  pipeline  is  to  be  built 
in  the  general  area  is  not  now  an  issue,  is  not  an  active  proposal  and  if 
proposed,  will  constitute  a  separate,  independent  decision. 


Page  II  -  850 

Statement:  General  comment  relative  to  impact  on  Population. 

Response : 

Again,  Applicant  does  not  agree  that  there  will  be  measurable  effects  upon 
subsistence  activities,  (last  sentence  on  page  850)  except  to  the  extent 
local  residents  choose  to  cause  them  to  happen. 
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Page  II  -  852 


"Accordingly,  the  incremental  role  (if  any)  of  the  39  permanent 
workers  living  at  Prudhoe  Bay  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipe¬ 
line  system  in  causing  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  to  develop  into  a  major 
company  town  or  community  cannot  be  underestimated.  Major 
secondary  impacts  would  accrue  to  both  the  North  Slope  Borough 
and  the  State  in  the  event  of  a  large  permanent  work  force 
living  at  Prudhoe  Bay.  These  include,  but  are  not  limited  to, 
needs  for  police  services  and  increases  (sic)  public  payrolls 
of  people  needed  to  provide  public  services  to  the  area." 


Response: 


The  Alaskan  Arctic  permanent  0  &  M  work  force  would  probably  not  play  a 
significant  "incremental  role"  in  the  development  of  Prudhoe  Bay  as  a  major 
town  and  in  the  growth  of  demand  for  public  services  in  the  North  Slope. 

The  reason  for  this  is  that  the  0  &  M  phases  of  AAGPC  are  projected  to  have 
only  a  very  minor  impact  on  the  demand  for  public  and  private  services  in 
the  North  Slope.  Socio-Economic  Report,  pp.  245-260. 

Further,  it  is  Alaskan  Arctic's  policy  to  discourage  dependents  from  coming 
to  the  North  Slope,  thereby  discouraging  the  establishment  of  a  permanent 
settlement  at  Prudhoe  Bay.  Most  importantly,  Alaskan  Arctic's  total  of  39 
employees  is  an  insignif igant  number  compared  to  the  approximately  1,000 
workers  needed  for  the  production  of  Prudhoe  Bay  oil,  and  the  impact  will 
diminish  further  should  a  second  0  &  M  station  be  established  near  Kaktovik. 


22? 


Page  II  -  855 

Statement:  "Accordingly,  it  appears  unlikely  that  the  proposed  AAGPC 

pipeline  system  would  have  any  impact  on  housing  in  Kaktovik." 

Response: 

The  assumption  is  unwarranted.  The  pipeline  should  have  a  very  positive 
impact  on  the  total  economic  situation  in  Kaktovik.  The  Applicant  is  pre¬ 
sently  making  a  major  effort  to  assure  that  the  Kaktovik  people  get  the 
maximum  advantages  possible  from  the  project,  and  is  working  in  cooperation 
with  the  village. 


Pages  II  -  855  &  856 

Statement:  General  comment  relative  to  housing. 

Response: 

We  do  not  believe  the  premise  of  the  sentence  beginning  on  page  855  and 
and  ending  on  page  856  (that  there  maybe  high  immigration)  will  be  realized, 
for  the  reasons  indicated  in  earlier  paragraphs. 
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Page  II  -  858 
Statement : 


The  Applicant  does  not  propose  to  use  community  service  at 
Kaktovik  as  part  of  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system,  and 
accordingly,  it  will  have  no  direct  impact  on  community  serivces 
in  Kaktovik." 

Response: 

Arctic  gas  believes  that  Kaktovik  residents  may  favor  a  staging  area  near 
the  village,  and  view  the  AAGPC  pipeline  as  a  way  to  stimulate  desired 
economic  activity.  In  any  event,  increased  economic  opportunities  to 
Kaktovik  residents  will  occur,  with  resultant  opportunities  to  improve 
community  services. 

Page  II  -  866 

Statement:  General  comment  relative  to  transportation. 

Response: 

Applicant  does  not  presently  plan  to  allow  use  of  its  airstrips  in 
unpopulated  areas,  by  others,  except  in  emergencies,  for  the  reasons  cited 
at  this  page. 


232. 
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Pages  II  -  869-879 

Statement:  This  section  concludes  with  the  following:  "It  is  concluded 

the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system  will  change  the  existing 
traditional,  though  dynamic,  culture  and  habits  of  the  residents 
of  Kaktovik.  It  is  debatable  that  this  change  would  not  have 
occurred  over  time  without  the  project.  But  it  cannot  be 
argued  that  the  impact  of  the  proposed  pipeline  system  will 
take  place  in  a  short  time  span  and  that  the  traditional  way  of 
life  cannot  be  recaptured."  (p.  879). 

Response : 

These  pages  completely  overstate  the  effect  upon  wildlife  which  will  occur  as 
a  result  of  the  pipeline,  and  thus  wholly  misstates  the  affect  upon  subsistence 
in  Kaktovik.  In  fact,  no  interference  with  those  who  wish  to  hunt  and  fish 
will  occur.  The  errors  in  the  wildlife  sections  are  shown  in  other  sections 
of  these  comments. 

In  addition,  in  URSA's  Socio-Economic  Report,  it  is  stated  that:  1)  the 
traditional  culture  of  Kaktovik  and  of  the  North  Slope  i^s  changing  and  has 
been  changing,  even  without  the  AAGPC  pipeline;  and  2)  that  change  will  occur 
anyway  because  of  the  Native  Claims  Settlement  Act.  (Socio-Economic  Report, 
pp.  197-198,  207-213,  234-260).  In  addition,  it  is  believed  that  the 
residents  of  Kaktovik  in  fact  desire  economic  and  social  change,  such  as 
cne  pipeline  will  bring. 


Page  II  -  878 

Statement:  "In  summary,  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  will  have  major  and 

significant  adverse  impacts  on  subsistence  activities  of  people 
living  in  Kaktovik,  ..." 

Response : 

On  the  basis  of  the  best  advice  we  have  from  our  biological  and  socio-economic 
consultants,  and  our  own  discussions  with  the  people  of  Kaktovik,  we  see  no 
reason  to  believe  that  there  will  be  any  damage  to  subsistence  activities 
attributable  to  our  project.  In  fact,  we  hope  to  contribute  to  the  economic 
security  and  well-being  of  the  people  of  Kaktovik,  and  thus  to  assist  them 
in  the  pursuit  of  a  better  life,  and  the  opportunity  to  at  the  same  time 
retain  their  traditional  values.  Arctic  Gas  has  pursued  and  is  actively 
pursuing  a  cooperative  effort  to  inform,  and  to  involve,  the  people  of 
Kaktovik,  in  the  processes  of  pipeline  planning,  construction  and  operation 
and  to  assure  that  there  are  no  measureable  detrimental  effects  on  their 
chosen  way  of  life.  These  comments  reflect  the  Project's  best  study  as  to 
the  lack  of  biological  disruption  and  its  dedication  to  helping  provide 
opportunity  to  local  peoples. 


Pages  II  -  879-886 
(see  also 
pp.  1154-1157 
pp.  1240-1242 
pp.  1291-1293) 


Statement :  "Accordingly,  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system  will  have  a 

significant  adverse  impact  on  statewide  land  use  planning  as 
commitments  will  have  been  made  for  both  transportation  and 
population  distributions  in  the  Arctic  prior  to  the  development 
of  land  use  plan  or  policy  for  the  Arctic."  (p.  881) 

(emphasis  added) . 

"In  summary,  the  impact  of  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system  is 
considered  to  be  severe  and  adverse  since  it  commits  land  uses 
in  the  absence  of  a  comprehensive  statewide  plan  and  a  "Policy 
for  the  Arctic."  (p.  885)  (emphasis  added). 

Response : 


sho°id2h2  n,12*1-1*”-  The  «“»«  »«■  argument  is  that  no  pipeUne 

should  be  built  In  the  North  Slope  until  a  comprehensive  land  use  plan  Is 

H  yafh\JOi"nt  Fadera1-Sfate  Land  Planning  Commission,  and  until 

also  develop  ^  ?°rth  S1°Pe  Borou8h.  «"<•  the  village  of  Kaktovik  have 

also  developed  land  use  plans.  The  DEIS  gives  no  indication  of  when  such 
plans  will  be  completed  nor  does  the  DEIS  Indicate  what  It  feels  is  the 
maximum  period  that  Che  gas  pipeline  can  and  should  be  postponed  pending  the 

ArCclts  SiliLoVCCePtable  la"d  US'  plan  for  the  North  S1°Pe-  Alaskan 
^  r  V  “9  cooperate  actively  with  the  land  use  planning  of  the 

North  Slnnran  n  Plannin9  Commission,  the  State  of  Alaska,  the 

X  ,  and  Wlth  tha  village  of  Kaktovik,  where  requested.  It 

11  attempt,  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  to  coordinate  its  plans  with 
the  overall  objectives  of  land  use  planning  agencies,  and  is  now  actively 
involved  with  the  residents  of  Kaktovik.  7 

^ouih  ?itlST  r  rrn  ”hy  1"pact  upon  *•>«'>’**  cannot  be  determined,  even 
though  title  to  land  has  not  passed  (p.  882).  Arctic  Gas  also  believes  that 

together  It  r”  ?8  ^  a*116"  PlaCe'  CVI!n  though  PerhaPs  finally  drawn 
nation^s  "need  ^  ^  ^  tb* 

NationiiaWildnfthre  co”“ents  repeatedly ,  the  coastal  area  of  the  Arctic 
of  it!  M 18  °0t  a  "flatness  area,  and  coastal  plain  placement 
designation  “P  th6  lnterlor  "utllU7  corridor"  for  Range 

larbn'  ““"h  Chat  _the  ™’hore  or  offshore  Range  area  proves  to  have  hydro- 


2.34 


Those  pages^ also  grossly  overstate  effect  upc 
worst  case  reference  to  total  destruction  o 
is  wholly  unscientific  and  unsupported 


caribou,  particularly  by 
the  porcupine  herd.  That 


Finally,  human  activities 
Arctic  Wildlife  Range.  A 
made  promptly. 


are  "pronounced"  on  the  coastal  plain  of  the 
mite  decision  on  that  area  can  and  should 


Pages  II  -  886  &  887 

Statement:  General  comment  relative  to  land  use 

Response : 


leav  ing  incorrect  Conclusion?3  °VeTSta^s  the  affects  upon  wildlif 
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Pages  II  -  888-902 

Statement:  General  comment  relative  to  "wilderness". 

Response: 


Arctic  Naa?i?"l0n^?d??LPULe?8:h"„::?r?h1On  ?hat.the  PUI-E  of  the 

for  inclusion  in  The  Na  io^Twnde'V  \  ^  establfahed  by  Congress 

facto  wilderness".  P  nw  o  Preservation  System"  or  is  "a  de 

such  as  described  at  pages  888-889  ^Th^  J,11}‘.n0t  interfere  with  research 
objectives  listed  on  pages  889-890.  PfPaline  will  violate  none  of  the 

(page.3  890-894)3are  *"?  “W™-  ‘^ion 

of  the  criteria  apparently  ed  ^  appr0prlaf a ■  The  shifting  nature 

nature  of  the  lands  in  point  C  on  page  894?  F  thC  lndatarmlnate 

Arctic  Gas  is  not  aware  of  the  basic  fnr  ..w-  ....  . 

leasing  is  not  allowed  in  the  WUdUfe Lng?  ”5  'h*' 

and  believes  it  can,  if  authorized  bv  th* If  (  ?  •**  are  available") 

easements  for  pipeline  facilities.  acretary,  enter  into  leases  and 

The  pipeline  is  not  proposed  for  the  "Arctic  Foothills"  (page  895). 

W'age-™31  Pl3ln  13  nDt'  ““  iS  appropriate  as  "wilderness" 


As  indicated  earlier,  Applicant  is 
tions  system,  which  will  eliminate 
ports  as  applied  for. 


seriously  considering  a  satellite  communica- 
communrca tions  towers  and  associated  heli- 


— tS:^r 311 

ton^~?  «la^?vnoi“che??o^1°n  0,636  C°”,"entS  °f  ““ 

Pages  II  -  905-908 

Statement :  General  comment  / 

Response: 

despite^pplicant^s^lan^and^etained'expettloe  b'Ta-ha°l°glaal  destruction.  | 

Pages  II  -  912-914 

Statement:  General  comment  re  guarding  selected  areas. 

Response: 

the  Clai"  °f  disturba'''=a  to  Neruoppul  Lakes,  dago 
Sr?n  L?r?a?  Appilcant  does  propose  to  use  Demarcation  sly, 

harm  33  “  ““  -^ttal  | 

Pages  II  -  929-944 

Statement:  General  comment  relative  to  air  quality. 

Response: 


1 23/ 


Z3? 


2 


1 2  V/ 


The  discussion  of  air  qualitv  h»r« 

quality  of  having  clean  burning  Alaskan  ga£  ?T?h°n  ‘i?3  benen,:S  t0  alr 
Pipeline  effects  are  also  overstated.  Sel  £llty. 

Pages  II  -  982-997  \ 

t 

Statement:  General  comment  re  summary  matrix. 

Response: 

^p-d *2V2 

StAve  doubts  as  to  the  uLullT  ^ 
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-  110  - 


111  - 


Page  11-1145 

Statement:  "It  is  questionable  that  the  gas  pipeline  will  help  alleviate 

unemployment,  if  the  lure  of  jobs  is  the  same  as  experienced 
with  the  Alyeska  oil  pipeline." 


Response: 


1)  AAGPC  has  already  begun  to  have  "maximum  interchange"  with  all 
governing  bodies,  including  consultation  by  staff  and  consultants  with  the 
citizens  of  Kaktovik. 


2V5" 


Response : 

1)  AAGPC  will  reduce  the  Alaskan  Unemployment  rate  by  about  21. 
Socio-Economic  Report,  p.  48 

2)  The  in-migration  of  unemployed  workers  induced  by  AAGPC  will 
be  less  than  that  caused  by  Alyeska  for  the  following  reasons: 


1) 

potential  in-migrants  will  anticipate  that  many  AAGPC 
Jobs  will  be  taken  by  former  Alyeska  workers; 

ii) 

the  high  post-Alyeska  unemployment  rate  will  operate 
to  discourage  in-migration; 

in) 

the  AAGPC  pipeline  project  will  not  be  nearly  as 
"visible"  as  the  Alyeska,  since  only  195  miles  will  be 
built  in  Alaska; 

iv)  this  195-mile  section  will  be  built  in  an  extremely 

barren  and  remote  section  of  Alaska. 

(Socio-Economic  Report,  pp.  19,  43-44) 

2)  AAGPC  officials  have  stated  that  AAGPC  feels  a  commitment  to 
hire  and  train  Natives. 


Page  II  -  1148 

Statement:  "The  project  will  have  a  beneficial  impact  on  the  State  of 

Alaska  in  terms  (sic)  revenue  from  gas  development,  which  will 
offset  the  loss  of  a  non-renewable  resource."  (emphasis 
added)  . 

Response: 

AAGPC  will  produce  more  benefits  than  costs  for  the  State  of  Alaska.  This 
general  conclusion  from  URSA's  Socio-Economic  Impact  of  Alternate  Corridors 
for  the  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline,  expecially  pp.  18-27,  is  also  supported 
by  D.  Boorkman's  testimony  in  cross-examination  before  the  FPC.  Most 
relevant  are  p.  4011-13  where  Mr.  Boorkman  specifically  discusses  the 
trade-offs  involved  in  choosing  among  alternate  pipeline  routes. 


Page  II  -  1145 
(see  also 
p.  839) 

Statement:  "The  Applicant  makes  no  commitment  to  hire  Natives  or  train  H 

them  for  this  project."  I  , 

Response:  M 

Arctic  Gas  has  stated  that  AAGPC  feels  a  commitment  to  hire  and  train  Natives. 
(See  FPC  transcript,  p.  1020,  lines  2-8,  referred  to  above). 


Page  II  -  1146 


Page  II  -  1150 

Statement:  "The  project  will  have  minor  and  probably  balancing  (some  good, 

some  bad)  effects  on  Alaska's  population,  housing,  and  community 
services. 

Response: 

1)  AAGPC  will  have  minimal  (if  any)  impact  on  community  services. 
Socio-Economic  Report,  "Education,"  pp.  117-121;  "Health,",  pp.  143-144: 
"Social  Services,"  pp.  155-156;  "Public  Safety,"  pp.  191-193. 

2)  AAGPC' s  population  impact  will  moderate  the  population  decline 
expected  to  be  caused  by  the  Alyeska  lay-offs. 

Socio-Economic  Report.  "Population",  pp.  18-24. 


Statement : 


"It  is  recommended  that  there  be  maximum  interchange  between 
AAGPC  and  all  governing  bodies  to  anticipate,  direct,  control 
and  maximize  economic  benefits." 

"It  is  also  recommended  that  Native  people  be  invited  to 
participate  in  development  and  employment  opportunities." 


3)  Although  AAGPC  will  create  a  demand  for  housing  units,  this 
demand  will  be  minor  in  comparison  to  the  Alyeska  demand  and  in  comparison 
to  "normal"  housing  demand  in  Alaska. 

Socio-Economic  Report,  "Housing,"  pp.  171-172. 


Page  II  -  1154 


Statement : 


"The  Applicant's  mitigation  (of  the  pipeline's  effect  on  the 
Natives'  subsistence  economy)  will  come  about  as  a  result  of 
the  economic  aspects  of  the  project,  not  as  a  planned  miti¬ 
gation  measure." 


AAGPC  has  begun  efforts  to  help  the  North  Slope  Natives  plan  for  and  adjust 
to  the  changes  which  will  be  caused  by  the  AAGPC  pipeline. 


Page  II  -  1156 
(see  also 
pp.  879-886 
pp.  1240-1242 
pp.  1291-1293) 


Vii 


Statement : 


Response: 


"The  Applicant  has  not  proposed  mitigation  on  land  use,  therefore 
it  is  assumed  unmitig  ble...  (The  AAGPC  system  commits  land  uses 
in  the  absence  of  a  comprehensive  statewide  plan  and  a  "Policy 
for  the  Arctic."  (p.  1156) 


The  assumption  that  land  use  impact  is  either  unmitigible  or  is  not  valid,  is 
discussed  earlier.  In  any  event,  the  DEIS  seems  to  criticize  Arctic  Gas  for  not 
responding  to  an  unwritten  land  use  plan.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the 
responsibility  for  land  use  planning  is  not  that  of  Arctic  Gas,  and  Arctic 
Gas  has  had  discussions  with  both  State  and  Local  Planning  Departments, 
which  con’’  nue. 


2W 


Page  II  -  1238 


Statement : 


Response: 


"If  this  project  is  not  timed  to  follow  immediately  after  the 
trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline  project  it  is  expected  to  create  unemployment 
patterns  similar  to  all  larger  remote  construction  projects. 

Large  numbers  of  people  will  come  to  Alaska,  expecting  to  find 
employment,  and  many  local  residents  will  remain  unemployed, 
just  as  happened  with  construction  of  the  oil  pipeline." 


Regardless  of  the  timing  of  the  AAGPC  pipeline,  the  AAGPC  project  is  not 
expected  to  "create  unemployment  patterns  similar  to  all  larger  construction 
projects"  or  at  least  to  the  Alyeska  project.  The  in-migration  of  unemployed 
workers  induced  by  AAGPC — regardless  of  when  construction  occurs — should  be 
less  than  Alyeska-induced  unemployment  for  several  reasons: 


zso 


i)  potential  in-migration  will  anticipate  that  many  AAGPC 
jobs  will  be  taken  by  former  Alyeska  workers; 

ii)  the  high  post-Alyeska  unemployment  rate  will  operate 
to  discourage  in-migration; 

iii)  te  AAGPC.  pipeline  project  will  not  be  nearly  as 

visible"  as  the  Alyeska,  since  only  195  miles  will  be 
built  in  Alaska;  and 

iv)  this  195-mile  section  will  be  built  in  an  extremely 
barren  and  remote  section  of  Alaska. 
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Pages  II  -  1240 
(see  also 
pp.  879-886 
pp.  1154-1157 
pp.  1291-1293) 


Statement : 


"Therefore,  the  adverse  impacts  which  cannot  be  avoided  relate 
to  the  fact  that  project-related  commitments  will  be  made  to 
establish  long-term  transportation  corridors,  population 
distributions,  and  resource  developments  before  land  use  plans 
or  a  policy  for  the  Arctic  have  been  formulated  and  completed." 
(p.  1241) 

Response : 

Arctic  Gas  has  answered  this  point  at  least  twice  before  in  these  comments. 


Page  II  -  1242 
(2nd  para. 

Existing  land 
Use) 

Statement:  "The  Applicant  did  not  specifically  indicate  mitigating  measures.. 

This  project,  if  implemented,  will  produce  the  impacts  identified 
in  3.1.1.11.  None  of  these, ;with  the  exception  of  wildlife,  are 
likely  to  be  mitigated  and,  therefore,  are  considered  unavoidable." I 

REsponse: 

The  cross-reference  is  to  S3. 1.1. 11,  which  appears  at  pp.  879-886,  which 
section  discusses  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  AAGPC  project  on  land 
use  planning.  The  Arctic  Gas  response  to  the  comments  made  at  pp.  879-886 
are  above. 


zs\ 
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Page  II  -  1263 


"All  natural  gas  carried  by  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  will  be 
exported  from  Alaska  and  will  not  be  available  for  use  of  either 
North  Slope  Borough  communities  or  future  Alaskan  Industries. 
This  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  long-term  productivity 
of  the  Alaskan  economy..." 


Response : 


The  recent  report  published  by  the  Institute  for  Social,  Economic  and 
Governmental  Research  of  the  University  of  Alaska  (ISEGR)  brings  into 
question  the  utility  of  providing  natural  gas  to  Fairbanks. 

ISEGR  cites  plans  that  are  presently  underway  to  provide  oil  from  the 
Alyeska  pipeline  to  Fairbanks,  thus  limiting  the  usefulness  of  natural  gas 
except  for  home  distribution  which  would  require  costly  conversions  at  each 
housing  unit  and  could  create  an  additional  environmental  hazzard. 


2S2> 


Page  II  -  1293 

Statement:  "Any  permanent  damage  to  the  Native  subsistence  hunting  and 

fishing  areas  will  be  an  irreversible  commitment  of  this  re¬ 
source  to  the  pipeline  and  away  from  the  Natives.  This  loss 
will  be  irretrievable  to  the  Natives." 

Response: 

The  DEIS  makes  the  same  types  of  comments  at  pp.  869-879,  and  were  answered 
relative  thereto,  above.  AAGPC  also  points  out  that  Alaska  Natives  most 
often  follow  subsistence  patterns  at  the  same  time  that  they  participate  in 
a  cash  economy.  The  existence  of  cash  jobs  typically  do  not  end  subsistence 
activities ,  since  those  patterns  have  developed  for  cultural,  as  well  as 
economic  reasons. 


2S<o 


Page  II  -  1290 


Statement : 


"This  proposed  gas  pipeline  project  will  require  2,200  additional 
units  of  housing." 


Response : 

AAGPC-induced  housing  demand  will  be  300  units  in  1977  and  1,000  units  In 
1978.  Thereafter,  AAGPC  will  create  no  additional  demand  for  housing  units, 
and  in  fact  AAGPC-induced  demand  will  be  greatly  reduced. 

Socio-Economic  Report,  pp.  170,  172 
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Pages  II  -  1291- 
(see  also 
pp.  879-886 
pp.  1154  -  1157 
pp.  1240-1242 


Statement : 


Response : 


"The  approval  of  the  AAGPC  proposal  will  preempt  the  planning 
process  of  the  Joint  Federal-State  Land  Use  Planning  Commission 
and  the  State  planning  efforts,  since  it  will  essentially  commit 
future  land  uses  such  as  transportation  corridors  and  the 
proposed  policy  for  the  Arctic."  (  1292  ) 


255 


The  DOI  makes  the  same  types  of  comments  at  pp.  879-886,  1154-1157,  1240- 
1242.  They  were  answered  relative  to  pages  829-886,  above. 


General  Summary 


SUBJECT:  GENERAL 


TJ*  ?JIS  “"tains  many  errors  and  wrong  assumptions  with  respect  to 

case^wich^reeard  deration.  This  is  partie^arlythe 

case  with  regard  to  erosion  control  and  frost  effects.  ' 


These  areas  are  hereinafter  discussed. 


Page  II  -  276 

In  so„a  lnst  es_  aufels  depos(ts  are  2  or 

teet  thick  and  several  miles  in  length.  » 

Response : 

about  100°nSAufeisedeposits°are  ge^^ll  thlS  **  incorrect  bT  3  factor  of 
spread  area.  Perhaps  the  sentence  should"  rea'd  2Tf eeTthic"  * 

Page  II  -'643 

statement!  ^everalmethods  for  reducing  erosion  are  discussed  by 
Response: 

The  proposed  methodology  for  dralnauo  A  . 

development  of  design  criteria  is  cLr  i  contro1  and  the 

Erosion  Control  Measures -  Description  ^ndp  the  report  "Drainage  and 
NESCL,  March  1975.  escriptlon  and  Proposed  Design  Principles", 

ability  of  hyd rol o g i ^  lnpu  t" da t a  thlchPUCant  “*  ai"'ed  a‘  lmpr°vi"9  the  reH 
ration  of  alternative  draLge and .  88  ,the  basls  f°"  °Pti«i-  * 

design  criteria  will  be  one^sut  DatalUd 

and  placement  of°al tLnat ive°mea8urerwiirbenm  8r°alon  control  designs 
and  during  construction.  made  in  the  field  prior  ti 


I 


Page  II  -  650 
Statement: 


Response: 


du1ri^trbSeVerely  U"’Its  th"  availability  of  water 

comrX£  —  * 


“*  during  the 

being  in  October  Li  November »"<*  December,  with  the  greatest  de„,and 
covered  at  this  time,  they  are  not.  with  rhf  rfVerS  are  ice 

shallow  ones,  frozen'to  tL bottom!  "lth  th°  excePCI°"  of  the  most 


25? 


416 


118 


To  place  the  "large  amount  of  water  needed  to  construct  ice  roads  into 
perspective,  the  water  requirements  for  snow  roads  on  the  Alaskan  portion 
of  the  coastal  route  alternative  are  estimated  at  less  than  260  acre- 
feet  or  about  1.2  acre-feet  per  mile  of  pipeline. 


I 


zsi 


Page  II  -  656 
Statement: 


"Microrelief  is  important  in  the  development  of  surface 
drainage  and  vegetation.  Accordingly,  the  ditch  mound 
may  have  important  secondary  impacts  on  water  distribu¬ 
tion  and  vegetation." 


Response: 


ZiO 


The  Applicant  has  addressed  a  secondary  impact  of  the  ditch  mound  on 
surface  and  subsurface  drainage  and  on  vegetation  in  response  to  FPC-DOI 
Question  8,  first  series. 


Page  II  -  695 
Statement : 


-  696 

"As  ice  forms  in  fresh  water,  the  mineral  content  of  re-  ■ 
maining  water  increases.  It  is  possible,  therefore,  that® 
water  withdrawals  would  further  increase  the  mineral  conn 
of  remaining  water.”  / 


Response: 

Presumably  the  concern  is  withdrawal  of  water  from,  for  example,  a  lake 
which  would  substantially  reduce  the  dilution  factor,  leading  to  a 
higher  degree  of  mineralization  in  the  remaining  water.  As  the  total 
water  requirements  represent  only  a  small  fraction  of  the  total  quantity 
of  water  in  the  potential  water  sources,  the  possibility  of  the  resul¬ 
tant  increase  in  degree  of  mineralization  having  a  detrimental  effect  is 
extremely  remote. 


lU 


Page  II  -  898 

Statement:  "The  size  of  a  compressor  station  in  the  area  is  not 

large  (several  hundred  acres)." 

Response: 

This  figure  is  incorrect.  The  size  of  a  compressor  station  will  be  15 
to  20  acres,  not  several  hundred  acres. 


\za 


Page  II  -  900 
Statement: 


"Block  valves  and  heliports  will  form  only  small  (15  to 
40  acre)  nodes  along  the  pipeline." 


Response: 

This  figure  is  incorrect.  The  block  valves  and  heliports  will  be  very 
small,  probably  less  than  1  acre. 


I 
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Page  II  -  900 

Statement:  "The  pipeline  berm  is  the  binding  thread  connecting  block 

valves  with  larger  compressor  stations." 


Response: 

The  pipeline  berm  is  transitory  and  is  not  permanent.  It  will  simply  be 
the  result  of  some  surplus  fill  material  over  the  pipeline,  and  with 
consolidation  will  settle  to  the  approximate  level  of  the  surrounding 
terrain.  Permanent  berm  construction  is  not  planned. 


z6V 


Page  II  -  900 

Statement:  "This  vegetation-berm  visual  accent  situation  will  be  an 

estimated  120  feet  wide  and  195  miles  long." 

Response : 

The  berm  will  be  a  slight  elevation  for  a  few  years  directly  over  the 
pipeline.  The  right-of-way  is  120  feet  wide  and,  of  course,  will  have 
little  or  no  visual  disturbance. 


\zts- 


Page  II  -  907 

Statement:  "Accordingly,  it  appears  that  impacts  of  the  proposed 

AAGPC  pipeline  system  will  be  severe  and  that  there 
will  be  destruction  of  archaeological  sites  and/or  arti¬ 
facts." 

Response : 

Arctic  Gas  believes  that  this  summary  is  incorrect  and  not  in  accordance 
with  its  detailed  plans  to  protect  archaeological  sites.  Arctic  Gas  has 
agreed  to  do  preliminary  archaeological  surveys,  and  is.  In  fact,  now 
conducting  preliminary  archaeological  surveys  in  northern  Yukon  in  order 
to  locate  possible  archaeological  sites  before  construction  is  started. 
After  the  preliminary  survey,  it  will  be  possible  to  use  either  of  two 
techniques — to  reroute  the  pipeline  in  a  minor  way  around  the  sites 
which  are  endangered,  or  to  arrange  a  salvage  program  before  construc¬ 
tion  reaches  that  point.  Thus,  instead  of  a  negative  impact,  a  positive 
impact  will  result  because  of  the  archaeological  resources  discovered 
and  made  available  to  the  scientific  community. 


Page  II  -  970 

Statement:  "The  Air  Custion  Vehicles  have  major  impact  on  these 

animals  and  may  induce  abortion,  death,  or  population 
redistribution  of  animals  encountered." 

Response: 

This  conclusion  is  incorrect.  The  only  undertaking  by  Applicant  to  use 
air  cushion  vehicles  would  be  due  to  the  remote  possibility  of  a  pipe¬ 
line  break.  In  that  event,  the  air  cushion  vehicle  would  be  required  to 
make  only  one  or  two  trips  to  move  in  heavy  equipment  from  the  closest 
compressor  station.  The  impact,  therefore,  would  be  restricted  to  at 
most,  perhaps  25  miles  of  pipeline  right-of-way. 


Page  II  -  758 

Statement:  "It  should  be  possible,  if  no  pipeline  system  is  built 

across  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range,  to  establish 
an  ecological  reserve  system  for  the  arctic  ..." 

Response: 


|Z6F 


Applicant  sees  no  serious  impact  from  a  pipeline  and  no  reason  why  an  ^ 
ecological  reserve  system  ,  with  reasonable  terms,  could  not  be  established 
across  the  National  Wildlife  Range  with  the  pipeline  in  place. 


Page  II  -  925 

Statement:  "-Increased  sport  fishing  coupled  with  slow  growth  rates 

of  fish  will  reduce  the  numbers  of  trophy  sized  fish  and 
could  reduce  the  total  numbers  of  fish.  This  will  make 
the  area  less 'attractive  for  fishermen." 


Response: 

This  is  a  most  difficult  reasoning  to  understand,  and  it  is  used  again 
in  the  paragraph  following  with  regard  to  recreation.  In  short,  the 
argument  says  that  use  of  the  area  will  make  it  less  attractive  and 
therefore  it  should  not  be  used  in  the  first  place.  The  definition 
which  we  have  used  for  conservation  is  that  it  is  the  wise  use  of 
resources.  The  wise  use  of  resources  does  not  contemplate  the  kinds  of 
disaster  reasoned  here. 


2.67 


SUBJECT:  MI SCELLANEOUS  (Environmental  and  Engineering) 


Page  II  -  17 

Statement:  "All  of  the  above  create  construction  problems  never 

before  encountered." 


Response: 

Snow  roads  have  been  built  satisfactorily  on  the  North  Slope  for  the 
past  five  or  six  winters,  without  causing  unacceptable  environmental 
damage  to  the  tundra.  They  have  been  used  extensively  in  northern 
Canada,  with  the  same  excellent  results.  There  have  been  many  properly 
constructed  and  used  snow  roads  in  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  and  vicinity, 
whose  former  locations  are  not  now  detectable. 


Z70 


Page  II  -  21 

Statement:  Reference  is  made  here  and  on  pages  24,  34,  etc.  to 

communications  towers. 

Response : 

Applicant  is  now  seriously  considering  satellite  communications  thus 
avoiding  the  requirement  for  any  towers. 


\Z7/ 


Page  II  -  57 

Statement:  "The  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  system  has  an  ultimate 

capacity  of  4.5  bcf/ ,  and  therefore,  would  not  be 
capable  of  transporting  other  gas." 

Response: 

The  pipeline  system  as  proposed  has  the  capacity  in  Alaska  of  transport¬ 
ing  more  than  the  expected  production  from  the  Prudhoe  field.  That  line 
and  the  Canadian  portion  can  also  both  be  readily  augmented  to  transport 
this  additional  gas. 


Page  II  -  117 

Statement:  "...  overland  movement  with  heavy  maintenance  equipment." 

Response : 

Arctic  Gas  will  use  low  ground  pressure  vehicles  for  overland  movement. 
The  statement  should  be  omitted. 
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Response: 

Applicant  is  confident  the  construction  schedule  can  be  met.  Applicant 
has  had  extensive  northern  construction  experience  and  believes  the 
proposed  work  can  be  accomplished.  See  Appendix  E. 


|  273 


"The  details  of  how  such  an  operation  would  be  implemented 
are  not  available." 


Page  II  -  691 
Statement : 

Response: 

A  number  of  reports  on  sewage  handling  and  disposal  have  been  prepared 
by  Associated  Engineering  for  Arctic  Gas. 


IX7V 


Page  11-693 


"Gravel  extraction  from  active  flood  plains  will  increase 
siltation. 


Response : 


The  siltation  due  to  borrow  operations  in  active  floodpiains  is  not 
expected  to  occur  owing  to  special  design  criteria  which  have  been  de¬ 
veloped;  for  example,  a  berm  will  be  constructed  around  the  entire 
borrow  pit,  thereby  preventing  any  silt  from  reaching  the  actively  flow- 
ing  watercourse.  It  is  to  be  understood,  of  course,  that  Arctic  Gas 
does  not  plan  to  remove  gravel  from  any  areas  where  flowing  water  is 


Page  II  -  693  “  694 

Statement:  "Since  the  borrow  pit  will  be  considerably  below  the 

level  of  the  adjacent  flood  plain  (average  proposed  ex¬ 
cavation  exceeds  10  feet  in  depth)  ..." 

Response: 

Present  plans  indicate  that  excavation  of  such  borrow  pits  will  not 
exceed  the  natural  depth  of  the  stream  bottom.  Reference:  "Pipeline 
Related  Borrow  Studies",  NESCL;  July  31,  1974.  A  similar  comment  with 
regard  to  withdrawal  of  water  from  streams  is  made  on  II  -  720. 


Page  II  -  720 


It  is  questionable  whether  adequate  water  can  be  found 
without  going  to  upstream  spring  sites." 


27T 


Vote 
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Page  II  -  188 

Statement:  "During  this  period  there  is  little  activity  at  the  Deadhors 

Airport.  1 

Response: 

This  sentence  should  be  omitted  and  the  following  added  after  the  last 
and^Falrh  Nevertdeless •  several  dally  scheduled  flights  from  Anchorage  I 

herewUh,  COntlnue  thr°uehout  this  period.  ,see  Avcon  report  submitted] 

Page  II  -  319  -  320 

Statement.  Calf:cow  ratios  of  53:100  were  reported  in  May,  1972,  by 

Roseneau  and  Stem." 

Response: 

Further  data  is  as  follows:  In  1973,  the  calf:cow  ratio  was  46.7:100 

a'no  W'  '  Series  Vol.  22  ) 

ana  in  1974  tne  calf.cow  ration  was  66.2:100  (Roseneau  et  al.,  1974 
Arctic  Gas  Biological  Report  Series  Vol.  32.)  ‘ 

Page  II  -  350 

Statement:  "Whales  are  not  reported  In  the  annual  subsistence  take 

Of  the  people  living  in  Kaktovik." 

Response: 

Last  year  the  people  of  Kaktovik  took  two  bowheads  (Herman  Aishanna, 
pers .  comm. ) .  ’ 


Page  II  -  561 

Statement:  "Leffingwell  Camp,  located  on  Flaxman  Island,  was  placed 

on  the  national  register  of  historic  places  In  1972." 

Response: 

The  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  does  not  go  near  Flaxman  Island,  and  there  Is 
anticipated  impact  on  the  area  of  Flaxman  Island. 

Page  II  -  652 

Statement:  The  main  paragraph  discusses  the  construction  schedule 

and  possible  delays. 


\27S 
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220 


\ZSI 


I 


xn. 


Response : 

Applicant  has  noted  the  major  water  requirement  will  occur  during  the 
early  winter  before  lakes  and  streams  are  completely  frozen.  There  should| 
be  no  difficulty  in  getting  sufficient  water  for  the  construction  require 
ments.  See  Appendix  E  . 


Page  II 


Response : 


"The  Applicant  has  not  conducted  specific  studies  on 
where  this  amount  of  water  would  be  obtained." 


Continuing  studies  are  presently  underway  by  Applicant 

in  this  area,  and  a  report  will  be  available  later  this  year.  When 

completed,  it  will  be  supplied  to  the  Department  of  Interior. 


Page  II  -  744 

Statement:  "The  effects  of  full  strength  methanol  being  spilled  are 

not  known." 

Response: 

These  studies  are  presently  underway  by  the  Applicant,  and  reports  will 
be  available  later  in  1975.  When  available,  they  will  be  supplied  to 
the  Department  of  Interior. 
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Page  II  -  760  761 


"Recent  fire  history  cannot  he  used  to  indicate  the 
probability  of  when  fires  will  occur  because  the  area  has  jiad 
neither  natural  or  man-caused  fire  problem.' 


"The  introduction  of  men  and  equipment  into  the  project 
area  will  increase  the  potential  for  wildfire  resulting 
from  activities  related  to  the  construction,  operation, 
maintenance,  and  repair." 


Response: 

The  wildfire  threat  is  now  far  greater  than  it  would  be  if  there  were  to 
be  a  pipeline  with  its  related  surveillance  flights.  At  the  moment, 
there  is  very  little,  if  any,  active  surveillance  of  the  area,  and  if 
wildfires  occur,  they  often  go  undetected. 


2S 5 


Page  II  -  766 

Statement:  "The  animals  which  bear  their  calves  each  spring  on  the 

Arctic  Coastal  Plain  in  Alaska  ..." 

Response: 

Brook^B  dt'SC^ptio"  of  calving  grounds  Includes  the  foothills  of  the 
(usLllv  th!  “i  S<“‘1«ochlt  Mountains)  anifjhe  coastal  plain 

the  dr  e^  l^d“  ^Pu^^e^t^  l»  "°st  * 

BrlM.C  Mm  "*».  ?  ^  ’  Furthern,ore.  calving  also  occurs  in  Canada,  in  the 

British  Mountains  and  on  the  coastal  plain  of  the  Yukon  Territory. 


Page  II  -  768 
Statement: 


The  pipeline  berm,  road,  and  airfield  embankments  would 
remain  as  permanent  features  of  the  landscape,  and  poten¬ 
tial  threats  to  free  movement  of  caribou,  musk  oxen  and 
moose . 

Response: 

There  are  no  plans  for  permanent  roads  along  the  pipeline  and  the  hern, 
Sla8htly  6leVated  flU  °f  Wk”n  °™rrte  pip“lne  whi™ 
ter^n  tle  “d  — “■*  «P  «  f  out  the  level  of  the"  surr^di^g 

Page  II  -  885 

Statement:  "Accordingly,  the  proposed  AAGPC  pipeline  adversely 

affects  land  use  planning  ..." 

Response : 

adverse  .  The  comments  should  be  corrected. 

Page  II  -  888 

Statement:  Main  paragraph. 

Response: 

cussion  of  the  Wildlife  Range.  P  d 
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Page  II  -  933 

Statement:  "Air  quality  standards  are  established  by  each  state 

under  procedures  effective  July  1,  1975.  Air  quality 
maintenance  areas  will  be  established  on  the  basis  of 
three  classes  specifying  the  maximum  allowable  incre¬ 
mental  Increases  in  total  suspended  particulates  (TSP) 
sulphur  dioxide." 

Response: 


ZW 


These  are  designations  for  significant  deterioration  regulations  and  are 
not  air  quality  maintenance  areas. 


Page  II  -  1268  - 

Statement:  "The  project  would  provide  a  short-term  supply  of 

4.5  millioa —  " 

I  2?S- 

Response : 

This  should  read  "2.25  billion  cubic  feet  per  day.  initially,  with 
increases  expected  thereafter."  W 


Page  II  -  950 

Statement:  "It  will  produce  a  visible  plume  in  the  Arctic." 


Page  II  -  1274 
Statement : 


"Accidental  transmission  of  warm  gas. 


Response : 

The  darkness  during  winter  and  nearly  constant  wind  will  rule  out  the 
fog  and  "visible  plume"  for  the  majority  of  the  time. 


ml 


Response: 

The  system  will  be  set  up  so  that  there  could  be  no  "accidental  trans¬ 
mission  of  warm  gas".  Even  if  it  were  to  occur  for  a  short  time,  there 
would  be  no  concern  for  the  stability  of  the  pipeline. 


Z9* 


Page  II  -  969 


Statement : 


"Noise  from  the  prototype  ACV  tested  produced  a  frequency 
spectrum  of  noise  of  90  to  100  Hz,  an  amplitude  up 
to  19  dB." 


Response: 

This  should  read  100  dB. 
Page  II  -  1262,  1263 


IziZ 


rtie  last  two  sentences  of  Section  G  on  page  1262  and  the  second  paragrap/t- 
on  page  1263  are  emotional  and  based  upon  allegations  of  hypothetical  event 
for  which  there  is  no  support.  They  should  be  eliminated,  since  the  injury 
to  wildlife  will  not  occur. 


Page  II  -  1266 

The  first  sentence  of  Section  B  is  in  error  as  to  the  time  of  comsunption 
of  Prudhoe  Bay  (Sadlerochet  Reserves)*  das,  since  it  will  be  more  like  30 
years,  and  also  seems  to  be  autological :  if  gas  is  consumed  in  the  short 
term  (assuming  30  years  is  short  term)  it  cannot  be  used  in  the  longer  term 
But  that  "short  term"  is  when  it  is  needed,  until  new  energy  technology  can 
be  developed. 


Page  II  -2028 

Statement:  "The  Arctic  peregrine  falcon,  an  endangered  species..." 

Response : 

This  is  not  an  arctic  peregrine  falcon  (F.£.  tundrius) ,  but  the  interior 
version  (  F .  P .  ana turn) . 


Z9? 


Alternative  Routes 


Earlier  sections  of  these  comments  relative  to  Part  II  of  the  Draft 
EIS  have  related  to  subjects  which  have  relevance  to  the  alternative 
corridors  and  routes  discussed  in  pages  1301  -  2456  of  Part  II, 
as  well  as  Applicant's  Prime  Route.  In  addition,  in  some  instances, 
particular  reference  had  been  made,  under  the  specialized  subheadings 
set  forth  earlier,  to  statements  made  in  the  draft  EIS  in  those  pages 
relative  to  the  alternative  pipeline  routes. 

In  this  section,  coranents  peculiarly  relevant  to  the  alternative  routes 
will  be  the  major  topic.  Only  those  routes  which  are  covered  in  Part  II 
will  be  discussed  herein.  Applicant  has  not  concentrated  on  detailed 
comments  relative  to  these  alternative  routes,  but  instead  will  stress 
points  of  more  overall  interest  and  significance,  in  most  instances. 

Lack  of  comnent  does  not  necessarily  indicated  agreement  particularly 
since  many  points  commented  upon  relative  to  other  portions  of  Parts 
2  and  3  are  repeated  in  the  DEIS  relative  to  alternative  routes. 

Reference  is  particularly  made  to  the  Comments  of  the  Arctic  Gas  Project 
relative  to  Alternative  Routes  in  relation  to  that  topic  in  Parts  I 
and  VI  of  the  DEIS. 


General 


In  introductory  pages  1301-1312,  there  are  certain  points  with  which  the 
Applicant  must  disagree  or  relative  to  which  it  must  comment.  First, 
the  Applicant  notes  the  conclusion  of  the  sentence  which  runs  from  pages 
1307  to  1308,  that  "a  route  adjacent  to  the  beach  of  the  Beaufort  Sea 
would  provide  the  safest,  most  usable  utility  corridor  with  the  least 
amount  of  environmental  damage."  Applicant  has  examined  such  routing, 
which  lies  in  the  area  of  its  Prime  Route,  which  lies,  in  most  places, 
a  few  miles  to  the  south  of  such  route  which  is  closer  to  the  coast. 
Applicant  has  considered  both  of  such  "routes"  as  simply  relatively 
minor  variants  of  its  basic  choice  of  a  "Prime  Route":  a  route  which 
lies  within  the  coastal  plain  of  the  Arctic  north  slope,  north  of  the 
foothills  of  the  Brooks  Range.  Applicant  completely  agrees  that  such  a 
routing  is  preferable  to  all  others  studied  and  described.  Its  precise 
routing,  slightly  to  the  south  of  the  "coastal  alignment"  mentioned  in 
the  subject  sentence,  was  chosen  as  a  compromise  between  the  varying 
environmental  interests  (ornothologists,  as  compared  to  mammalogists  and 
botanists),  and  also  because  a  slightly  more  inland  route  will  cross 
streams  at  narrower  points  and  will  provide  a  somewhat  more  direct,  and 
therefore  slightly  shorter,  routing.  Applicant  would  welcome  somewhat 
more  detailed  information  as  to  the  basis  for  the  view  that  a  more  norther¬ 
ly  routing  along  the  coast  would  be  preferable.  Applicant  submits  that 
in  any  event,  a  route  immediately  on  the  coast  has  potential  problems 
of  revegetation  and  land  destruction  from  sea  action. 


Applicant  disagrees  with  the  conclusions  at  the  bottom  of  page  1312 
that  "no  pipeline  route  from  Prudhoe  Bay  (including  the  LNG  alternative 
systems)  meets  all  major  locational  factors  in  Alaska".  Applicant 
submits  that  a  routing  on  the  coastal  plain  of  the  north  slope  does 
meet  all  "major  locational  factors",  and  strongly  denies  that  there 
will  be  "significant  adverse  impacts  on  the  existing  environment  and 
the  expected  social  and  economic  structure  of  Alaska"  from  its  proposed 
route  and  system.  Applicant  submits  that  there  will  be  very  substantial 
benefits  to  the  "expected  social  and  economic  structure  of  Alaska"  from 
the  construction  of  its  proposed  pipeline  system,  and  that  the  impacts 
which  it  will  have  on  the  Arctic  environment  will  be  exceedingly  minor 
in  almost  all  respects,  and  those  that  will  be  of  a  more  severe  nature 
(the  digging  of  the  pipeline  trench)  will  be  of  exceedingly  short  dura¬ 
tion  and  localized  effect,  and  will  be  cancelled  out  and  restored  imme¬ 
diately  thereafter.  Accordingly,  Applicant  strongly  disagrees  with  the 
subject  conclusion. 
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Offshore  Alternative  -  Pages  1316  -  1455 


The  insertion  of  the  statement  that  the  Applicant  believes  that  "conven¬ 
tional  submarine  pipeline  construction  techniques  using  ships  or  barges 
are  feasible  along  the  Beaufort  Sea  Coast"  at  the  top  of  page  1318,  in 
between  statements  by  the  Department  of  Interior  and  the  State  of  Alaska 
that  offshore  pipelines  are  not  feasible,  may  lead  to  the  impression  that 
the  Applicant  disagrees  with  the  two  government  agencies  involved.  In 
fact.  Applicant  agrees  that  an  offshore  pipeline  is  not  feasible.  This 
is  not  because,  in  Applicant's  view,  it  is  certain  that  such  a  line  could 
not  be  constructed,  but  because  there  is  excessive  danger  of  the  line 
being  rendered  inoperable  by  ice  scour  (as  the  government  agencies  cor¬ 
rectly  state)  and  because  repair  of  pipeline  damage  would  be  exceedingly 
difficult,  particularly  at  times  of  ice  breakup  and  freezeup.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  Applicant  is  not  in  disagreement  with  the  conclusion  that  an 
offshore  pipeline  is  not  feasible. 


In  addition.  Applicant's  belief  that  such  a  pipeline  could  be  constructed 
is  not  to  be  taken  to  mean  that  such  construction  would  be  simple  or 
free  from  difficulty,  nor  that  Applicant  disagrees  with  such  statements 
as  the  description  of  the  restricted  construction  season  at  the  bottom 
of  page  1335.  Such  construction  would  be  quite  difficult.  Applicant 
agrees.  Applicant  also  agrees  that  substantial  study  and  research  would 
be  required,  as  is  suggested  by  the  questions  at  pages  1336-1337. 

In  view  of  some  of  the  uncertainties  which  have  been  listed  by  the  Draft 
EIS  and  by  the  Applicant  in  its  environmental  report  filed  earlier. 
Applicant  cannot  be  certain  that  the  cost  differential  listed  at  the 
bottom  of  page  1340,  which  Applicant  has  previously  computed,  actually 
states  the  order  of  magnitude  of  the  excess  cost  of  an  offshore  alter¬ 
native  over  the  Applicant's  proposed  Prime  Route.  Applicant  would  tend 
to  agree  with  the  draft  EIS  statement  that  such  estimate  and  differentials 
must  be  considered  conservative. 
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Relative  to  page  1397,  Applicant  reiterates  that  its  proposed  Prime 
Route  pipeline  would  not  impact  upon  Peters  Lake  and  Schrader  Lake, 
Shublik  and  Sadlerochit  Springs  or  the  Jago  River. 


It  should  be  noted  that  Applicant  does  not  agree  that  mass  wasting  is  a 
problem  on  the  Arctic  coast  portion  of  the  Prime  Route,  as  suggested  at 
page  1468. 


Applicant  notes  again,  relative  to  page  1400,  its  disagreement  with 
the  "worst  case"  approach. 

It  is  noted  that  the  possibility  of  oil  and  other  pollutant  discharge 
is  overstated,  relative  to  a  gas  pipeline,  including  at  pages  1414-15, 
and  its  effect  on  caribou  (page  1416) ,  and  other  mammals  and  birds  and 
fish  (pages  1416-1429) . 

Applicants  do  not  agree  that  a  pipeline  will  hurt  subsistence  activi¬ 
ties  of  Kaktovik  (page  1429,  1430).  The  prime,  coastal  and  offshore 
routes  will  offer  employment  to  village  residents. 
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The  Prime  Route  also  does  not  "bisect"  the  calving  area  of  the  caribou, 
as  indicated  on  page  1470,  and  Applicant  does  not  agree  that  its  pipe¬ 
line,  whether  on  the  Coastal  or  Prime  Routes,  will  reduce  the  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  the  villagers  of  Kaktovik  "to  pursue  hunting,  fishing  and  trap¬ 
ping  as  important  elements  of  the  Eskimo  culture".  Further,  employment 
opportunities  for  the  villagers  of  Kaktovik  will  be  substantial  on  both 
the  Coastal  and  the  Prime  Routes. 

As  noted  earlier,  Applicant  does  not  believe  that  the  conditions  dis¬ 
cussed  in  pages  1474  and  1475  are  likely  to  cause  delays  in  its  con¬ 
struction  schedule. 


Wilderness  values  of  the  coastal  area  of  the  Wildlife  Range  do  not 
exist,  (page  1433). 

The  possiblity  of  destruction  of  archeological  values  is  again  over¬ 
estimated  (pages  1434-35) . 

The  Prime  Route  is  not  "through  the  Arctic  Foothills"  to  any  signifi¬ 
cant  extent  (page  1436) . 


Coastal  Alternative  Pipeline  Route 


Pages  1461-1486  of  Part  II  of  the  DEIS  are  devoted  to  the  "Coastal 
Alternative  Pipeline  Route",  which  is  a  proposed  route  which  lies  closer 
to  the  Beaufort  Sea  coast  than  does  the  Applicant's  Prime  Route.  It  is 
referred  to  as  the  "beach"  route.  The  scale  of  Map  8. 1.1. 1-1  is  not 
large  enough  to  determine  exactly  where,  in  relation  to  the  coast,  it  is 
that  this  route  is  proposed.  It  cannot  be  determined  whether  the  route 
is  a  mile  back  from  the  coast,  or  two  or  three  miles,  or  actually  within 
yards  of  the  present  coastline.  The  most  definitive  statement  is  at 
page  1463,  where  it  is  stated  that  the  route  "would  be  located  inland 
on  the  first  favorable  location  away  from  the  beach  subject  to  erosion 
during  the  life  of  the  pipeline  system".  Applicant's  study  indicates 
that  this  position  would  be  at  least  a  mile  away  from  the  existing 
coastline,  since  erosion  losses  have  been  particularly  heavy  in  some 
areas.  As  noted  elsewhere.  Applicant  had  not  considered  this  routing  to 
be  substantially  different  than  its  Prime  Route,  since  both  lie  within 
the  coastal  plain,  and  has  proposed  the  Prime  Route  on  the  basis  of  its 
somewhat  shorter  length  and  as  a  compromise  between  ornothological  con¬ 
cerns  on  the  one  hand,  and  mammal  and  vegetation  concerns  on  the  other. 
Applicant  would  be  interested  in  learning  more  about  the  reasons  that 
the  Coastal  Route  might  be  favored  and  will  carefully  consider  such 
routing  alternative,  so  long  as  the  routing  is  not  so  close  to  the  coast 
as  to  be  disruptive  in  light  of  vegetation  considerations  and  instability 
because  of  erosion. 


Applicant  submits  that  the  potential  effects  on  the  soils  and  water 
resources  along  the  Coastal  Route  are  overstated  at  pages  1476  through 
1478.  At  page  1479,  the  problems  of  spills  are  substantially  over¬ 
stated.  Further,  the  effects  on  ground  water  which  are  alleged  at  pages 
1480  and  1481  have  been  disputed  and  disproved  in  other  parts  of  the 
comments  on  the  DEIS,  and  will  not  be  repeated  here.  They  are  sub¬ 
stantially  overstated.  The  same  is  also  true  of  the  reference  to  sul¬ 
phur  dioxide  at  page  1482,  and  the  allegations  of  effect  upon  wildlife  at 
pages  1483-1486  (relative  to  the  Prime  Route  with  regard  to  caribou, 
moose  and  grizzly  bear) . 

Appliant  cannot  imagine  that  large  areas  of  land  would  ever  be  affected 
by  repair  of  pipeline  outage,  even  if  such  repair  became  necessary, 
which  is  quite  rare  under  modern  technological  conditions. 


Interior  Alternative  Route 


At  page  1507,  in  initial  consideration  of  the  Interior  alternative  routing, 
the  DEIS  refers  to  the  Applicant's  statement  that  the  Interior  Route  is  it 
second  choice.  This  is  correct,  but  in  the  context  that  the  "coastal 
routing"  proposed  by  the  DEIS  is  not  considered  as  separate  from  the  Prime 
Route.  If  it  were,  then  the  Interior  Route  would  fall  to  third  choice, 
with  the  two  coastal  routes  being  prefered  by  the  Applicant  on  the  basis 
of  environmental,  construction  and  economic  factors. 

As  in  the  consideration  of  other  alternative  routings,  these  comments  on 
the  Interior  Route  will  not  pick  up  all  points  of  disagreement,  parti¬ 
cularly  those  which  have  been  mentioned  earlier,  but  will  attempt  to  con¬ 
centrate  on  relatively  more  major  topics. 
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Relative  to  the  discussion  of  fire  at  pages  1587  through  1592,  Applicant 
notes  that  its  presence  would  provide  early  warning  of  fires,  while  not 
substantially  increasing  the  risk  of  fire,  as  is  discussed  more  fully 
elsewhere. 

Applicant  would  note  that  the  discussion  of  wildlife  at  pages  1592 
through  1620  seems  to  indicate  agreement  with  Applicant's  conclusion  that 
the  area  traversed  by  the  utility  corridor  route  is  more  akin  to  "wilder¬ 
ness"  than  the  Prime  Route,  and  involves  more  varieties  and  numbers  of 
living  creatures  overall,  than  does  the  Prime  Route  area. 


In  these  passages,  the  proposals  for  inclusions  of  land  in  and  around  the 
utility  corridor  in  various  protected  classifications  of  land  use  are  noted 
Applicant  has  thought  that  this  might  be  relevant  to  the  choice  of  route, 
and  would  indicate  the  desirability  of  its  Prime  Routing  in  the  Arctic 
Coastal  Plain. 


Fort  Yukon  Alternative  Route 


Applicant  notes  the  discussion  of  the  Marsh  Fork  of  the  Canning  River  at 
page  1664,  and  points  out  that  it  has  proposed  two  alternative  routings 
for  this  portion  of  the  utility  corridor,  one  of  which  avoids  the  Marsh 
Fork  area.  It  must  be  noted,  however,  that  the  alternative,  which  fol¬ 
lows  the  main  fork  of  the  Canning,  passes  through  the  same  valley  which 
constitutes  the  boundary  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range. 

Again,  Applicant  is  forced  to  challenge  the  claim  that  its  proposed  Prime 
Route  lies  in  "de  facto  wilderness  with  little  evidence  of  man",  as  is 
stated  at  page  1668. 

Applicant  notes  that  many  of  the  alleged  impacts  stated  at  pages  1667 
through  1722  are  overstated,  but  most  are  of  a  type  which  have  been 
commented  upon  earlier  in  regard  to  alleged  effects  on  the  Prime  Route. 
There  are,  of  course,  of  course,  differences  and  these  have  been  pointed 
out  in  such  prior  comments  and  in  the  environmental  reports  filed  by 
the  Applicant. 

At  page  1723,  there  is  again  the  suggestion  that  the  Prime  Route  bisects 
the  traditional  calving  area  of  the  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd,  and  that  this 
is  the  most  important  period  for  the  animal.  This  is  not  correct,  as 
indicated  in  earlier  materials,  including  Appendix  A  to  this  Part  II. 
Again,  the  listing  of  potential  ills  at  pages  1724  and  1725  is  overstated, 
as  discussed  earlier. 

The  remaining  discussion  of  the  Interior  Route  is  marked  by  repetition  of 
some  of  the  allegations  of  impacts  which  have  been  discussed  and  refuted 
in  earlier  sections  of  these  comments.  Particularly,  this  relates  to  the 
claims  relative  to  wildlife,  the  effect  upon  them  and  the  result  that  this 
would  have  upon  subsistence  (note  that  the  over-exagerated  claims  of  com¬ 
plete  loss  of  subsistence  hunting  at  pages  1745  and  1746  are  totally  un¬ 
justified)  ,  the  visibility  and  obtrusiveness  of  pipeline  facilities  (page 
1757),  effects  upon  air  quality,  and  noise,  at  pages  1758  through  1763, 
and  effects  upon  water  quality. 


In  pages  1794-2073  of  Volume  3  of  Part  II  of  the  DEIS,  the  Fort  Yukon 
Alternative  Pipeline  System  is  discussed.  This  was  one  of  the  routes 
considered  in  some  detail  by  the  Applicant  in  its  environmental  report, 
but  appears  to  have  found  favor  with  almost  no-one.  It  is  a  longer  and 
less  economic  route  than  the  Prime  Route  or  the  coastal  variant  of  the 
Prime  Route,  and  is  also  longer  and  more  expensive  than  the  Interior 
Route.  It  clearly  has  no  environmental  advantages  over  the  routes  on  the 
Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  as  we  believe  the  discussion  in  our  environmental 
report  and  in  this  section  of  the  DEIS  makes  clear.  The  portions  of  the 
discussion  at  the  subject  pages  with  which  the  Applicant  disagrees  are 
largely  those  which  repeat  the  suggestions  that  a  buried  natural  gas 
pipeline,  constructed  with  the  environmental  protection  measures  which 
Applicant  will  apply  to  whatever  route  it  utilizes,  will  nevertheless  have 
substantial  disruptive  effects  upon  the  environment,  in  respect  to  wild¬ 
life,  air  quality,  noise  and  water  quality,  etc.  Applicant's  standards 
would  not  change  depending  upon  the  Route  that  it  utilized,  and  accor¬ 
dingly  these  alleged  impacts  are  overstated  relative  to  the  Fort  Yukon 
Route  also.  However,  there  are  differences  in  the  environmental  profile 
of  the  various  routes  and  this  would  cause  change  in  impacts,  as  well  as 
upon  some  of  the  types  of  activities  which  Applicant  would  be  required  to 
carry  on.  For  brevity,  Applicant  is  not  here  repeating  its  disagreement 
with  the  various  detailed  points  which  fall  into  the  above  categories. 
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Applicant  would  note  that  the  longer  routing  of  the  Fort  Yukon  route  would 
require  greater  consumption  of  gas  and  thus  less  gas  available  to  the  mar¬ 
ket  place  to  displace  more  pollutant  fuels. 


Applicant  is  not  certain  that  the  additional  cost  of  the  Fort  Yukon  route, 
as  stated  at  page  1815,  is  still  correct.  It  is  likely  that  the  differen¬ 
tial  has  grown  with  increase  in  absolute  cost  of  both  of  the  routings  com¬ 
pared.  The  statements  relative  to  cost  on  that  page  are  not  clear,  since 
$1.4  billion  is  obviously  not  the  total  cost  of  the  system  on  the  Fort 
Yukon  Route.  Presumably,  this  refers  to  the  Alaska  portion  only.  It  also 
should  be  noted  that  the  Fort  Yukon  Route  is  sufficiently  far  south  that 
if  it  were  to  encounter  any  oil  and  gas  deposits  which  would  be  of  signi¬ 
ficance,  an  independent  line  from  that  area  to  the  south,  totally  un-  : 

connected  to  the  Prudhoe  Bay  reserves,  would  be  a  possibility,  and  more 
reasonable  than  use  of  the  Fort  Yukon  route  to  carry  the  Prudhoe  Bay  reserves. 
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In  overall  sunaaary,  the  discussion  of  the  Fort  Yukon  route  contains  the 
sane  overstatements  of  impacts,  as  has  been  pointed  out  in  earlier  sec¬ 
tions,  but  does  review  the  different  environmental  setting  which  would  be 
encountered  along  that  route. 


Fairbanks  Alternative  Routing 

Another  alternative  routing  discussed  in  Volume  2  of  Part  II  is  the  Fair¬ 
banks  Route,  which  would  involve  a  longer  pipeline  in  Alaska,  entering 
Canada  at  a  point  farther  south  than  the  other  routes  heretofore  discussed. 
Accordingly,  some  of  the  facts  of  pipeline  construction  would  be  maximized 
in  Alaska,  the  total  overall  route  would  be  longer  in  Alaska,  and  also  in 
Alaska  and  Canada  combined,  and  the  system  would  be  far  more  expensive  than 
that  proposed  by  Applicant  along  its  Prime  Route.  In  addition,  the  longer 
system  would  use  more  compressor  station  fuel  to  transport  the  gas  in 
question,  with  resultant  lesser  amounts  of  gas  available  to  the  market 
place,  and  thus  less  offset  of  use  of  more  polluting  fuels.  The  cost  to 
the  consumer  would  be  substantially  higher  on  the  basis  of  this  routing,  as 
in  indicated  in  the  DEIS,  but  the  figures  given  there  are  probably  outmoded, 
since  the  absolute  cost  of  both  the  Prime  Route  and  the  Fairbanks  Route 
have  increased  since  the  time  of  that  comparison.  The  Applicant  does  not 
propose  to  repeat  all  of  the  comments  which  it  has  made  relative  to  other 
routes,  since  many  are  repeated  in  the  DEIS,  and  the  comments  are  equally 
applicable  here.  In  summary,  the  impacts  of  a  natural  gas  pipeline  are 
again  overstated,  in  terms  of  effects  upon  wildlife,  air  quality,  noise, 
water  quality  and  other  such  factors. 

At  various  places,  and  particularly  at  pages  2234-2237,  there  is  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the  fact  that  the  Fairbanks  Route  lies  within  a  "transportation 
corridor"  which  now  exists.  Existence  of  roads  in  the  general  area  is  a 
fact,  but  one  which  has  been  taken  into  account  by  Appliant  in  its  environ¬ 
mental,  engineering,  construction  and  cost  estimating  processes.  It  must 
also  be  noted  that  the  advantages  of  use  of  an  existing  "corridor"  tend  to 
be  overstated  in  environmental  terms,  as  has  been  discussed  elsewhere.  In 
this  respect,  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Banfield  and  other  enviornmental  experts 
retained  by  Applicant  is  particularly  relevant.  Such  testimony  is  pre¬ 
sented  relative  to  other  parts  of  the  DEIS  and  include  a  direct  comparison 
between  the  use  of  Applicant's  Prime  Route  and  the  Fairbanks  Corridor. 
Reference  is  made  here  to  that  testimony,  which  is  not  physically  reproduced 
at  this  point.  The  reasons  why  the  Prime  Route  is  environmentally  more 
desirable  are  set  forth  clearly  there  and  in  comments  relative  to  Part  VI 
and  other  Parts  of  the  DEIS. 
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point  in  time.  This  is  not  a  consider  r*ce.ivipg  additional  details 

considered,  and  discussion  of  that  advantage,  in  comparison 

titTtheTireUho^  of r earlier  looping ,  ~uld  be  useful. 


comparison  all  Alternatives 


Applicant  notes  that  in  th.  ^ 

2437-2438,  the  question  of  construction  efficiency.  ^  q{  gas  to  the 
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consumer  are  not  listed.  Since  social  and  economic  factors  relative  to 
Alaskans  are  listed,  it  would  seem  that  these  factors,  and  their  environ¬ 
mental  consequences  in  the  lower  48  United  states,  should  also  be  listed 
as  relevant  factors.  In  addition,  the  quantities  of  material  needed  to 
build  the  pipeline,  which  is  alluded  to  at  the  first  full  paragraph  on  page 
2439,  is  also  a  relevant  factor,  since  some  the  routes  involve  substan- 
tially  greater  mileage  and  use  of  material. 

Again,  Applicant  does  not  agree  that  its  proposed  route  impacts  upon  wil¬ 
derness  areas  and  wildlife  values,  as  is  stated  at  page  2441.  In  subse¬ 
quent  pages,  some  of  the  possible  impacts  and  problems  associated  with  the 
pipeline  are  again  overstated  as  had  been  discussed  repeatedly  in  earlier 
sections.  Further,  it  is  again  alleged  that  the  pipeline  will  affect  sub¬ 
sistence  uses  of  fish  and  wildlife  resources,  which  is  not  correct. 

Relative  to  use  of  the  resource  of  gas  in  the  state  of  Alaska,  the  Appli¬ 
cant  submits  that  the  State  of  Alaska  population  centers  will  be  well 
served  for  an  extended  period  of  time  by  the  resources  of  that  State  in 
areas  other  than  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska.  It  is  submitted  that  the  best 
and  most  valid  and  economical  use  of  the  North  Slope  hydrocarbon  reserves, 
for  the  entire  United  States  as  well  as  for  the  State  of  Alaska,  is  to  have 
them  removed  from  the  State  in  the  most  efficient  and  economical  method 
available,  which  will  maximize  benefits  to  the  State  and  to  the  nation. 

Applicant  would  also  note  that  at  various  places,  the  "Haines  Alternative" 
is  mentioned.  This  would  involve  a  route  which  would  go  generally  along 
the  Fairbanks  Corridor  Routing,  but  would  then  drop  to  a  coastal  location 
in  the  "Panhandle"  of  Alaska  where  liquefaction  would  take  place.  Appli¬ 
cant  believes  that  this  route  has  all  the  disadvantages,  and  perhaps  more, 
of  the  proposed  liquefaction-tanker  alternative  discussed  in  Volume  2  of 
Part  VI,  and  sees  no  justification  for  this  system  in  view  of  the  consi- 
derations  discussed  relative  to  that  system. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  discussion,  and  the  comment  previously 
rendered.  Applicant  believes  that  this  section  of  the  DEIS  should  explicitly 
state  that  on  balance,  it  is  believed  that  the  use  of  the  Applicant  s 
proposed  all-land  pipeline  system,  running  across  a  Prime  Route  which  would 
use  the  Arctic  Coastal  Plain,  would  be  most  environmentally  preferable  and 
most  in  the  national  interest. 


IS  DOI  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  -  Part  II 

’age  898  -  Station  Size 

Che  second  paragraph  states: 

'The  size  of  a  compressor  station  in  the  area  is  not  large  (several 
lurdred  acres);  the  impact  of  its  physical  presence  in  the  open  arctic 
Landscape  is  large." 

Discussion 

rhe  size  of  the  station  sites  has  been  exagerated.  They  are  1200'  X  900 
or  approximately  25  acres.  The  Impact  is  a  subjective  conclusion. 
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Consultation  and  Coordination  with  Others 


Reference  is  made  to  the  discussion  in  the  comments  filed  with  regard  to 
Part  VII  of  the  DEIS. 
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Page  950  -  Ice  Fog 

The  following  is  Btated: 

"Accordingly,  heated  water  vapour  is  considered  a  very  significant 
element  of  the  exhaust  emissions  at  compressor  stations.  It  will 
produce  a  visible  plume  in  the  Arctic.  Heated  water  vapour  in  combin¬ 
ation  with  other  exhaust  components  will  form  condensation  nuclei 
favoring  the  formation  of  fog  throughout  the  year  and  ice  fog  in  colder 
temperatures.  During  the  summer  months  the  visibility  of  the  compressor 
stations  will  be  accentuated  by  the  water  vapour  plume." 


Discussion 

During  summer  temperatures  (typically  above  0°F)  water  vapour  plumes 
will  not  form  from  equipment  at  the  stations.  This  can  be  observed  at 
any  existing  station  in  Canada.  When  temperatures  drop  below  0°F  water 
vapour  plumes  become  noticeable  but  they  rapidly  dissipate  in  the  atmos¬ 
phere.  It  is  not  until  the  temperatures  drop  below  -22°F  that  ice  fog  may 
begin  to  form  and  build  up  and  then  become  denser  with  decreasing 
temperature  and  time.  When  -40°F  temperatures  are  experienced  for  several 
days  ice  fog  could  become  very  dense. 

For  the  ice  fog  to  form,  three  conditions  must  be  met;  the  first  of 
course  is  the  presence  of  water,  the  second  is  temperatures  below 
-22  F  and  the  third  is  the  presence  of  a  nuclea  for  the  ice  to  form 
around.  The  neclea  can  be  any  small  particle  such  as  pollen,  dust,  or 
unburned  hydrocarbons.  In  areas  where  ice  fog  is  a  problem  such  as 
Fairbanks,  Alaska,  there  is  an  abundance  of  unburned  hydrocarbons  and 
other  particular  matter  which  originates  from  automobile  exhausts  and 
several  coal  burning  plants  in  the  area.  By  burning  natural  gas  at  the 
stations,  if  no  other  contaminant  is  present  in  the  atmosphere,  it  is 
possible  that  not  enough  nuclea  will  be  present  to  form  ice  fog.  Pictures 
taken  at  Prudhoe  Bay  at  -45 °F  show  very  little  ice  fog  being  formed  by 
electrical  generation  turbines. 
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Page  955  -  Noise 

The  following  statement  is  made; 

"Typical  noise  levels  in  (dBA)at  50  feet  from  construction  equipment  are 
listed  in  Table  3.1.1.15-1." 

Discussion 


The  table  referred  to  lists  compressor  station  noise,  not  construction 
equipment  noise. 
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Page  956  -  Noise 

This  page  shows  Table  3.1.1.15-1.  as  listing  noise  from  four  different 
compressor  stations.  The  noise  levels  shown  were  obtained  from  the  NEB 
application  and  are  for  any  typical  30,000  HP  station  with  refriger¬ 
ation.  The  locations  are  at  the  centre  of  each  of  the  four  boundaries 
at  the  same  station,  not  at  four  different  stations. 


I 


309 


Page  963  -  Noise 

The  following  statements  are  made.  j 

"Experiences  in  wilderness  areas  indicate  that  noises  from  mechanical 
equipment  such  as  excess  of  10  miles.  It  is  expected  that  the  noise 
from  chain  saws,  road  construction  equipment,  trucks,  and  stationary 
irrigation  pumps  outside  the  area  can  be  heard  for  distances  in  com¬ 
pressor  stations  will  be  heard  for  distances  of  from  30  to  35  miles. 
Although  the  noise  from  the  compressor  station  will  only  infrequently  be 
heard  at  such  great  distances..." 

Discussion 


3/0 


There  6eems  to  have  been  a  failure  in  the  editorial  process  which  has 
led  to  the  statements  not  making  sense.  However,  we  can  probably 
assume  that  they  predict  station  noise  can  be  heard  for  distances  of  30 
to  35  miles.  This  is  a  gross  exaggeration. 


Draft  EIS  Part  II,  Vol.  1,  p.  11:810  Testing 

Statement:  (lines  4  to  8)  and  the  possibility  of  testing  after 

summer  repair  all  indicate  that  methanol  cannot  be  dismissed  as  a  threat 
to  fish  and  aquatic  life,  as  pollution  in  excess  of  the  1  percent  level." 

Reply:  A  pipeline  failure  would  be  repaired  with  "pre-tested"  pipe  and 
testing  after  repair  would  not  be  required.  Pipe  remaining  after  construcr 
tion  would  be  hydrostatically  tested  to  the  project's  specification  and 
then  stockpiled  for  possible  use  of  repair  pipe.  This  procedure  is  in 
Applicant's  interest  because  testing  after  a  repair  would  considerably 
lengthen  the  out-of-service  time  for  the  pipeline. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
(Relative  to  Part  II  Alaska) 
dated  October  28,  1975 


1.  The  description  of  caribou  has  been  rewritten.  See  Cnapter 
2. 1.1. 7,  page  272  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

2.  This  discussion  has  been  rewritten.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1. 6, 
pages  267  and  268  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

3.  Same  as  if 1. 

4.  Comment  noted  but  no  specific  changes  resulted. 

5.  The  chapter  on  mitigation  has  been  revised. 

6.  Same  as  if 2. 

7.  Same  as  if  1. 

8.  Same  as  if  1. 

9.  Same  as  ill. 

10.  Same  as  if  1. 

11.  Same  as  if  1. 

12.  Same  as  ifl. 

13.  Same  as  ifl. 

14.  Same  as  #1. 

15.  Same  as  ifl. 

16.  Same  as  ifl. 

17.  Same  as  #1. 

18.  Same  as  ifl. 

19.  Same  as  ifl. 

20.  Same  as  ifl. 

21.  Not  changed.  This  sentence  should  have  been  deleted  from 
the  Final  EIS  but  was  inadvertently  included. 

22.  This  statement  was  reworded,  see  page  268,  Alaska  Volume. 
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23. 


This  statement  was  deleted. 

24.  Same  as  # 22. 

25.  Same  as  #22. 

26.  The  discussion  points  out  the  possibility  of  snow  fences 
interfering  with  caribou  movement  if  their  placement  and 
removal  are  not  synchronized  properly. 

27.  Comment  considered  but  did  not  justify  change  in  Final  EIS. 

28.  Not  changed.  Movements  to  post-calving  areas  north  of  the 
pipeline  between  the  Canning  River  and  Barter  Island  could 
be  impeded. 

29.  Not  changed.  Human  activities  have  been  concentrated  along 
the  coast  to  date;  however,  the  project  proposes  to  con¬ 
struct  facilities  not  only  along  the  coast  but  across  the 
calving  grounds  of  the  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd. 

30.  This  statement  has  been  revised  to  reflect  the  comment,  see 
page  274,  Alaska  Volume. 

31.  Same  as  #30. 

32.  Not  changed.  Task  force  members  consider  the  statement  to 
be  accurate. 

33.  Not  changed.  Migration  routes  could  be  affected  if  a  major 
reduction  of  caribou  occurred  which  could  adversely  affect 
subsistence  uses. 

34.  This  statement  had  been  revised,  see  page  275,  Alaska  Volume. 

35.  Same  as  #34. 

36.  Not  changed.  Statement  is  considered  to  be  accurate. 

37.  Not  changed.  Harassment  of  wildlife  may  occur  even  though 
not  intentional  when  inclement  weather  may  preclude  adherence 
to  restrictive  aircraft  flight  altitutes. 

38.  Not  changed.  Studies  to  date  have  individually  assessed 
different  phases  of  the  proposed  project.  Not  addressed  in 
the  cumulative  impacts  from  all  aspects  of  this  project. 

39.  Not  changed.  This  statement  is  considered  correct. 

40.  This  statement  has  been  deleted. 

41.  The  Final  EIS  chapters  on  birds  have  been  revised  and  short¬ 
ened,  see  pages  282-288,  Alaska  Volume. 


60.  This  statement  has  been  deleted. 

61.  This  statement  has  been  corrected,  see  page  122,  Alaska  Volume. 

62.  The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  consider  this  a  major  sheep 
wintering  area  because  of  its  unique  status  as  the  northern¬ 
most  Dali  sheep  range  in  the  nation.  It  is  not  a  major  sheep 
wintering  area  from  the  standpoint  of  total  numbers  of  ani¬ 
mals  but  it  is  nonetheless  important  to  those  animals  that 
are  there. 

63.  The  possible  rise  of  satellite  communications  is  mentioned. 

See  Chapter  1.1. 1-2,  page  10  and  page  305,  Alaska  Volume. 

The  impact  of  aircraft  flights  (helicopters)  servicing  a 
communication  site  is  a  major  concern. 

64.  Same  as  # 63. 

65.  Not  changed.  The  Applicant's  intent  to  prevent  harassment 
of  wildlife  is  recognized;  however,  this  activity  cannot  be 
stopped  entirely. 

66.  Not  changed. 

67.  While  no  summer  activity  is  planned  across  the  tundra,  emer¬ 
gency  repair  of  the  proposed  pipeline  at  this  time  of  year 
may  be  required. 

68.  Not  changed.  The  statements  are  not  in  conflict. 

69.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1-7,  page 
278  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

70.  Not  changed.  This  activity  cannot  be  stopped  entirely. 

71.  The  statement  has  been  deleted. 

72.  The  description  of  grizzly  bear  has  been  rewritten  to  reflect 
this  information,  see  pages  123-124,  Alaska  Volume. 

73.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1-7,  page 

278,  Alaska  Volume. 

74.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  3.1. 1-7,  page 

279,  Alaska  Volume. 

75.  The  statement  in  part  VI  has  been  corrected. 

76.  Not  changed.  Charter  aircraft  are  available  to  a  prospective 
hunter  interested  in  a  hunting  vacation  on  the  north  slope. 


42.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  2. 1.1-7, 
page  140,  Alaska  Volume. 

43.  The  text  was  changed  to  reflect  this  comment.  See  Chapter 
2. 1.1-7,  pages  140  and  141,  Alaska  Volume. 

44.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1-5,  page 
250,  Alaska  Volume. 

45.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1-7,  page 
282,  Alaska  Volume. 

46.  The  first  statement  has  been  deleted.  Cumulative  impacts 
from  the  proposed  project  are  not  addressed. 

47.  Not  changed.  Biological  Report  #14  states  that  long  term 
effects  of  disturbance  to  snow  geese  on  staging  grounds  are 
difficult  to  anticipate  without  long  term  studies  but  the 
possibility  exists  that  energy  storage  may  be  seriously 
affected.  This  could  affect  migratory  success. 

48.  Not  changed.  Cumulative  impacts  from  the  proposed  project 
have  been  addressed. 

49.  Same  as  #48. 

50.  This  statement  has  been  deleted.  See  Chapter  5. 1.1-7,  page 
422,  Alaska  Volume. 

51.  This  statement  was  revised.  See  Chapter  5.1. 1-7,  page  423, 
Alaska  Volume. 

52.  The  text  was  revised  to  reflect  this  comment.  See  Chapter 
8. 1.1-3,  page  542,  Alaska  Volume. 

53.  This  statement  has  been  corrected,  see  page  140,  Alaska 
Volume. 

54.  Many  changes  and  revisions  have  been  made  in  the  Final  EIS 
to  reflect  concerns  expressed  in  these  comments. 

55.  This  statement  was  deleted. 

56.  Additional  information  on  moose  distrubution  has  been  in¬ 
cluded.  See  Chapter  2. 1.1-7,  page  122.  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 

57.  This  statement  was  deleted. 

58.  Same  as  #57. 

59.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1-7,  page 
276,  Alaska  Volume. 


77.  Not  changed.  Bears  have  been  a  continuing  problem  along  the 
Trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline. 

78.  Not  changed.  It  is  unrealistic  to  consider  the  proposed 
pipeline  as  the  only  development  that  will  occur  within  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  if  this  route  is  chosen. 

78.  Same  as  #78. 

80.  Same  as  #78. 

81.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1-7,  page 

281,  Alaska  Volume. 

82.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1-7,  page 

282,  Alaska  Volume. 

83.  The  description  and  distribution  of  polar  bear  has  been  re¬ 
written  using  the  most  authoritative  data  available.  See 
Chapter  2. 1.1-7,  page  132,  Alaska  Volume. 

84.  Same  as  #83. 

85.  Same  as  #83. 

86.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  in  the  FEIS. 

87.  This  statement  has  been  corrected.  See  Chapter  4. 1.1-7, 
page  389,  Alaska  Volume. 

88.  Changed.  Polar  bears  are  also  known  to  come  onshore  in  the 
Demarcation  Bay  area  and  travel  inland  to  suspected  denning 
areas.  See  Chapter  2. 1.1-7,  page  133,  Alaska  Volume. 

89.  This  information  should  have  been  incorporated  in  the  Final 
EIS  but  was  inadvertently  omitted. 

90.  Changed.  The  information  is  in  part  reflected  in  the  Final 
EIS.  See  Chapter  2. 1.1-7,  page  129,  Alaska  Volume. 

91.  Not  changed.  There  is  no  specific  information  on  the  quan¬ 
tities  of  fuel  to  be  shipped  or  fuel  handling  and  transfer 
procedures  on  land  or  at  points  along  the  coast.  It  is 
important  to  recognize  that  oil  spillage  is  a  potential 
threat  to  marine  life. 

92.  Not  changed.  The  extent  of  open  water  is ‘variable  from  year 
to  year. 

93.  Not  changed.  The  adequacy  of  the  Applicant's  research  studies 
on  the  marine  environment  has  not  been  evaluated  to  date. 

94.  No  response  required. 
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95. 


116. 


No  response  required. 


This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1-7,  page 
296,  Alaska  Volume. 

96.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  in  the  FEIS. 

97.  No  response  required. 


117.  Not  changed.  We  do  not  believe  that  raitigative  measures 
would  "virtually  rule  out"  the  presence  of  silt  and  toxic 
chemicals  in  downstream  areas.  A  complete  analysis  of  the 
referenced  study  has  not  been  made. 


98.  This  statement  has  been  deleted. 

99.  This  change  was  inadvertently  omitted  from  the  FEIS  . 


118.  Not  changed.  This  statement  is  incorrectly  paginated. 

119.  Not  changed.  This  statement  is  correct  as  it  is. 


100.  This  discussion  of  Ecological  Consideration-Mitigation  has 
been  revised.  See  Chapter  4. 1.1-8,  page  396,  Alaska  Volume. 

101.  No  response  required. 


120.  This  table  has  been  deleted. 

121.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  2. 1.1-8,  page 
159,  Alaska  Volume. 


102.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  5.1.1.12,  page 
426,  in  the  Alaska  Volume. 


122.  This  statement  has  been  deleted.  See  Chapter  3.1.1,  page 
231,  Alaska  Volume. 


103.  This  statement  has  been  deleted. 

104.  No  response  required. 

105.  Not  changed.  The  statement  is  considered  valid. 

106.  Not  changed.  This  may  be  true  but  we  would  be  remiss  in 
not  pointing  out  the  threat  posed  by  pollutant  spills. 

107.  No  response  required. 

108.  Several  of  the  statements  referred  to  have  been  deleted. 

See  Chapter  8. 1.1-1.  page  469,  Alaska  Volume. 

109.  No  response  required. 

110.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  8. 1.1-1,  page 
485,  Alaska  Volume. 

111.  Not  changed.  A  complete  analysis  of  the  referenced  studies 
has  not  been  made  to  date  and  is  not  incorporated  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

112.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  8. 1.1-3,  page 
541,  Alaska  Chapter. 

113.  Same  as  #  111. 

114.  This  statement  has  been  deleted. 

115.  Not  changed.  Old  John  Lake  is  located  about  27  miles  from 
the  proposed  route  but  it  would  still  be  associated  with 
the  pipeline. 


123.  This  discussion  has  been  rewritten.  See  Chapter  3. 1.1. 4, 
page  247,  Alaska  Volume. 

124.  Not  changed.  Statement  considered  correct. 

125.  Not  changed.  Statement  considered  correct. 

126.  This  statement  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter  3.1. 1-6,  page 
246,  Alaska  Volume. 

127.  Same  as  0126. 

128.  Not  changed.  This  statement  refers  to  collection  of  snow 
along  stream  courses  where  willow  is  found.  Under  "worst- 
case"  conditions  this  can  happen. 

129.  Not  changed.  There  will  be  a  change  in  drainage  pattern 
if  project  is  constructed  as  proposed. 

130.  This  has  been  changed  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  page  267,  Alaska 
Volume. 

131.  Not  changed.  A  change  from  the  natural  plant  communities 
will  occur. 

132.  Same  as  // 1 2 6 .  See  Chapter  3. 1.1-6,  pag3  267,  Alaska  Volume. 

133.  Not  changed.  The  potential  for  pollution  is  believed  to 
exist. 

134.  This  has  been  changed  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  pages  267  and 
268,  Alaska  Volume. 

135.  Not  changed.  Under  "worst-case"  conditions  this  could  occur. 


136. 

Same  as  #135. 

159. 

137. 

Same  as  #135. 

160. 

138. 

This  statement  has  been  deleted. 

139. 

This  statement  has  been  deleted. 

161. 

140. 

Same  as  #138. 

162. 

141. 

Same  as  Ik 138. 

142. 

The  discussion  of  revegitation  has  been  revised.  See  Chapter 

4. 1.1-6,  page  379,  Alaska  Volume. 

163. 

164. 

143. 

Same  as  II 142. 

165. 

144. 

Same  as  #142. 

145. 

Same  as  # 142. 

166. 

146. 

Same  as  #142. 

167. 

147. 

Same  as  #142. 

168. 

148. 

Same  as  #142. 

169. 

149. 

Same  as  #142. 

170. 

150. 

Same  as  #142. 

171. 

151. 

Same  as  #142. 

172. 

152. 

Same  as  #142. 

173. 

153. 

No  response  required. 

174. 

154. 

This  statement  was  revised  but  the  change  was  inadvertently 

175. 

omitted  from  the  FEIS. 

176. 

155. 

Not  changed.  Based  on  the  information  provided  in  the  March, 

1975  Report  we  concluded  this  statement  was  valid.  We  did 

177. 

not  receive  a  copy  of  the  December,  1975  Report. 

178. 

156. 

The  discussion  of  Air  and  Water  Quality  was  rewritten  in 
the  Final  EIS.  See  Chapter  6. 1.1-2,  page  429,  Alaska  Volume. 

179. 

157. 

Same  as  #156. 

180. 

158. 

Not  changed.  We  do  not  have  substantiating  evidence  to 
supprt  this  comment. 

181. 

Not  changed.  There  are  too  many  unknown  factors  involved 
to  substantiate  this  generalization. 

Not  changed.  This  statement  should  have  been  revised  but 
was  overlooked  in  the  revision. 

This  statement  was  deleted  and  this  discussion  rewritten. 

See  Chapter  8.1.14,  page  587,  Alaska  Volume. 

Comments  noted.  The  section  has  been  revised,  shortened 
and  updated  with  current  information. 

This  statement  has  been  deleted  -  see  page  2,  Alaska  Volume. 

This  point  has  been  included  in  the  final  statement. 

Not  changed.  Comment  considered  but  did  not  provide  basis 
for  change. 

Noted  -  no  change  required. 

This  has  been  noted  in  the  final  chapter,  page  211,  Alaska  Volume. 

These  have  been  deleted  from  the  final  statement. 

These  have  been  deleted  from  the  final  statement. 

This  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  statement. 

This  section  has  been  revised,  pages  320-338,  Alaska  Volume. 

This  section  has  been  revised,  pages  320-338,  Alaska  Volume. 

This  section  has  been  revised,  pages  320-338,  Alaska  Volume. 

Revised  -  see  page  13,  Alaska  Volume. 

This  has  been  changed  -  see  page  29,  Alaska  Volume. 

This  has  been  eliminated  from  the  final  statement. 

No  change.  Statement  is  considered  correct. 

This  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  statement. 

This  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  statement. 

This  has  been  modified  in  the  final  impact  statement  -  see 
page  231,  Alaska  Volume. 

This  has  been  deleted  from  final  impact  statement. 
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182.  The  discussion  on  snow  roads  have  been  changed  -  refer  to  page 
234  and  235,  Alaska  Volume. 

183.  The  final  impact  statement  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this 
comment  -  see  page  233,  Alaska  Volume. 

184.  The  final  impact  statement  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this 
comment  -  see  page  233,  Alaska  Volume. 

185.  We  agree  that  many  snow  roads  have  been  properly  constructed, 
but  there  are  others  that  were  not  and  damage  resulted. 

186.  No  change.  This  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  final 
impact  statement,  but  there  still  is  evidence  that  ponding 
and  diversion  of  water  along  the  ditch  can  occur. 

187.  No  change.  We  agree  with  stated  results  of  the  Inuvik  snow 
road  test,  but  tests  have  not  been  made  on  areas  of  wind  swept 
arctic  tundra. 

188.  No  change.  We  agree  with  stated  results  of  the  Inuvik  snow 
road  test,  but  tests  have  not  been  made  on  areas  of  wind  swept 
arctic  tundra. 

190.  Based  upon  data  submitted,  this  passage  has  been  deleted  from 
the  final  statement. 

191.  Changes  have  been  made  in  the  final  statement  -  see  page  236, 
Alaska  Volume. 


192. 

Text  changed 
Volume. 

in 

final 

statement  -  see 

pages 

237 

to 

242 

,  Alaska 

193. 

Text  changed 
Volume. 

in 

final 

statement  -  see 

pages 

237 

to 

242 

,  Alaska 

194. 

Text  changed 
Volume. 

in 

final 

statement  -  see 

pages 

237 

to 

242 

,  Alaska 

195. 

Text  changed 
Volume . 

in 

f  inal 

statement  -  see 

pages 

237 

to 

242 

,  Alaska 

196. 

Text  changed 
Volume. 

in 

final 

statement  -  see 

pages 

237 

to 

242 

,  Alaska 

197. 

Without  specific  data  to  show  otherwise,  this  part 
statement  has  not  been  changed. 

of  1 

the  final 

198.  The  correction  of  the  term  "active  layer"  was  inadvertently  not 
made  in  the  final  impact  statement. 

199.  This  has  been  changed  In  the  final  statement  on  page  242,  Alaska 
Volume. 


220.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

221.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

222.  No  change  needed  in  text. 

223.  This  has  been  changed  to  reflect  comment  on  page  293, 

Alaska  Volume. 

224.  This  comment  has  been  reflected  in  the  Final  EIS  on  page 
293,  Alaska  Volume. 

225.  The  section  on  impact  on  income  to  the  State  of  Alaska  has 
been  revised  in  the  Final  EIS  and  can  be  found  on  page  295, 
Alaska  Volume. 

226.  This  section  has  been  revised  from  the  draft  text.  See 
page  295,  Alaska  Volume. 

227.  No  change.  These  considerations  need  to  be  a  part  of  the 
overall  analysis. 

228.  No  change.  Outside  influences  have  sociological  impacts 
upon  decisions  as  well  as  changes  in  the  natural  environment. 

229.  This  comment  was  considered,  but  changes  were  not  included 
in  the  Final  EIS. 

230.  Information  concerning  the  housing  impact  in  Kaktovik  is 
listed  in  the  Final  EIS. 

231.  This  section  has  been  modified  and  expanded  in  the  Final  EIS, 
page  298,  Alaska  Volume. 

232.  The  Final  EIS  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this  comment  on  page 
299,  Alaska  Volume. 

233.  The  Final  EIS  does  not  reflect  the  intent  of  closure,  but  only 
points  out  the  impacts  d^f  the  airstrips  are  available  for 
public  use.  No  change. 

234.  The  fact  that  it  is  probable  that  changes  will  occur  in 
subsistence  life  styles  over  time  has  been  included  in  the 

Final  EIS  on  page  302,  Alaska  Volume. 

235.  The  fact  that  it  is  probable  that  changes  will  occur  in 
subsistence  life  styles  over  time  has  been  included  in  the 
Final  EIS  on  page  302,  Alaska  Volume. 


200.  This  has  been  changed  in  the  final  statement  on  pages  242  and 
243,  Alaska  Volume. 

201.  This  has  been  changed  -  see  page  243,  Alaska  Volume. 

202.  Some  changes  were  made  on  the  basis  of  these  comments  -  see 
pages  243  to  246,  Alaska  Volume. 

203.  This  has  been  changed  in  the  Final  EIS  -  see  page  250, 

Alaskan  Volume. 

204.  This  statement  has  been  modified  in  view  of  this  comment  -  see 
page  250,  Alaska  Volume. 

205.  This  figure  is  used  to  depict  schematically  the  process  rather 
than  to  identify  the  actual  depth.  The  caption  has  been  changed. 

206.  Changed. 

207.  No  change  has  been  made  in  text  of  Final  EIS. 

208.  This  has  been  changed  in  the  Final  EIS  to  read  as  much  — "as 
20  feet."  See  page  257,  Alaska  Volume. 

209.  No  change  in  text  needed. 

210.  We  agree  with  this  comment.  No  change  needed  in  text. 

211.  This  comment  is  answered  on  page  366  of  the  Final  EIS. 

212.  The  section  on  mitigation  of  impacts  on  slope  stability  has 
been  rewritten.  See  pages  367  to  369  of  Final  EIS. 

213.  Changes  have  been  made  in  the  Final  EIS  on  pages  369  and 
370,  Alaska  Volume. 

214.  This  is  the  definition  used  in  the  impact  statement  -  that  is  the 
reason  for  the  glossary  of  terms. 

215.  The  statement  is  considered  adequate  as  presented  and  does  not 
require  further  elaboration. 

216.  No  change  needed  since  the  subject  is  covered  adequately. 

217.  Changes  were  not  made  in  the  Final  EIS  due  to  oversight  during 
the  preparation  process. 

218.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  impact  statement. 

219.  We  agree  with  this  comment.  Change  in  the  text  was  made  to 
identify  additional  costs  due  to  transportation.  See  page  174. 


236.  The  impact  statement  is  written  to  define  the  impacts  expected 
if  the  project  is  constructed.  The  comments  offered  do  not 
indicate  that  the  impacts  set  forth  will  not  occur.  Therefore, 
little  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS  as  a  result  of  these 
comments.  The  reference  to  total  destruction  of  the  Porcupine 
Caribou  Herd  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

237.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

238.  Discussion  was  revised  in  Final  EIS.  The  use  of  the  term 
"wilderness"  in  lower  case  is  a  descriptive  term  which  means 
substantially  unaltered  by  human  habitation  or  man-made 
facilities  such  as  roads,  buildings,  farms,  etc. 

We  have  noted  in  the  Final  EIS  that  the  Applicant  is  consid¬ 
ering  the  use  of  a  satellite  communication  system.  The  impacts 
listed  in  the  statement  are  identified  as  "worst  case"  con¬ 
ditions  . 

239.  Changes  have  been  made  in  the  section  on  archeological  values 
by  elimination  of  certain  portions  contained  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

240.  No  change.  The  impacts  stated  are  on  the  basis  of  "worst 
case"  conditions. 

241.  Changes.  The  proposed  discussion  would  relate  to  other  areas 
than  in  Alaska.  The  section  on  air  quality  has  been  changed 
in  the  Final  EIS. 

242.  The  summary  impact  matrix  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

243.  This  section  has  been  revised.  See  page  396,  Alaska  Volume. 

244.  The  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

245.  This  comment  has  been  included  in  the  Final  EIS,  pages  396-398, 
Alaska  Volume. 

246.  No  change  needed. 

247.  See  page  398  for  changes  made,  Alaska  Volume. 

248.  This  has  been  reflected  in  the  Final  EIS  on  page  399,  Alaska 
Volume. 

249.  The  final  EIS  identifies  that  the  Applicant  will  consult  with 
land  use  planning  agencies,  page  399,  Alaska  Volume. 

250.  This  comment  has  been  included  in  the  final  EIS  on  page  424, 
Alaska  Volume. 

251.  No  change.  Unless  impacts  can  be  mitigated,  they  are  considered 
to  be  unavoidable. 
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252. 

253. 

254. 

255. 

256. 

257. 

258. 

259. 

260. 
261. 
262. 

263. 

264. 

265. 

266. 

267. 

268. 

269. 

270. 

271. 

272. 

273. 


No  change.  Unless  impacts  can  be  mitigated,  they  are  considered 
to  be  unavoidable. 

Text  in  the  Final  EIS  changed  to  reflect  this  comment  -  see 
page  431,  Alaska  Volume. 

Reference  to  the  total  number  of  housing  units  has  been 
deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

No  further  comment  needed. 

We  agree  that  subsistence  activities  are  often  carried  on 
at  the  same  time  as  cash  jobs  due  to  cultural  ties.  Text 
in  Final  EIS  changed  slightly,  page  441,  Alaska  Volume. 

This  has  been  corrected  in  the  Final  EIS,  page  102,  Alaska 
Volume. 


See  response  to  comment  No.  181. 

See  response  to  Comment  No.  182. 

No  change  required.  Statement  was  correct  in  the  Draft  EIS. 

See  response  to  comment  No.  203. 

This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

This  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

This  has  been  changed  to  reflect  comment,  page  309,  Alaska 
Volume. 

No  change  needed  in  text.  Text  reflects  the  location  of 
energy  repair  equipment  at  all  compressor  station  sites. 

This  has  been  eliminated  from  the  Final  EIS. 

This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

A  statement  has  been  added  on  page  10  to  indicate  the  Appli¬ 
cant  is  considering  use  of  satellite  communication  system. 

This  comment  has  been  included  on  page  279,  Alaska  Volume. 

This  has  been  deleted. 


274.  No  change.  Reports  on  sewage  handling  and  disposal  prepared 
by  Associative  Engineering  were  reviewed  prior  to  preparing 
the  final  EIS. 

275.  This  comment  was  considered  in  preparing  the  Final  EIS,  but 
change  was  not  made  in  the  statement  because  impacts  are 
based  on  "worst-case"  conditions. 

276.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

277.  This  statement  is  considered  to  be  accurate  as  presented  in 
the  draft.  No  change. 

278.  This  has  been  changed  in  the  Final  EIS  on  page  62,  Alaska 
Volume. 

279.  The  Final  EIS  has  been  revised,  page  115-121,  Alaska  Volume. 

280.  This  has  been  added  to  the  Final  EIS,  page  131,  Alaska  Volume. 

281.  No  change  needed  in  text. 

282.  This  paragraph  has  been  changed  in  the  Final  EIS  and  appears 
on  page  262. 

283.  This  comment  has  been  considered  in  the  Final  EIS,  but  changes 
were  not  made  to  reflect  the  ongoing  studies  by  the  Applicant. 

284.  These  studies  are  recognized  on  pages  385  and  386  of  the  Final 
EIS. 

285.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

286.  The  section  on  caribou  has  been  revised  in  the  Final  EIS. 

287.  This  comment  was  considered,  but  reference  was  left  in  Final 
EIS  to  reflect  "worst-case"  conditions. 

288.  Refer  to  earlier  response  to  this  comment. 

289.  Refer  to  response  to  comment  No.  162. 

290.  This  section  was  rewritten  for  the  Final  EIS,  pages  316-319, 
Alaska  Volume. 

291  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  air  quality  section. 

292.  This  change  was  not  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

293.  The  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

294.  This  has  been  changed  to  30  years.  See  page  432,  Alaska  Volume. 


295.  Correction  has  been  made  in  Final  EIS  on  page  433,  Alaska 
Volume. 

296.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

297.  Changed  in  Final  EIS. 

298.  The  reference  to  the  coastal  alternative  used  in  this  comment 
refers  to  the  conclusion  reached  by  studies  made  in  1973. 

This  environmental  impact  statement  makes  no  such  conclusion, 
but  only  identifies  impacts. 

The  task  force  does  not  share  the  view  of  the  Applicant  that 
the  prime  route  meets  all  locational  factors  in  Alaska. 

299.  The  Final  EIS  has  been  changed  as  a  result  of  this  comment 

as  well  as  comments  from  other  sources.  The  revision  include 
new  ideas  such  as  near  shore  construction  during  the  winter 
from  the  ice  surface  and  the  possibility  of  double  lines  to 
eliminate  need  for  compressor  stations  onshore. 

The  comment  concerning  the  prime  route's  impact  on  the  unique 
areas  were  covered  in  prior  responses.  The  same  is  true  re¬ 
garding  comments  on  wildlife,  wilderness,  and  subsistence. 

300.  As  indicated  under  the  General  Comments,  the  report  of  the  BLM 
Division  of  Pipeline  is  available  for  obtaining  more  informa¬ 
tion.  It  can  be  reviewed  at  the  resource  library  at  the  Alaska 
State  Office  of  BLM  in  Anchorage.  The  Applicant  is  referred  to 
Volume  1,  Overview  for  a  Better  Comparison  of  Pipeline  Systems 
Analysis. 

301.  In  reference  to  comments  on  wildfire,  refer  to  the  Final  EIS 
on  page  531  for  the  revision  made. 

On  page  503,  it  is  mentioned  that  the  Canning  River  Option 
crosses  part  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range. 

Changes  in  the  final  statement  reflect  many  of  the  comments. 

302.  The  construction  costs  are  used  based  on  the  best  available 
information  at  hand  at  the  time.  It  is  true  that  cost  esti¬ 
mates  rise  as  time  passes  and  more  detailed  planning  could 
be  completed. 

303.  Comment  noted.  No  additional  response  required. 

304.  Comment  noted.  No  additional  response  required. 

305.  Comment  noted.  No  additional  response  required. 


306.  This  paragraph  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

307.  This  comment  has  been  included  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  page  319, 

Alaska  Volume. 

308.  This  has  been  revised  -  see  page  321  of  the  Final  EIS. 

309.  Reference  to  this  table  has  been  changed,  refers  to  page  324, 

Alaska  Volume. 

310.  The  entire  section  on  noise  has  been  revised.  The  statements  referred 
to  have  been  eliminated  entirely. 

311.  This  has  been  changed  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  pages  827  of  the 
Final  EIS. 


426 


COMMENTS  OF  THE  ARCTIC  GAS  PROJECT  COMPANIES 
RELATIVE  TO  PART  VI  (ALTERNATIVES)  OF  THE 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  OF 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 


Dated  at  Washington,  D.  C. , 
this  28th  day  of  October,  1975 


-2- 


I  regret  the  volume  of  these  comments.  In  our  appli¬ 
cations  to  the  Department,  as  well  as  to  the  Federal  Power  Com¬ 
mission,  we  were  faced  with  the  difficult  job  of  paring  down 
six  years  (now  almost  7*5)  of  research  and  study,  to  present  a 
comprehensible  and  manageable  body  of  information.  In  the  bio¬ 
logical  area,  we  tried  to  solve  it  by  producing  our  Biological 
Report  Series:  a  34-volume  (and  still  climbing)  set  of  incredibly 
detailed  studies  upon  which  much  of  our  environmentally  related 
planning  has  been  based.  We  made  these  available  to  the  EIS 
staff,  as  well  as  a  number  of  other  backup  reports  in  engineer¬ 
ing  and  other  areas,  when  asked  questions  on  a  topic.  Thus,  our 
applications  and  supporting  exhibits  were  substantial,  but  not 
monumental,  in  bulk,  but  were  supplemented  by  "backup"  documents. 

However,  we  now  find  some  claims  of  insufficient  detail, 
relative  to  some  areas,  so  we  must  now  provide  further  summaries 
of  our  detailed  work,  which  accounts  for  much  of  the  bulk  of 
these  comments.  Multiple  backup  reports  listed  on  the  attached 
page  are  also  submitted  herewith. 

We,  of  course,  stand  ready  to  amplify  upon  any  points 
made,  either  in  further  written  submissions  or  orally. 

The  here  submitted  comments  deal  with  Parts  I,  II, 

III,  VI  and  VII  of  the  EIS.  The  comments  on  Parts  I  and  VI  are 
made  jointly  with  our  three  companion  applicants.  Those  com¬ 
panion  applicants,  for  pipelines  in  the  "contiguous  United  States", 
will  deal  separately  with  Parts  IV  and  V.  Those  companies  are: 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  -  Part  V 

Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Alaska)  -  Part  IV 

Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  -  Part  IV 

In  addition,  we  here  submit,  on  behalf  of  the  four 
companies  named  above,  comments  relative  to  the  "Executive 
Highlights"  volume  issued.  They  consist  of  a  two-page  general 
commentary,  followed  by  (pages  3-24)  a  revised  version  of  the 
original  text  (proposed  deletions  are  crossed  off,  proposed 
new  language  is  underlined) . 

As  noted  in  the  general  commentary,  a  summary  such  as 
the  "Executive  Highlights"  inevitably  badly  distorts  the  full 
"Statement",  in  compression.  Accordingly,  we  believe  there 
should  not  be  an  "Executive  Highlights"  and  urge  it  be  abandoned. 

If  not,  however,  it  should  be  changed  as  proposed. 

The  same  is  true  of  Part  I  -  Overview,  albeit  to  a 
lesser  extent.  It  too  compresses  and  distorts,  and  should  be 
abandoned.  We  submit  comments  on  it,  too  (but  not  a  redraft 
however) . 


Aiaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
Washington  Office  Suite  230  1730  Pennsylvania  Ave.N  W 
Washington. 0  C. 20006 
202  3310933 

William  W  Brackett  Vice  Chairman 


October  28,  1975 


The  Honorable  William  Lyons 
Deputy  Under  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Interior 
C.  St.  bet  18th  &  19th  N.W. 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Re :  Attached  Comments  of  Arctic  Gas  Project  companies  relative 

to  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  United  States 

Department  of  Interior  regarding  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Trans¬ 

portation  System". 


Dear  Mr.  Lyons, 

In  supplementation  of  its  comments  delivered  orally 
at  the  hearing  held  relative  to  the  above  referenced  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS),  I  here  submit,  on  behalf 
of  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company  and  other  companies  of 
the  Arctic  Gas  Project,  which  is  the  subject  of  a  substantial 
portion  of  that  EIS,  multiple  copies  of  written  comments  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  EIS.  It  is  hopeful  that  these  comments  will  be 
useful  to  your  staff  in  making  the  corrections  and  amplifica¬ 
tions  required  to  produce  an  adequate  Final  EIS. 

In  basic  summary,  we  believe  that  the  standard  and 
research  information  available  establishes  that  the  very  limited 
number  of  significant  defects  or  apprehensions  of  significant 
deficiencies  suggested  in  the  EIS  relative  to  the  Arctic  Gas 
Project  are  not  well  founded  in  fact,  as  we  will  show  in  the 
comments.  The  required  corrections  indicated  thereby,  in  com¬ 
bination  with  the  basic  work  of  the  EIS,  demonstrate,  we  submit, 
that  the  natural  gas  pipeline  system  proposed  by  the  members  of 
the  Arctic  Gas  Project  can  be  constructed  and  operated  in  a  man¬ 
ner  fully  protective  of  the  environment,  while  helping  to  bring 
the  huge  natural  gas  resources  of  northern  Alaska  to  the  market 
areas  which  so  badly  need  that  gas,  to  replace  uncertain  supplies 
of  overseas  energy,  which  is  far  less  desirable  environmentally. 
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Some  explanation  of  the  organization  of  the  comments 
submitted  herewith  may  be  helpful  to  you  and  your  colleagues. 

The  Part  I  comments,  following  the  introduction, 
proceed  in  page  number  order.  Since  the  DEIS  is  repetitious, 
the  comments  are  too,  to  some  extent,  although  we  have  not 
always  repeated  comments  each  time  they  are  germane.  Further, 
since  the  Part  I  "Overview",  and  the  other  "Parts"  (as  well  as 
the  "Executive  Highlights")  substantially  overlap  and  duplicate, 
we  sometimes  repeat  in  our  comments,  but  sometimes  not,  as 
exhaustion  set  in. 

The  comments  relative  to  Parts  II  and  III  are  in 
somewhat  different  form.  The  "Introduction"  to  the  Part  II 
and  III  comments  is  again  intended  to  give  an  overview,  to 
note  omissions,  and  instances  of  less  or  more  than  justified 
emphases,  and  to  comment  generally  on  the  EIS. 

Second,  the  basic  organization  of  the  "Detailed 
Comments"  to  Parts  II  and  III  is  by  "Part"  of  the  EIS;  with 
groupings  by  subject  matter  as  subdividions  of  the  comments  on 
each  Part  (Such  as  Part  II-Caribou  Comments;  Part  Ill-Operations 
and  Maintenance  Comments,  etc.)  A  summary  of  each  subject  group¬ 
ing  is  followed  by  page-by-page  comments  relative  to  each  subject. 

Finally,  we  have  been  made  aware  of  a  report  dated 
March  15,  1975  by  "The  Aerospace  Corporation",  entitled  "Arctic 
Gas  Pipeline  Project,  Alaska  Arctic  Pipeline  Geotechnic  Evalua¬ 
tion,  Applicant:  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  apparently 
prepared  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  the  Interior.  We  find  that  some  of  the  points  made  in  that 
report  have  been  carried  forward  into  the  EIS.  We  have  there¬ 
fore  found  it  necessary  to  comment  upon  that  "Aerospace"  Report 
too,  in  an  appendix  to  the  comments  submitted  here. 

Please  do  not  hesitate  to  be  in  touch  with  me,  or,  in 
my  absence,  with  Mr.  James  R.  Lowe  of  this  office,  if  we  can  be 
of  further  assistance. 

Very  truly  yours, 

/i  * 

William  W.  Brackett 

Enc . 
jcu 

cc:  Mr.  R.  Koenings 


427 


PART  VI  -  ALTERNATIVES 


PART  VI  -  ALTERNATIVES 


Fore ward 


„  .u  „  The  lowing  comments  relative  to  Part  VI,  ALTERNATIVES 
‘iointlv^ hv ft  f""ron,nental  1">P»ct  statement  (DEIS)  are  submitted  ' 
?  1  ,b>'  the  fouy  applicants  to  the  Department  of  Interior  for 

are' t~0f~Way  Permits  to  construct  the  "Arctic  Gas  Project."  They 


Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic) 
Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company 
Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 


relative  In  Part T  Partles  are  als°  filing  Joint  comments 
HivhlJvhta"  V  '  °^ervle*’  of  such  DEIS,  and  to  the  "Executive 
and  VT?h  N  rthlumen  Wl!lIe  Alaskan  Arctic  is  commenting  on  Parts  II  Ur 
and  VII,  Northern  Border  on  Part  V,  and  Interstate  and  Pacific  ’ 

intrnHn^ratei^’  °n  Part  IV-  Reference  is  also  made  to  the 
to  y  dlacusslons  of  certain  of  those  parties,  in  preface 

to  their  comments  on  such  Parts.  H 


Part  VI  of  the  DEIS  deals  with  conceivable  alternatives 
to  the  proposed  natural  gas  pipeline  system  of  Arctic  Gas.  In 
reality,  however,  there  simply  is  no  alternative  to  the  prompt 
delivery  of  the  Arctic  gas  to  markets  in  the  lower  48  of  the 
United  States,  in  light  of  the  serious  energy  crisis  presently 
facing  the  Nation.  Our  country  needs  every  source  of  energy 
it  can  reasonably  and  prudently  develop  in  the  foreseeable  future, 
both  from  the  standpoint  of  national  and  international  security, 
and  to  retain  and  improve,  for  this  and  future  generations,  our 
standard  of  living.  The  supply  of  United  States  gas  here  involved 
offers  the  largest,  cheapest  and  most  readily  available  source 
of  energy  to  interstate  markets.  This  project  not  only  promises 
to  make  additional  gas  supplies  available  from  the  United  States, 
but  also  to  help  maintain  existing  imports  from  Canada,  since 
it  will  permit  current  development  of  the  Mackenzie  Delta  reserves. 
Certainly,  no  project  on  the  horizon  can  offer  an  alternative 
to  this  promise.  The  alternative  of  not  developing  these  gas 
supplies  now  would  produce  a  worsening  of  an  already  critical 
gas  supply  situation,  with  attendant  burden  to  our  citizens, 
including  increased  reliance  on  foreign  oil,  where  substitution 
is  possible.  This  is  the  only  real  alternative. 

The  alleged  alternatives  include  such  logically  possible 
(but  not  realistic)  steps  as  use  of  other  domestic  fuels.  They 
also  include  use  of  imported  fuels  which  may  be  possible  but  is 
undesirable  from  an  economic  and  geo-political  point  of  view. 

Such  alternatives  also  include  use  of  another  route  for  a  gas  pipe¬ 
line  to  transport  Alaskan  Arctic  gas  to  the  lower  48  states,  or 
for  systems  of  transportation  distinct  from  an  all  land  pipeline. 
Finally,  a  deferral  option  is  noted,  which  is  correctly  stated  to 
lead,  somewhat  later,  to  a  choice  of  one  of  the  other  "options". 


ALTERNATIVE  ROUTES 

Since  Part  VI  of  the  DEIS  spends  only  about  twenty  odd 
pages  on  alternative  routes  for  a  land  pipeline  (VI  403-427), 
this  subject  will  be  discussed  here  only  generally,  and  in  more 
detail  in  comments  relative  to  Parts  II,  III,  IV  and  V.  First, 
it  must  be  noted  that  of  the  four  alternative  routes  in  Alaska’and 
Canada  discussed  extensively  by  Alaskan  Arctic  (Offshore,  Interior, 
Fort  Yukon  and  Fairbanks  Corridors),  the  DEIS  appears  to  agree 
with  the  Arctic  Gas  evaluation  as  to  the  first  three.  The  Offshore 
route  is  not  technologically  desirable,  at  this  time,  because  of 
tne  possibility  of  outage,  including  by  reason  of  ice  scours,  with 
repair  impossible  for  substantial  periods  of  the  year. 


No  one  seems  to  feel  the  "Fort  Yukon"  route  to  be 
desirable,  since  it  crosses  the  Yukon  Flats  (an  important 
wildlife  area),  is  lengthy,  and  very  expensive.  The  "interior" 
route  also  seems  not  to  be  favored,  since  it  crosses  difficult 
terrain,  has  a  potential  for  greater  impact  on  wildlife  and 
is  like  the  Fort  Yukon  route,  longer  and  substantially  more  ex¬ 
pensive  than  the  Prime  Route. 

The  DEIS  also  discusses  a  route  which,  like  the  Prime 
Route,  is  on  the  coastal  plain,  but  lies  closer  to  the  coast  of 
the  Arctic  Ocean  than  the  Prime  Route.  Arctic  Gas  has  long 
considered  that  route  to  be  feasible,  but  study  has  indicated 
it  is  a  variant  of  the  Prime  Route,  rather  than  a  separate  route. 
It  is  somewhat  longer  than  the  Prime  Route  (about  '9  miles)  and 
somewhat  more  expensive  for  that  reason.  It  would  cross  the 
streams  draining  northward  into  the  Arctic  Ocean  nearer  the  coast 
than  the  Prime  Route,  and  thus  at  a  point  where  those  streams 
are  more  broad.  Accordingly,  Arctic  Gas  has  not  considered  such 
variant  to  be  clearly  more  desirable  than  its  Prime  Route,  from 
engineering ,  cost  or  environmental  points  of  view. 

Finally,  the  Fairbanks  Corridor  has  received  very 
substant i a  1  attent ion  and  favor  from  some  "environmental  groups." 
That  route  is  considered  more  fully  elsewhere  in  these  comments, 
but  will  be  treated  here  briefly  for  purposes  of  completeness. 


That  judgment  is  concurred  in.  from  a  botanical  point 
of  view,  by  Mr.  D.  L.  Dabbs,  of  the  firm  of  R.  M.  Hardy 
&  Associates  Ltd.,  a  distinguished  plant  expert,  whose  opinion 
it  is  that  the  impact  of  the  Fairbanks  route  on  soils  and 
vegetation  is  greater  than  that  of  the  Prime  Route.  "If  the 
impact  on  soils  and  vegetation  per  mile  of  pipeline  is  the  same 
for  both  routes,  then  the  Fairbanks  route  will  have  the  greater 
impact  because  of  its  greater  length.  However,  the  impact  per 
mile  of  pipeline  is  not  the  same,  as  the  Fairbanks  route  will  require 
a  new  right-of-way  even  if  it  parallels  existing  facilities 
and  is  through  largely  forested  country.  Removal  of  trees  from 
the  right-of-way  represents  a  greater  impact  on  vegetation  than 
a  properly  constructed  pipeline  across  tundra  (assuming  all 
Arctic  Gas  drainage  and  erosion  control  plans  will  be  implemented 
and  carefully  monitored).  Therefore,  the  impact  of  the  Fairbanks 
corridor  on  vegetation  will  be  much  greater  than  the  Prime 
Route."  Further,  Mr.  R.  D.  Jakimchuk,  President  of  Renewable 
Resources  Consulting  Services  Ltd.  has  stated  that  "the  longer 
routing  of  the  Fairbanks  Corridor  will  cause  more  extensive 
topographic  modification  and  since  more  blasting  and  grading  for 
right-of-way  preparation  will  be  required  through  the  mountains, 
these  modifications  will  also  be  greater  or  more  visible  on  the 
corridor  than  on  the  coastal  route."  Moreover,  there  is  a 
"likelihood  of  greater  effect  on  wildlife  with  repeated  dis¬ 
turbance  in  the  Fairbanks  Corridor." 


The  Fairbanks  Corridor  has  the  superficial  appearance 
of  following  disturbed  areas,"  and  thus  offering  little  addi¬ 
tional  impact.  Tn  fact,  however,  the  Fairbanks  Corridor  is  less 
desirabie  environmentally  than  the  Prime  Route,  is  also  more 
difficult  from  a  design  and  construction  point  of  view,  and  is 
very  substantially  more  expensive  for  consumers.  The  latter 
point  is  quite  clear:  it  is  a  function  of  the  greater  length 
of  the  route,  and  of  the  more  difficult  terrain.  Arctic  Gas 
computed  the  cost  of  such  route  in  1973  dollars,  in  its  environ¬ 
mental  report  to  the  Department  of  Interior  and  Federal  Power 
Commission  (Chapter  V,  Alternatives,  Table  5-1)  at  $2.4  billion 
more  expensive  than  the  Prime  Route.  Since  then,  cost  estimates 
have  increased  and  the  differential  widened  somewhat. 

The  construction  difficulties  are  obvious:  the  Fairbanks 
Corridor  passes  through  the  Brooks  Mountain  Range,  which  poses 
several  engineering  problems,  and  also  requires  extra  construction 

ramtffratfnw«S  len8th'  This  length,  however,  also  has  environmental 
ramifications,  as  does  the  routing.  There  could  be  no  more  authori- 

Routeeandm?hI1r°n  kf  ^hePot^atlaJenviro omental  impacts  of  the  Prime 
Route  and  the  Fairbanks  Corridor  than  the  direct  testimony  and  cross- 
examination  before  the  FPC  of  Dr.  A.W.F.  Banfield,  a  zoologist  " 

ierew?^10naA  3  '  '  C°Pie5  of  that  testimony  are  submitted 

herewith  as  Appendix  "A".  Dr.  Banfield  concluded,  after  extensive 
3nd.",a">'  discussions  with  other  environmental  consultants 
hired  by  Arctic  Gas,  that  on  balance  and  after  weighing  the  various 

JhPactS  Jh\total  Probable  impact  of  the  Prime  Route  is 
less  than  the  Fairbanks  Corridor. 


It  must  be  recognized  that  although  the  Fairbanks  Corridor 
route  would  run  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  Trans-Alaska 
oil  pipeline  which  is  now  under  construction,  it  deviates  from 
it  by  substantial  distances  at  many  places  and  is  never  on  the 
same  right -of-w*y ,  even  before  it  swings  to  the  east  and  totally 
leaves  the  "oil  corridor.”  (This  is  also  true  of  the  pipeline 
which  would  carry  North  Slope  gas  to  the  south  coast  of  Alaska 
to  be  liquefied  for  tanker  shipment,  as  discussed  in  Volume  II 
of  Part  VI  of  the  DEIS,  and  commented  on  below.  That  pipeline  also 
is  planned  to  be  significant  distances  away  from  the  oil  line, 
and  then  deviates  greatly  at  the  south  end  on  its  way  to  a 
different  port  area). 

Whether  it  is  environmentally  preferable  to  have  two 
pipelines  adjacent,  or  more  widely  separated,  is  a  question  which 
seems  to  have  supporters  on  both  sides.  What  is  important  to 
note  here  is  that  none  of  the  alternatives  really  contemplate  adjacent 
pipelines,  so  that: 

(a)  If  adjacent  location  is  an  advantage,  it  is  not 
achieved  by  the  "alternatives",  which  thus  do  not  have  an  advantage 
over  the  Arctic  Gas  Prime  Route; 
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(b)  If  adjacent  location  is  a  disadvantage,  that 
is  not  produced  either  by  these  alternative  routes,  but  is  also 
not  produced  by  the  Prime  Route. 


The  same  point  is  true  of  the  relationship  of  the 
Fairbanks  route  and  the  Alaska  highway. 


In  summary,  the  Fairbanks  Corridor  would  be  less 
desirable  than  the  Prime  Route  environmentally,  and  a  pipeline 
there  would  be  tar  more  expensive  and  difficult  to  build. 


The  DEIS  also  discusses  several  alternative  routes  in 
Canada,  which  fall  into  two  categories: 

Routes  which  enter  Canada  south  of  the  Prime  Route 
(for  the  Interior,  Fort  Yukon  and  Fairbanks  routes)  and  allow 
the  mainline  to  stay  well  west  of  the  Prime  Route  in  the 
Territories  (Fort  Yukon  and  Fairbanks  routes),  and  are  joiner; 
by  the  Mackenzie  Delta  supply  line  at  or  to  the  southwest  of 
the  Prime  Route  .junction; 


(b)  Routes  which  are  joined  by  the  Alaskan  supply 
line  in  Canada  in  the  same  area  as  is  the  case  with  the  proposed 
Arctic  Gas  Prime  Route,  and  utilize  the  Mackenzie  River  corridor 
route,  but  then  lie  well  to  the  east  of  the  Prime  Route  through 
the  Canadian  Provinces. 


Each  of  the  routes  in  category  (a)  were  discussed  at 
length  by  Arctic  Gas  in  its  Environmental  Report  and  were  shown 
to  involve  no  environmental  advantage  in  Canada,  more  difficult 
logistics  in  construction  (in  part  because  of  the  distance  to 
the  Mackenzie  River),  mountain  construction,  and  more  pipeline 
miles  and  cost. 


The  category  (b)  routes  do  not  deviate  from  the 
Mackenzie  River  Corridor  but  lie  to  the  north  and  east  of  the 
proposed  route  in  the  Canadian  Provinces  and  of  the  Northern 
Border  proposed  route  in  the  United  States.  The  routes  are 
somewhat  longer  in  Canada.  The  Liard  River  -  Wolf  Lake  -  Emerson 
Corridor  parallels  existing  pipelines  less  than  the  Prime  Route  in  CanaH 
,  hat.?ore  in  the  United  States,  while  the  Edmonton-Rejfna  rou?e 
follows  an  oil  pipeline  part  way.  None  of  these  routes  was 
deemed  in  preliminary  analysis,  to  have  environmental  advantages 
over  the  Arctic  Gas  project,  and  therefore  were  not  studied 
further,  as  more  detailed  work  progressed  in  the  planning  of  the 
project. 


The  DEIS  discusses  six  alternative  routes  relative  to 
the  Northern  Border  Pipeline,  in  Part  V.  Three  of  the  alterna¬ 
tives,  Lines  1,  2,  and  3,  were  discussed  in  the  Northern  Border 
Environmental  Report  (NB-EIA)  and  Lines  4,  5,  and  6  are  discus¬ 
sed  in  the  DEIS  but  not  in  the  NB-EIA.  The  location  of  each 
alternative  is  described  relative  to  the  proposed  route.  A 
comparison  of  the  alternatives  is  presented  based  upon  the  fol¬ 
lowing  factors: 


(1) 

Length  of  route. 

(2) 

Avoidance  of  critical  areas. 

(3) 

Location  with  respect  to  delivery 
existing  utility  corridors. 

points 

and 

(4) 

Avoidance  of  urban  and  industrial 

areas  . 

(5) 

Potential  availability  to  serve  the 
industry . 

coal 

gas 

(6) 

Relationship  of  the  Northern  Border 
Canadian  alternative  routes. 

system  to 

Four  of  the  alternatives  originate  at  the  same  Monchy, 
Saskatchewan  border  crossing  point  as  Northern  Border.  The  re¬ 
maining  two  routes  would  enter  the  United  States  east  of  Monchy. 
It  should  be  noted  that  the  DEIS  mileage  comparison  for  the  eas¬ 
tern  alternative  routes  did  not  correctly  incorporate  the  addi¬ 
tional  length  of  pipeline  required  on  the  line  connecting  those 
eastern  alternatives  and  the  Kingsgate,  British  Columbia  crossing 
point . 

Although  the  DEIS  does  not  draw  a  conclusion  as  to  a 
preferable  route,  it  is  the  opinion  of  the  Applicant  that  the 
critical  feature  analysis  in  the  DEIS  report  substantially  sup¬ 
ports  the  selection  of  the  proposed  route  as  presented  in  Section 
8.3  of  the  NB-EIA. 


ALTERNATIVE  MODES 


Pages  3-402  of  Part  VI  discuss  a  variety  of  systems 
for  transporting  Arctic  gas  which  do  not  involve  an  all  land 
gas-phase  pipeline.  These  systems  were  studied  by  the  Arctic 
Gas  Project  and  discussed  in  Chapter  V  of  its  Environmental 
Report.  The  systems  all  involve  change  of  form  of  the  gas  to 
dense  phase  or  liquid  phase,  to  methanol  or  to  electricity, 
and  then  movement  by  pipeline  or  railroad,  boat  or  aircraft. 

Each  system  involves  a  larger  construction  time,  a  greater 
consumption  of  the  energy  in  the  transportation  process,  and 
higher  cost,  than  a  gas  phase  pipeline. 

In  environmental  terms,  the  DEIS  seems  to  conclude, 
correctly,  we  submit,  that  the  combined  environmental  impacts 
of  each  system  would  be  either  less  desirable  than  the  proposed 
Arctic  Gas  pipeline,  or  indeterm inen t  for  certain  of  the  less 
well  defined  "exotic"  systems.  This  conclusion  stems  in  part 
from  the  need  for  large  arctic  plants  to  achieve  the  change  of 
form  of  the  gas.  The  Arctic  Gas  Project  believes  that  the  DEIS, 
in  this  respect,  somewhat  understates  the  margin  of  environmental 
advantage  of  the  proposed  pipeline  system  -  in  part  because 
the  impacts  of  that  system  are  overstated,  as  is  described 
in  our  comments  relative  to  Parts  I,  II,  III.  IV  and  V  of  the 
DEIS  -  but  is  generally  basically  accurate  in  its  comparison. 

The  "alternative  mode"  of  the  Trans-Alaska  pipeline, 
in  combination  with  a  south  coast  of  Alaska  liquefaction  plant 
and  port,  and  tanker  transport  to  the  west  coast  of  the  lower 
48  states  (which  is  the  subject  of  Volume  II  of  Part  VI  of  the 
DEIS),  is  not  truly  an  "alternative"  to  the  proposed  system 
of  the  Arctic  Gas  'Project,  since  it  is  not  proposed  to  carry 
Canadian  Arctic  gas,  and  has  no  prospect  of  doing  so.  Accordingly, 
such  a  system  would  not  achieve  the  energy  supply  advantages 
to  both  the  United  States  and  Canada  which  the  Arctic  Gas 
Project  would  achieve  by  transport ing  Canadian  gas.  (This  advantage 
to  the  United  States  stems  from  the  ability  of  Canada,  if  it  gets 
access  to  its  arctic  reserves,  to  maintain  the  level  of  present 
exports  of  gas  to  the  United  States,  and  perhaps  increase  it). 
Economies  of  scale  made  possible  by  joint  flow  of  United  States 
and  Canadian  gas  would  also  not  be  achieved,  for  either  Nation. 

To  consider  an  "Alaskan  Only"  liquefaction  -  tanker 
proposal  to  be  an  "alternative",  there  needs  to  be  added,  a 
"Canadian  Only"  pipeline  system,  which  would  be  similar  to  the 
Arctic  Gas  Project  Canadian  portion,  less  the  Canadian  portion 
of  the  "Alaska  supply  line."  Such  a  Canadian  only  system  could 
not  be  built  in  the  same  time  frame  as  even  an  Alaska  only 
system.  This  would  produce  gas  supply  shortages  for  Canada, 
and  thus  for  the  United  States,  which  has  environmental,  as  well 


as  economic  and  social  consequences  for  both  nations.  But  the 
"Canadian  Only"  would  be  built  later,  and  thus  the  overall 
environmental  effect  would  be  that  of  the  two  separate  systems. 
In  effect,  the  Alaskan  supply  line  of  the  Arc  t  ic  Gas  Project 
in  Alaska  and  Canada  -  about  492  miles  of  pipe  (or,  to  be  more 
accurate,  the  part  of  it  which  is  not  needed  for  gas  gathering 
back  to  Prudhoe  Bay  and  the  Delta,  as  coastal  reserves  develop) 
would  be  replaced  with  the  entire  "Alaska  Only"  liquefaction  - 
tanker  system  (900  plus  miles  of  pipeline,  liquefaction  plant 
and  port,  tankers  and  California  port  and  regas i f icat ion  plant.) 
This  is  not  an  even  trade,  environmentally,  and  has  severe  econ¬ 
omic  disadvantages  to  both  nations. 

The  "Alaska  Only"  liquefaction  -  tanker  proposal  is 
fully  discussed  below. 


ALTERNATIVE  NATURAL  GAS  SOURCES 

Pages  17-69  of  Volume  1  of  Part  VI  summarizes  the 
critical  shortage  of  natural  gas  in  the  United  States,  and  the 
anticipated  worsening  of  the  shortage,  even  using  both  domestic 
and  imported  sources  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible,  and 
speculates  as  to  the  extent  that  deregulation  may  help  the 
situat ion . 

Arctic  Gas  submits  that  a  somewhat  greater  tone  of  urgency 
is  warranted,  and  the  conclusion  needs  to  be  more  explicitly 
drawn  that  increased  supplies  of  natural  gas  from  non-Alaskan 
sources  are  not,  realistically,  to  be  regarded  as  alternatives 
to  Alaskan  gas.  Instead,  they  are  needed  in  addition  to  Alaskan 
gas.  Since  the  United  States  has  little  hope  of  energy  self 
sufficiency  in  the  forseeable  future,  any  ’omestic  supply  will 
serve  to  displace  some  OPEC  oil,  basically  a  desirable  step. 

An  additional  point  to  be  emphasized  is  that  gas  has  unique 
advantages  over  other  energy  sources:  its  clean  burning 
properties,  ease  of  automatic  handling,  and  use  as  a  raw  material. 
Further,  there  is  an  economic  disincentive  to  change  away  from 
gas  by  many  because  of  the  heavy  investment  in  gas  using 
equipment.  We  submit  that  these  points  need  to  be  stressed 
more  in  the  final  EIS. 

Finally,  the  section  on  imports  of  gas  from  Canada 
should  explicitly  make  the  point  that  refusal  by  the  United 
States  to  allow  a  joint  Alaskan-Canad ian  gas  line  -  the  Arctic 
Gas  Project  -  would  mean  that  Canada's  access  to  its  arctic 
reserves  would  be  substantially  delayed,  and  that  will  mean 
that  Canadian  shortages  will  increase  greatly,  with  resultant 
more  heavy  cuts  in  exports  of  gas  to  the  United  States.  This 
is  a  point  of  the  highest  importance  to  the  Unite^  States,  in 
view  of  the  present  high  level  of  imports  from  Canada,  and  the 
high  level  of  reliance  of  some  sections  of  the  United  States 
on  Canadian  gas  supplies. 
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ALTERNATIVE  ENERGY  SOURCES 


Pages  69-311  of  Volume  I  of  Part  VI  contain  a  discussion 
ot  alternative"  energy  sources,  both  domestic  and  imported 
as  wel 1  as  of  conservation.  That  discussion  makes  clear 
overall,  that  greater  efforts  are  needed  to  make  those  "alterna¬ 
tives  a  reality,  or  more  of  a  factor,  but  that  none,  or  no 
combination  of  them,  constitutes  an  "alternative"  to  Alaskan 
natural  gas,  much  less  a  more  desirable  alternative  Each  are 
supplements,  needed  in  addition  to  Alaskan  gas  in  the  markets. 
That  conclusion  should,  we  submit,  be  drawn  explicitly  in  the 
final  EIS . 


Since  the  time  of  preparation  of  the  DEIS,  however,  flow 
assumptions  of  Canadian  Arctic  have  changed,  as  have  its 
facilities  south  of  the  Caroline  junction.  Substantial  modi¬ 
fications  to  the  proposed  systems  of  Northern  Border  and  ITA(A) 
have  also  been  made,  and  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  has  filed 
supplements  which  would  reduce  the  capacity  of  its  proposed 
expansion.  Some  of  these  changes  are  discussed  in  comments 
relative  to  Parts  III,  IV  and  V  of  the  DEIS.  In  addition, 
submitted  herewith  are  copies  of  the  recent  filings  by  Canadian 
Arctic  and  Northern  Border  with  the  National  Energy  Board 
of  Canada  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  respectively,  which 
detail  such  changes  for  those  systems- 


Conservation  measures  are  indeed  needed.  But  even  when 
made  fully  effective  -  and  that  will  not  be  instantly,  unfortunately 
new  energy  sources,  including  the  most  environmentally  desirable 
of  all,  natural  gas.  will  still  be  needed.  This  conclusion 
too  should  be  stated  explicitly,  we  submit. 


The  subject 
we  believe,  that  the 
are  even  potentially 
are  less  environment 
This  conclusion  too 


discussion  also  seems  to  make  it  clear, 
various  "alternative"  energy  sources  which 
capable  of  equalling  Alaskan  gas  in  magnitude, 
ally  desirable  than  the  Arctic  Gas  Project, 
needs  to  be  stated  explicitly,  we  believe. 
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DETAILED  COMMENTS 


On  page  VI-5,  reference  is  made  to  the  capacity  of  the 
Canadian  Arctic  system,  and  the  estimate  of  half  of  that 
capacity  being  for  Alaskan  g* s.  This  correctly  reflects  the 
volumes  utilized  as  examples  in  earlier  filings,  and  is  partially 
reflective  of  the  fact  that  somewhat  more  active  exploration 
for  natural  gas  has  taken  place  in  the  Mackenzie  Delta  Region 
of  Canada  than  on  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska,  other  than  at 
Prudhoe  Bay,  to  the  present  time.  However,  it  is  quite  possible 
that  the  greater  increase  in  volumes, over  those  initially 
available,  may  take  place  from  either  source  of  gas.  What  is 
more  certain  is  that  productivity  from  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area 
will  be  in  the  2.25  Bcf  per  day  general  range  to  begin,  and 
that  approximately  1.25  Bcf  a  day  will  be  available  from  the 
Mackenzie  Delta  Region  initially,  and  that  growth  can  be  expected 
from  both  sources. 


Arctic  Gas  will  now  turn  to  detailed 
comments  relative  to  Part  VI. 


page  referenced 


Pages  VI  1-3: 


The  discussion  here  is  logical,  but  conveys  a  lesser 
sense  of  urgency  than  seems  realistic.  The  possibility  of  energ\ 
substitutions,  if  Alaskan  gas  were  not  available,  is  bLndly 
stated  in  such  a  way  as  to  not  indicate  at  all  the  problems 
pointed  out  in  the  later  pages.  Nor  are  any  indications  given 
of  the  existence  of  problems  with  other  methods  and  routes  of 
transportation  of  Alaskan  gas.  This  would  seem  to  be  a  good 
place  for  review  of  such  matters,  briefly. 


Pages  VI  5-7: 


?xp?uts  °f  Canadian  Sas  to  the  United  States' are  also 
reflected  in  these  pages. 


Finally,  the  figures  on  '’able  8-1  are  not  totally 
reflective  of  the  current  pattern  of  arrangements  for  the 
purchase  of  Alaskan  gas,  since  they  reflect,  instead,  assumed 
splits  between  various  areas  of  the  country,  based  upon  earlier 
filings.  The  pattern  of  present  purchase  arrangements  is  set 
forth  in  the  recent  filing  made  by  Canadian  Arctic,  discussed 
above  and  submitted  herewith. 

The  capacity  of  Northern  Border  is  overstated  at  page 
VI-9,  due  to  the  amendments  filed  since  the  publication  of  the 
DEIS;  the  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  supplements  to  its  application 
provide  for  initial  capacity  of  less  than  the  1.5  Bcf/d  of 
gas  mentioned  at  page  VI-11;  and  the  amendments  filed  to  the 
ITA(A)  system  change  the  description  of  it  from  Kingsgate, 

British  Columbia,  to  Cajon,  California  which  appears  at  page 
VI-13.  Further,  some  volumes,  and  the  split  of  such  volumes 
between  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation  and  Southern  California 
Gas  Company,  are  not  necessarily  correct,  but  were  made  at  that 
time  for  illustrative  purposes. 


Page  VI  -  II; 

The  reference  to  Part  V,  West  Coast,  should  be  to 

Part  IV. 

Page  VI  -12: 

The  reference  to  Part  V  should  be  to  Part  IV  in  the 
third  line. 
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Page  VI  -  13: 

In  the  sentence  "The  effects  of  no  action  on  this  project 
would  be  essentially  the  same  as  described  above  for  the 
Northern  Border  and  Kingsgate  to  Cajon  Pipelines,"  the  refer¬ 
ence  to  the  Cajon  pipeline  should  be  to  the  Antioch  pipeline. 


Page  VI  -  14: 

The  statement  respecting  reinjected  gas  increasing 
oil  productivity  is  not  correct.  It  may  instead  cause  serious 
oil  recovery  problems,  particularly  if  carried  out  too  long. 

No  injection  scheme  has  been  announced  or  approved  for  gas 
injection  into  the  oil  reservoir. 

Points  (2)  and  (3)  on  that  page  also  discuss  other 
"modes"  of  transport.  No  discussion  is  introduced  respecting  the 
considerable  product  losses  involved  with  these,  and  economics 
is  not  mentioned,  even  though  the  proper  production  of  any 
resource  base  is  founded  on  good  engineering  practice,  including 
planned  sound  economics. 
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Page  VI  -  15; 


The  reference  to  the  availability  of  gas  from  Prudhoe 
Bay  in  the  future,  if  it  were  not  transported  currently,  should 
be  supplemented  with  the  fact  that  refusal  to  allow  transmission 
of  such  gas  to  market  on  a  timely  basis  would  inevitably  have 
very  substantial  adverse  effects  on  the  amount  of  exploration  for, 
and  development  of,  natural  gas  reserves  in  northern  Alaska, 
since  there  is  no  incentive  to  carry  on  such  activities  if  the 
transportation  methods  are  not  allowed  to  be  available.  This 
will  have  effect  upon  production,  too,  in  addtion  to  the  effect 
upon  production  from  reinjection.  Finally,  it  should  be  noted 
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that  while  the  logical  alternatives  to  the  transmission  of 
Arctic  gas  are  stated,  not  all  of  them  are  practical  possibilities 
as  has  been  noted  earlier  in  these  comments  and  as  is  discussed 
later  in  the  draft  statement. 

Page  VI  -  16: 

Last  paragraph.  It  is  necessary  to  inquire  whether 
the  changes  discussed  there  would  change  the  impact .  and  whether 
such  studies  really  would  take  less  time.  The  new  technology 
referred  to  is  not  specified. 


Page  VI  -  18: 


The  comments  about 
production  are  not  correct. 
gas  in  coal  mining  areas  (s 


coal  mining  rate  determining  gas 
Drilling  can  be  conducted  for 
ee  Oil  and  Gas  Journal  -  June  16, 


Page  VI  -  23: 

The  reference  to  natural  gas  imports  does  not,  since 
it  is  simply  a  table  from  the  natural  gas  survey,  include  a 
discussion  of  the  extent  to  which  the  denial  of  authorization 
to  build  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  would  adversely  affect  the  level 
of  natural  gas  imports  from  Canada.  In  fact,  however,  there 
is  a  direct  relationship,  since  the  combined  pipeline  proposed 
to  carry  Alaskan  and  Canadian  gas  is  the  only  feasible  way  in 
which  Canada  will  be  able  to  secure  access  to  its  Mackenzie 
Delta  Arctic  reserves  in  the  next  decade,  since  the  Delta 
Reserves  are  not  sufficient  at  this  time  to  justify  a  Canadian 
Only  line.  Further,  if  Canada  is  not  able  to  get  access  to 
those  Arctic  reserves,  its  gas  supply  will  be  insufficient  to 
meet  its  national  needs,  inclusive  of  its  gas  export  commitments, 
and  exports  of  gas  to  the  United  States  will  be  significantly  cut 
See  the  recent  decision  of  the  National  Energy  Board  on  "Supply 
and  Demand"  (April,  1975)  in  its  proceeding  in  respect  to  the 
supply  and  demand  for  natural  gas  in  Canada,  for  confirmation  of 
the  above  thesis. 


Page  VI  -  26  and  29: 

The  projected  deficiency  of  gas  supply,  as  compared  to 
gas  demand,  such  as  shown  on  these  pages,  does  not  seem  to  be 
sufficiently  reflected  in  summary  documents,  including  the 
Overview  Document  (Part  I),  and  the  Executive  Summary.  Such 
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deficiency  has  direct  and  distinct  implications  relative  to 
the  feasibility  of  no  action  alternatives  in  the  subject  case. 

Such  alternatives  are  not  feasible,  since  deficiency  of  energy 
supply,  or  continued  high  levels  of  imported  energy  (if  available), 
are  the  only  real  alternatives,  with  all  their  attendant  adverse 
consequences . 

Page  VI  -  41: 

The  statement  at  this  page  that  "[a]ccess  to  the  latter 
gas  (Canadian  Arctic  reserves)  could  create  problems  of  American 
delivery  systems  under  Canadian  political  control"  is  gratuitous 
and  unsupported.  The  Arctic  Gas  Project  submits  that  this  is 
not  a  problem,  but  instead  an  opportunity  for  achievement  of 
maximum  benefits  to  the  American  gas  consumer,  and  the  American 
public  in  general,  which  are  not  available  in  any  way  other 
than  the  utilization  of  a  combined  gas  line  across  Canada, 
carrying  Alaskan  and  Canadian  reserves.  To  refer  to  this  as 
a  "problem",  and  refer  to  "Canadian  political  control",  without 
a  discussion  of  the  advantages  and  the  reasons  why  the  Canadian 
location  is  not,  in  fact,  a  "problem",  is  to  seriously  distort 
and  oversimplify  in  a  way  inappropriate  to  the  DEIS,  without 
adequate  analysis  of  the  actual  situation  involved. 
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Page  VI  -  43-48: 


The  information  relative  to  Canadian  gas  reserves  on 
these  pages,  as  discussed  earlier,  does  not  refer  to  the 
relationship  of  the  proposed  Arctic  Gas  Project  and  the  ability 
of  Canada  to  reach  its  Arctic  gas  reserves  and  thus  sustain 
exports  to  the  United  States.  In  addition,  the  material  does 
not  indicate  the  level  of  proven  gas  reserves  achieved  by 
Canada  in  the  Mackenzie  Delta  area,  as  reflected,  inter  alia, 
in  the  recent  report  of  the  National  Energy  Board  and  in  the 
filings  made  by  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Limited  before  the 
National  Energy  Board,  and  incorporated  in  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  proceedings  and  made  available  to  the  Department  of 
Interior . 
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Page  VI  -  44: 

Reference  should  be  made  to  the  NEB  recent  "Supply  and 
Demand"  Report,  April  1975,  for  more  recent  information. 


Comment:  The  National  Energy  Board  uses  a  25A-4 

formula;  that  is  25  times  the  fourth  year  level  of  requirements. 
Calculation  of  current  surplus  includes  current  reserves 
less  "deferred"  gas,  less  50%  BER  less  export  requirements; 
this  is  matched  against  requirements. 


Page  VI  -  55: 

DEIS  Statement:  A  "line  between  the  Arctic  Islands, 
the  ultimate  cost  of  the  pipeline  could  be  greater  than  the  one 
for  the  North  Slope-Mackenzie  Delta." 

Comment:  A  pipeline  from  the  Arctic  Islands  will 

certainly  be  more  expensive  than  the  North  Slope  -  Mackenzie 
Delta  pipeline. 


Page  VI  -  56: 

DEIS  Statement:  "The  cost  of  an  exploratory  well  in 
the  Canadian  Atlantic  Offshore  area  is  about  $1.6  million." 

Comment:  These  quoted  costs  seem  understated  by  a 
factor  of  about  2.  In  1974,  19  wells  were  drilled  offshore 
(CPA  statistics).  The  net  cash  expenditures  were  $54.3  million; 
reference:  Statistics  Canada  Bulletin  5-3301-521,  Vol .  10, 

No.  20. 


Drilling  costs  were  nearly  $3  million  per  well  on  this 
basis.  However,  these  wells  were  drilled  in  relatively  low 
cost  areas.  Far  north.  6  wells  have  been  drilled  at  costs 
exceeding  $10  million  per  well. 


Page  VI  -  53-59:  ^ 

The  discussion  at  these  pages  again  deals  extensively 
with  the  possibility  of  gas  imports  from  Canada,  without 
discussion  of  the  importance  of  the  access  to  Canadian  arctic 
reserves,  by  way  of  the  Arctic  Gas  pipeline,  to  the  continuation 
of  present  export  levels,  as  well  as  the  possibility  of  increased 
imports  which  are  discussed  on  such  pages  to  some  extent. 


Page  VI  61-66: 


Page  VI  -  53: 

DEIS  Statement:  "The  National  Energy  Board  (NEB)  of 
Canada  requires  approved  gas  reserve  production  level  of  almost 
30  times  Canada's  current  gas  requirements  (including  previously 
authorized  export  requirements)." 
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The  discussion  of  deregulation  of  these  pages  may  leave 
the  casual  reader  with  the  impression  that  deregulation  is  an 
alternative  to  the  use  of  Alaskan  gas  in  the  contiguous  48 
states  markets.  In  actuality,  in  addition  to  the  fact  that 


deregulation  is  not  assured,  the  additional  supplies  which 
would  be  made  available  by  deregulation  are  needed  in  addition 
to  the  Alaskan  supply,  not  instead  of  such  supply.  Both  are 
needed  to  meet  the  demands  for  natural  gas,  both  as  supply  is 
now  projected,  and  as  would  be  possible  if  additional  supplies 
were  available  to  offset  other  less  desirable  energy  sources, 
including  but  not  limited  to  OPEC  oil.  This  is  a  significant 
point  which  should  be  stressed  in  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
S  ta  temen  t . 


Pages  VI  -  69-100: 

The  overall  effect  of  the  discussion  of  alternative 
energy,  and  particularly  of  conservation,  and  especially  the 
comparison  relationship  of  "total  conservation"  and  the  Arctic 
Gas  pipeline  on  page  VI-93,  gives  an  unrealistic  impression  of 
ability  to  achieve  measures  which  would  make  Alaskan  Arctic 
gas  unnecessary.  In  fact,  neither  further  reduction  of  domestic 
energy  needs,  nor  increase  of  domestic  energy  supplies  other 
than  Alaskan  natural  gas,  will  be  sufficient  to  close  the  gap, 
so  that  the  real  alternatives  remain:  (a)  a  balancing  amount 

of  OPEC  oil;  or  (b)  displacement  of  a  portion  of  such  oil  by 
use  of  Alaskan  natural  gas  delivered  by  the  Arctic  Gas  Project. 
The  misleading  effect  is  achieved,  again,  largely  because  of 
the  use  of  logical  possibilities,  without  substantial  analysis 
of  what  is  likely  and  feasible,  as  opposed  to  logically  possible. 


Pages  VI  -  139-141: 

The  references  at  these  pages  to  the  possibility  of 
replacement  of  Alaska  natural  gas  by  increased  domestic 
production  of  oil  again  raises  a  logical  possibility,  but 
ignores  the  question  of  whether  such  increased  oil  production 
is  feasible.  And  even  if  it  is,  is  this  the  most  desirable 
action  to  replace  the  Alaska  natural  gas?  In  fact,  what  more 
domestic  oil  will  do  is  replace  part  of  the  imported  oil,  which 
now  plays,  and  is  expected  to  play,  such  a  large  part  in  the 
Nation's  energy  picture  for  the  coming  years,  even  with  the 
use  of  Alaskan  gas. 


Page  VI  -  141  : 

The  table  at  the  top  of  the  page  is  in  error,  since 
the  headings  of  "West  Coast  Pipelines”  and  "Northern  Border 
Pipeline"  should  be  reversed. 


Page  VI  -  172: 

In  Table  8-39,  entitled  "Production  of  Oil  Shale 
(millions  of  barrels  per  day)",  the  units  should  read  (Thousands 
of  barrels  per  day) . 


Page  VI  -  107: 


DEIS  Statement:  "The  reserves  of  coal  in  the  United 
States  are  adequate  to  replace  the  energy  that  would  be  transported 
by  the  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  system" 

Comment :  While  on  an  energy  equivalent  basis  this  is 

true,  coal  in  solid  form  could  not  be  readily  used  by  those 
residential  and  commercial  type  customers  that  the  gas  pipeline 
system  is  intended  to  serve. 
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Page  VI  -  127: 

It  is  interesting  that  at  this  page,  the  coal  slurry 
pipeline  is  stated  to  be  the  most  environmentally  preferable 
method  for  transportation  of  coal,  with  emphasis  upon  the  benefits 
of  a  buried  pipeline.  Is  this  preference  fully  reflected  in 
the  description  of  the  buried  pipeline  proposed  to  be  used 
by  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  for  the  transportation  of  Alaska 
natural  gas?  Such  a  pipeline  has  benefits  which  even  a  coal 
slurry  pipeline  does  not  have,  in  environmental  terms. 
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Page  VI  -  174: 


DEIS  Statement:  "Comparison  with  data  in  Tables  8-36 
through  8-38  shows  that  energy  production  from  oil  shale  could 
be  adequate  by  1985  and  could  be  sufficient  to  replace  the  energy 
that  would  be  transported  by  the  Arctic  Gas  System." 
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Comment:  This  indicates  that  800,000  B/D  of  oil  shale 

would  have  to  be  produced  by  1985,  a  capacity  rate  that  seems 
too  optimistic.  This  would  require  construction  of  sixteen  (16) 
50,000  B/D  oil  shale  facilities  in  less  than  ten  years.  Presently 
there  are  no  50,000  B/D  facilities  in  existence,  or  under 
construction.  Thus,  the  predictions  made  seem  overly  optimistic. 
Furthermore,  shale  oil  would  have  to  be  converted  to  SNG ,  since 
most  gas  consumers  cannot  readily  switch  to  a  non-gaseous  fuel. 


Page  VI  -  185: 

DEIS  Statement :  "A  typical  coal  gasification  plant 
will  .  .  .  have  capital  costs  of  over  $400  million  .  . 
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Comment :  Present  cost  estimates  would  be  closer  to  ■ 

$800  mill  ion  See  application  of  Michigan  Wisconsin  Pipeline  I  35" 

Company  and  ANG  Coal  Gasification  Company,  FPC  Docket  No  p 

CP75-2 78 .  filed  March.  1975.  ft 


Pages  \ I  -  197-198: 

DEIS  Statement:  DO  I  discusses  pumped  storage  as  a 
possible  replacement  source  of  energy. 

Comment ;  Pumped  storage,  while  a  valuable  addition 
to  the  generating  resources  of  a  balanced  electric  system, 
is  a  net  consumer  of  energy.  For  every  two  Btus  output,  three 
Bt us  input  are  required.  Pumped  storage  is  predicated  upon 
the  availability  of  power  from  baseload  plants  to  operate 
the  pumps  during  off-peak  periods.  I t  is  designed  to  meet 
peak  loads  only.  Pumped  storage  does  not  add  to  the  energy 
supply  of  the  United  States,  as  would  gas  from  the  Arctic. 


Pages  VI  -  222-223: 

S t a temon t  :  "Plutonium  would  be  assumed  to  be 
recycled  in  25"  of  the  reactors  in  1977.  50%  in  1978,  75%  in 
1979  and  100%  'rom  1980  through  1985  .  .  ." 

Comment :  The  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  has 

recently  issued  a  provisional  notice  that  it  intends  to  further 
study  safeguard  alternatives  before  reaching  a  final  decision 
on  plutonium  recycling.  (NRC  Provisional  Notice  -  Federal 
Register.  May  8,  1975).  If  recycling  is  delayed,  more  uranium 
than  is  shown  in  Figure  8.8  and  8.9  will  be  required  to  meet 
estimated  demands. 


Page  VI  -  227: 

In  the  tab*e  at  the  bottom  of  the  page,  the  number  under 
West  Coast  Pipelines"  heading  should  be  264  Bkwh.  and  the  number 
under  'North  l sic]  Border  Pipeline"  should  be  386  Bkwh. 


Page  V'l  -  228: 


DEIS  S  t  a  t  emen  t :  "The  electric  power 
Canadian  Arctic  gas  in  1985  would  be  497  Bkwh 
to  123,000  MW  assuming  a  40%  plant  efficiency 


supplied  by  the 

corresponding 

and  100%  loading." 
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Comment :  The  numbers  for  "West  Coast"  and  "North  [sic] 

Border"  are  juxtaposed.  Nuclear  capacity  to  generate  497  Bkwh 
would  be  57,000  MW,  assuming  a  100%  capacity  factor,  not 
123,000  MW.  For  West  Coast  and  Northern  Border  the  corresponding 
numbers  would  be  30,000  MW  and  44,000  MW,  respectively.  It 
should  be  pointed  out  that  the  input  Btus  for  the  nuclear  fuel, 
assuming  30%'  generation  efficiency,  would  be  5.65  x  1015  per  year | 
for  the  Canadian  Arctic,  4.39  x  10*5  per  year  for  the  Northern 
Border  and  3.01  x  10*^  per  year  for  West  Coast,  given  the  same 
throughput  capacity  assumptions  used  at  this  point  by  the  DEIS. 
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Page  VI  -  229: 

DEIS  Statement:  Capital  estimates  for  1000  MW 
pressurized  water  reactor  for  operation  in  1980  are  approximately 
$435/kw , 

Comment :  This  figure  is  based  on  a  January  1973  study. 

Current  nuclear  costs  for  plants  operating  in  the  early  1980’s 
range  from  $700  to  $1,000  per  kw.  The  exact  total  depends  upon 
site  considerations,  detailed  engineering  and  seismic  require¬ 
ments.  Capital  cost  estimates  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the 
following  articles: 

Olds.  F.  C. ,  "Power  Plant  Capital  Costs  Going 
Out  of  Sight".  Power  Engineering,  August  1974, 
pp.  36-43. 


Bupp,  Irvin.  C.  ,  et_  a_l.  ,  "The  Economics  of 
Nuclear  Power,"  Technology  Review,  February 
1975,  pp.  14-25. 


Page  VI  -  230: 


DEIS  Statement :  "The  planning,  licensing,  and 
construction  lead  Time- for  nuclear  power  involves  a  minimum  of 
6  to  8  years." 

Comment :  Current  schedules  show  a  lead  time  of  about 

ten  years  to  bring  a  nuclear  unit  on  line.  This  is  supported 
and  discussed  further  in  the  following  articles: 

Budwani,  Ramesh,  "Nuclear  Plant  Lead  Time,  Costs, 

Labor,  and  Material  Takeoffs,"  Power  Engineering. 

April,  1974,  p.  60. 

Olds.  F.  C.,  "Power  Plant  Capital  Costs  Going  Out 

of  Sight,"  Power  Engineering,  August  1974,  pp.  36-43. 
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Page  VI  -  240. 

There  are  references  to  the  "permafrost  problems 
connected  with  buried  pipeline  and  pumping  facilities  in 
northern  Alaska  and  Canada",  and  references  are  then  made  to 
the  transfer  of  problems  from  Alaska  to  the  lower  48  states, 
if  alternative  energy  sources  were  utilized.  As  is  covered 
more  fully  relative  to  Parts  II  and  III  of  the  DEIS  in  these 
comments,  Arctic  Gas  has  solved  the  problems  associated  with 
permafrost,  so  that  those  problems  are  not  those  of  the 
environment  or  persons  who  utilize  the  environment,  but  rather 
are  engineering  problems  which  Arctic  Gas  has  solved  in  technique, 
and  will  solve  in  its  construction  activities,  in  building 
its  environmentally  safe  pipeline. 


Nuclear  Energy  Alternatives:  General  Comment:  Electrical 
energy  from  nuclear  or  any  other  source  cannot  be  directly 
substituted  for  many  uses  for  which  natural  gas  is  best  suited 
or  unique.  This  should  be  recognized  explicitly. 


Page  VI  -  261: 

DEIS  Statement:  "In  addition  there  is  danger  of 
local  subsidence  in  adjoining  areas  caused  by  fluid  withdrawal." 

Comment:  Experience  at  the  Geysers  field  in  northern 

California  indicates  no  problem  with  subsidence.  The  Geysers 
is  a  dry  steam  field  and,  therefore,  is  sub-hydrostatic. 
Withdrawal  of  fluids  will  not  cause  subsidence  While  subsidence 
may  be  a  problem  in  hot  water  fields,  this  is  not  the  case  in 
a  dry  steam  field. 


Page  VI  -  271: 

DEIS  Statement:  "The  Utah  deposits  alone  represent 
17.7  to  27.6  billion  barrels  of  oil,  or  enough  to  support  an 
industry  capable  of  producing  up  to  half  a  billion  barrels  a 
day  for  fifty  years,  given  the  necessary  technology  to  do  so 

Comment:  Assuming  100%  recovery,  27.6  billion 

barrels  could  sustain  a  production  rate  of  only  1.5  million 
barrels  a  day  for  fifty  years. 
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Page  VI  -  302: 

DEIS  Statement:  "The  cost  of  producing  hydrogen  in 
these  plants  using  nuclear  energy  as  the  primary  source  would 
be  approximately  $3.75/10®  Btu.  .  .  ." 


Comment  A  recent  report,  "Utilization  of  Off-Peak 
Power  to  Produce  Industrial  Hydrogen,"  prepared  by  the  Institute  ■ 
of  Gas  Technology  for  the  Electric  Power  Research  Institute,  ■  ^5 

states  that  electrolysis  hydrogen  will  cost  from  $2  to  $6.75 
per  Mcf  depending  upon  capacity  factor  and  power  costs.  Since 
hydrogen  has  only  300  Btu/scf.  this  translates  into  6.66  to  ■ 

$21.50  per  million  Btu. 


Pages  VI  312-314: 

The  summary  on  these  pages  does  not  indicate  a  judgment 
as  to  the  likelihood  and  feasibility  of  the  use  of  energy  sources 
other  than  Alaska  natural  gas,  in  a  way  which  will  eliminate 
the  need  for  such  gas.  Accordingly,  these  passages  are  misleading 
because  they  leave  the  impression  that  such  substitution  may 
be  practical,  rather  than  merely  a  theoretically  conceivable 
opt  ion . 


Page  VI  -  330: 

DEIS  Statement:  "In  high  concentrations,  methanol  would 
be  harmful  to  f ish 

Comment:  This  remark  on  the  toxicity  of  methanol  is  in 

contrast  "to  tbe  discussion  of  the  effect  of  methanol  when  used 
as  a  test  fluid  in  earlier  volumes.  Reference  in  this  instance 
is  to  a  pipeline  carrying  nothing  but  methanol,  where  any  leak 
or  break  would  be  in  terms  of  thousands  of  gallons  at  any  part 
of  the  pipeline. 
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Page  VI  -  346: 

DEIS  Statement :  "The  marine  life,  especially  the  number 
of  speciesT  of  i ish .  is  very  limited  because  of  the  low  temperature 
of  the  seawater." 

Comment^:  This  discussion  of  the  relationship  of  the 

distribution  and  movements  of  fish  to  seawater  temperature  is 
hypothetical.  It  is  unlikely  that  water  temperature  along  explain 
these  aspects  of  fish  ecology. 


1 
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Page  VI  -  334,  et  seq. 

The  discussion  of  the  alternative  systems  for  the 
transportation  of  natural  gas  which  is  encompassed  on  pages 
VI  -  334  through  402  is  consistent  generally  with  the  analysis 
of  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  and  demonstrates  that  each  of  the 


I 
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proposed  alternative  systems  is  less  economical  and  efficient, 
and  would  have  greater  environmental  impact,  than  the  proposed 
natural  gas  pipeline  of  the  applicant. 


Page  VI  -399: 

Labor  Force  for  railway  operations  is  given  at  about 
3,000.  Reference  may  be  made  to  calculations  by  Arctic  Gas,  I  - 

in  its  environmental  filing,  of  about  3,400  people  for  the  I  SO 

railroad,  plus  over  1,300  for  the  liquefaction  and  regasification 
plants,  for  a  total  of  over  4,700,  at  minimum,  and  possibly  up 
to  over  5,500.  0 


Page  VI  -  417,  paragraph  5: 

This  paragraph  corrects  error  in  comparative  pipeline 
milage  and  challenges  number  of  stream  crossings  required. 

Comment:  The  West  Alternative  is  7  miles  shorter  than 

the  proposed  route,  rather  than  the  ten  miles  claimed  in  the 
DEIS.  Also,  a  discrepancy  in  the  number  of  stream  crossings 
between  the  DEIS  (13)  and  the  Applicant's  statement  (99)  can 
be  resolved  if  the  DEIS  identifies  the  locations  of  the  13 
crossings  which  it  claims  are  required. 


Pages  VI  -  423-427: 


The  discussion  at  these  pages  of  alternative  line  sizes 
has  become  realized  to  some  extent,  as  a  result  of  the  amendments 
and  supplements  filed  by  the  applicants  relative  to  line  size, 
as  discussed  earlier.  The  DEIS  section  indicates  that  reduction 
of  line  size  will  require  a  greater  number  of  compressor  stations 
to  transport  certain  levels  of  throughput,  but  does  not 
sufficiently  point  out  that  the  ul t ima te  number  of  compressor 
stations  will  not  necessarily  increase  (although  the  amount  of  com¬ 
pression  at  any  given  station  will).  It  is  also  not  made  clear  that 
use  of  smaller  line  sizes  initially  will  not  mean  the  difference 
between  looping  (or  a  full  second  line)  and  no  looping,  but 
will  simply  change  the  time  when  the  looping  takes  place,  as 
volumes  increase. 


Page  VI  -  417: 

The  reference  to  Part  V,  Chapter  8  should  be  to  Part  IV, 
Chapter  8. 
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Page  VI  -  419,  paragraph  2: 

DEIS  Statement :  This  paragraph  corrects  error  in 
comparative  pipeline  milage  and  challenges  number  of  stream 
crossings  required. 

Comment :  The  East  Alternative  is  158  miles  longer 

than  the  proposed  route  rather  than  the  25  miles  claimed  in  the 
DEIS.  Also,  a  discrepancy  in  the  number  of  stream  crossings 
between  the  DEIS  (11)  and  the  Applicant's  statement  (118) 
can  be  resolved  if  the  DEIS  identifies  the  locations  of  the 
11  crossings  which  it  claims  are  required. 


Page  VI  -  420,  paragraph  2: 

DEIS  S  ta  tement :  This  paragraph  compares  the  impact  of 
a  single  We¥t— 1 Coast  pipeline  to  Cajon  via  Antioch  to  the  proposed 
sys  terns . 


Commen t :  The  added  impact  of  the  390  mile  pipeline 
from  Antioch  to  Cajon  should  be  described. 


Page  VI  -  417,  lines  9-10: 


Page  VI  -  425,  paragraph  4: 


"The  alternatives  discussed  here  do  not  effect  the 
Canadian  system  as  proposed  by  Canadian  Arctic  Gas." 

Comment :  As  seen  in  Figure  8.1-3  on  page  VI  -  418  and 

VI  -  419,  “second  paragraph,  the  East  Alternative  for  the  Los 
Angeles  pipeline  does  require  a  change  in  the  Canadian  system. 
The  tie-in  at  Gateway,  Montana,  is  not  consistent  with  the 
routing  of  the  Canadian  system. 
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DEIS  S  ta  temen  t :  In  the  West  Coast  area,  the  alternative 
30-inch  pipe! ine  is  designed  to  transport  .6  Bcfd  of  gas  to 
Stanfield,  Oregon  for  distribution  by  existing  pipeline  systems. 

To  increase  capacity  to  the  1.2  Bcfd  of  the  proposed  pipeline 
would  require  augmentation  (looping  and  additional  compressor 
capacity  and  stations)  The  alternative  36-inch  diameter  pipeline 
to  the  San  Francisco  area  is  designed  to  transport  a  maximum 
of  .85  Bcfd.  The  proposed  42-inch  pipeline  would  transport  1.2 
Bcfd  at  full  capacity. 
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Comment :  In  the  West  Coast  area,  the  alternative 

30-inch  pipeline  is  designed  to  transport  0.6  Bcfd  of  gas  to 
Stanfield,  Oregon  (without  compression)  for  distribution  by 
existing  pipeline  systems.  To  increase  capacity  to  the  1.2 
Bcfd  of  gas,  the  proposed  pipeline  would  require  augmentation. 


Page  VI  -  426: 


DEIS  S  ta  tement :  "For  the  pipeline  from  Kingsga te , 

British  Columbia  to  the  San  Francisco  area,  the  number  of 
compressor  stations  required  for  the  36-inch  alternative  size 
is  the  same  as  for  the  42-inch  proposed  pipeline." 

Comment :  Applicants  have  filed  the  following  alternative 

designs  with  the  FPC: 


Pipel ine 

S  ize 

Des ign 

MAOP 

Psig 

1440/1250/1040 

42" 

2180 

36" 

1830 

1440/1250/1040 

36" 

1180 

911/975 

36" 

1580 

911/1040/975 

PGT/PG&E 
Pipel ine 

To  Be 
Installed 
Miles 

PGT/PG&E 

Compressor 

S  ta  t ions 
Addit ions 

No .  of 
Units 

Flow 

Capaci ty 
Bcfd 

917.0 

4 

1.2 

917.0 

4 

0.85 

458.4 

None 

0.2 

873.5 

None 

0.6 

As  can  be  seen,  the  number  of  compressor  station  additions  at 
the  above  throughput  levels  will  differ  and  will  be  dependent 
on  which  design  is  selected. 


GENERAL  COMMENTS  -  Volume  2  ( Lique fact  ion -Tanker  System) 

Volume  2  of  2  of  Part  VI  of  the  DEIS  discusses,  among 
other  things,  the  El  Paso  Alaska  Company  proposal  of  constructing 
an  809  mile  large  diameter  (42")  buried  and  chilled  natural  gas 
pipeline  from  Prudhoe  Bay,  south  across  the  heart  of  Alaska,  to 
Gravina  Point.  At  Gravina  Point,  which  the  DEIS  describes  at 
page  VI-921  as  a  "wilderness  type  area",  a  liquefied  natural  gas 
("LNG")  plant  of  unprecedented  size  would  be  constructed  in  the 
Chugach  National  Forest.  Special  tankers  would  transport  the  LNG 
to  the  West  Coast  of  the  United  States  where  it  subsequently  would 
be  delivered  not  only  to  West  Coast  markets,  but  also  to  the 
Eastern  and  Midwestern  regions  of  the  United  States,  through  con¬ 
struction  of  facilities,  or  displacement,  or  both  (VI  -  435-436). 

No  environmental  analysis  has  been  conducted  for  the  portion  of  this 
project  East -of -Cal i fornia ,  since  El  Paso  has  yet  to  determine  how 
its  project  would  be  implemented  in  this  regard.  Moreover,  no 
application  is  on  file  with  the  Department  of  Interior  for  author¬ 
ity  to  construct  this  proposed  project  across  Federal ly-owned 
lands,  even  at  this  point  in  time,  since  El  Paso  has  steadfastly 
refused  to  file  such  an  application.  From  a  purely  governmental 
standpoint,  therefore,  implementation  of  the  project  would  take 
years  beyond  the  time  when  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  could  be  imple¬ 
mented,  before  it  could  deliver  the  vitally  needed  Arctic  gas 
supplies  to  the  lower  48  states  of  the  United  States. 

Although  treated  as  an  alternative  in  the  DEIS,  it 
should  be  clearly  understood  at  the  outset  that  the  liquefaction- 
tanker  system  is  not  truly  an  alternative  to  the  Arctic  Gas  Pro¬ 
ject,  since  it  would  not  transport  Canadian  gas,  as  well  as  Alaskan 
gas.  Accordingly,  to  make  it  an  alternative,  one  would  need  to 
add  to  it,  a  pipeline  from  the  Mackenzie  Delta  reserves  to  southern 
Alberta  border  points,  and  evaluate  that  line  plus  the  liquefaction 
system,  in  environmental  impacts. 

It  must  also  be  recognized  that  the  1 iquefact ion  -  tanker 
system  suffers  from  the  following  defects,  among  others:  (1)  even 
a  cursory  analysis  of  the  costs  of  the  two  projects  demonstrates 
that  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  is  far  less  expensive  to  the  American 
consumer  than  is  the  El  Paso  Project;  (2)  the  Arctic  Gas  Project 
is  an  international  project  involving  the  Canadian  Mackenzie  Valley 
gas  reserves.  Arctic  Gas  will  permit  the  prompt  development  and 
delivery  of  those  reserves  to  markets  in  Southern  Canada.  This, 
in  turn,  will  help  maintain  existing  levels  of  Canadian  exports 
of  gas  to  the  United  States  which  is  required  by  the  national 
interest  at  this  time  of  critical  energy  shortage.  A  Canadian 
only  line  could  not  be  built  in  time  to  achieve  this  advantage 
when  needed;  (3)  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  will  use  substantially 
lesser  volumes  of  fuel  than  the  El  Paso  Project,  in  delivering  gas 
to  market  -  an  important  environmental  consideration;  (4)  the  Arc¬ 
tic  Gas  Project  is  the  most  environmentally  sound  method  for  the 
transportation  of  the  gas  and  provides  significantly  greater  reli¬ 
ability  and  security  of  service  than  the  El  Paso  Project,  and  (5) 
as  noted  above,  and  as  hereinafter  discussed,  the  Arctic  Gas  Pro¬ 
ject  can  be  placed  in  operation  sooner  than  the  El  Paso  Project. 
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Arctic  Gas  submits  that  a  buried  and  chilled  natural 
gas  pipeline  can  be  constructed  in  a  feasible  manner  from  an 
engineering  and  environmental  standpoint  provided  sufficient 
study  is  undertaken  on  a  site  specific  basis  to  assure  this 
result.  Indeed,  Arctic  Gas  has  over  the  past  five  years 
invested  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  to  demonstrate  this  very 
fact.  To  the  extent,  therefore,  that  this  Section  of  the  DEIS 
raises  general  criticisms  concerning  the  feasibility  of  permafrost 
construction,  etc.,  we  disagree  and  incorporate  the  analysis 
contained  in  our  comments  to  Parts  II  and  III  of  the  DEIS. 


However,  we  do  agree  with  the  DEIS'  assessment  that 
with  respect  to  the  El  Paso  Alaska  proposal:  (1)  "[m]ajor 
engineering,  location  and  construction  uncertainties  are 
associated  with  this  pipeline  system"  (VI-840);  (2)  "a  massive 
amount  of  field  survey  will  need  to  be  done";  (3)  "Because 
of  the  extreme  variability  of  soil  type,  temperature,  and 
ice  (moisture)  content,  the  available  data  are  not  adequate 
for  analyses  concerned  with  pipeline  integrity"  and,  further, 
that  "vegetative,  climatic,  water  and  engineering  studies 
will  need  to  be  made  before  pipeline  construction  starts" 

(VI-839)  since,  in  part,  "no  comprehensive  coverage  of  the 
vegetation  in  most  of  the  area  crossed  by  this  route"  (VI-605) 
has  taken  place;  and  (4)  the  "portion  of  the  route  between  the 
Lowe  River  and  Gravina  Point  are  not  within  the  TAPS  Corridor 
and  no  significant  engineering  or  physical  data  has  been 
assembled"  (VI -563) . 

In  fact,  El  Paso's  evidence  submitted  before  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  in  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Co.,  et  a  1 . , 

Docket  Nos.  CP75-96,  et  al.,  clearly  shows  that  The  area  where 
the  proposed  pipeline  departs  from  the  Alyeska  routing,  . 

the  area  from  Thompson  Pass  in  the  Chugach  Mountain  Range  to 
Point  Gravina,  is  unassessed,  since  no  significant  field  baseline 
studies  were  done  to  assess  the  environment,  _£.^. .  numbers,  types, 
and  diversity  of  species,  population  status,  critical  habitat 
areas,  seasonal  movements,  etc,,  or  to  determine  the  impact 
of  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed 
pipeline,  LNG  Plant  and  marine  terminalling  facilities  on  the 
biotic  or  abiotic  components  of  the- environment . 


For  example,  under 
Plant  facility  would  withdr 
sea  water  from  Orca  Bay  and 
gallons  per  minute  of  efflu 
of  16C  Fahrenheit  above  the 
(VI-891-892) . 


the  El  Paso  Alaska  proposal,  the  LNG 
aw  1 , 1  million  gallons  per  minute  of 
discharge  approximately  1  million 
ent  into  Orca  Bay  at  a  temperature 
intake  water.  The  DEIS  states 


"The  effect  of  heated  effluents  on  marine 
organisms  in  sub-arctic  areas  is  largely  unknown. 
Area  avoidance,  direct  organism  destruction, 


and/or  destruction  of  a  critical  life  zone  are 
possible.  The  addition  of  heated  brine  and 
chlorine  from  the  LNG  Plant  to  the  discharge 
of  the  cooling  water  have  an  additive  adverse 
effect  on  marine  organisms.  There  is  no 
practical  or  experimental  basis  for  analysis 
of  the  extent  or  kind  of  effect  caused  by  the 
operation  of  the  proposed  LNG  Plant." 

It  is  this  type  of  fundamental  information  which  the 
DEIS  believes  is  lacking  and  which  would  require  substantial  study 
before  this  project  could  be  implemented. 

Much  has  been  made  of  the  fact  that  this  pipeline 
will  "parallel"  Alyeska's  pipeline  and  that  the  impact 
from  this  pipeline  should  only  be  "incremental."  This  is 
s impl ist ical ly  deceptive.  In  the  first  place,  this  pipeline 
will  not  be  located  on  the  same  right-of-way  as  Alyeska's. 

Indeed,  analysis  of  the  route  demonstrates  that  at  least 
28.8%  of  El  Paso's  proposed  line  is  more  than  one  mile  away 
from  the  Alyeska  route.  Moreover,  critical  habitat  areas 
have  not  been  located  along  this  proposed  routing.  Certainly, 
no  studies  have  been  undertaken  to  determine  whether  impacts 
are  incremental,  prolongations  of  Alyeska's  project,  or 
synergistic,  and  if  they  are  synergistic,  whether  they  are 
tolerable.  For  example,  the  DEIS  provides  at  pages  VI-856-857: 

"An  estimated  6.5  million  cubic  yards 
or  move  [sic]  of  construction  materials  would  be 
required  during  construction  of  this  alternative. 

Most  of  this  material  would  be  gravel  taken 
from  active  and  fossil  flood  plains.  This 
would  have  a  serious  impact  because  it  would 
be  the  third  major  construction  project  along 
portions  of  the  route.  In  the  Gulkana  Basin 
the  gravel  supply  is  inadequate  for  construction 
of  the  oil  pipeline.  In  the  Sagavanirktok 
River  Valley  the  construction  of  the  road 
has  seriously  depleted  the  gravel  resources 
in  several  areas.  The  gravel  requirement  for 
construction  of  the  oil  pipeline  will  very 
likely  carry  the  total  gravel  commitment  beyond 
reasonable  and  acceptable  limits  in  some  areas. 

The  gravel  requirement  for  this  alternative 
would  further  stress  the  stream  systems  supplying 
the  gravel.  The  ability  of  the  stream  flood  plains 
to  supply  this  gravel  without  sustaining  serious, 
irreparable  damage  is  probably  one  of  the  cool 
environmental  issues  affecting  any  decision  to 
select  this  alternative  to  the  proposal  action" 
(VI-856-857) . 
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No  analysis  has  been  made  of  this  type  of  impact  of 
its  effect  on  the  environment. 

Even  where  impacts  are  arguably  "incremental"  from 
the  standpoint  of  noise  or  air  quality,  ± .fi.  ,  location  of  El  Paso's 
compressor  stations  vis  a  vis  Alyeska  pumping  stations,  no  work 
has  been  done  to  determine  what  the  incremental  impact  is  or 
may  be.  All  this  work  looks  towards  the  future  and  tacks  years 
onto  this  "alternative". 


The  DEIS  correctly  recognizes  that  this  project  poses 
"substantial  seismic  risks".  This  is  especially  true  for  the 
Point  Gravina  area  (VI-593-596)  which  is  subject  to  large 
magnitude  earthquakes  and  tsunamis.  This  poses  a  substantial 
risk  to  gas  consumers  since  the  LNG  plant  and  marine  terminal 
will  be  located  there.  Severe  damage  or  disturbances  to  the 
plant  or  terminal  resulting  from  earthquakes  or  tsunamis  could 
cause  lengthy  interruptions  in  service  to  the  detriment  of 
residential,  commercial  and  industrial  consumers  throughout 
the  Nation  who  will  be  dependent  upon  this  gas  supply.  In  light 
of  the  ever  increasing  gas  supply  shortage  and  the  vital  necessity 
for  continuity  of  deliveries  from  this  major  supply  source,  the 
risk  is  wholly  unacceptable. 

The  DEIS'  analysis  of  the  social  and  the  economic 
impacts  of  this  pipeline  route  describes  the  basic  strengths 
and  weaknesses  of  that  alternative.  However,  overall,  the 
discussion  lacks  sufficient  depth  to  substantiate  many  of  its 
points.  The  DEIS  provides,  for  example,  at  VI-894  that: 

"  [  t ] he  immediate  economic  impact  of  this 
alternative  would  be  the  delay  of  the  economic 
recession  that  must  be  faced  by  the  majority 
of  communities.  .  .along  the  route.  .  .and 
there  is  no  way  to  determine  whether  delay  would 
lessen  the  impact." 

This  project  will  not  simply  delay  the  recession, 
but  due  to  its  size,  would  add  to  problems  of  inflation  and 
unemployment  already  being  encountered  in  Alaska  due  to  Alyeska. 
Not  only  has  Arctic  Gas  made  this  point  but  it  is  further 
substantiated  by  the  recent  report  prepared  by  the  Institute 
of  Social,  Economic  and  Government  Research  of  the  University 
of  Alaska  which  is  entitled  "Impact  on  the  Alaskan  Economy 
of  Alternative  Gas  Pipelines."  This  report  states  that  El  Paso 
(but  not  Arctic  Gas)  will  cause  a  boom  and  bust  cycle.  For 
example,  on  page  39  of  such  report  it  is  provided  that  the 
"El  Paso  proposal,  unlike  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal,  causes  a 
moderate  boom/bust  cycle  in  the  Anchorage  area",  and  on  page 


^7 


40,  it  states  that 
boom/bust  cycle  in 


El  Paso  would  also  "produce 
the  south  central  region." 


a 


significant 


At  page  VI-896  the  DEIS  provides  that  the  El  Paso 
Project  "would  produce  jobs,  generate  State  and  local  revenues, 
and  further  stimulate  the  Alaska  economy.  It  would  attract 
in-migrants  to  the  S^ate,  increasing  the  population.  . 

It  must  c Iso  be  recognized  that  among  the  in-migrants  will  be 
thousands  of  unemployed  people  who  will  come  to  Alaska  without 
sufficient  resources  in  the  hope  of  securing  a  pipeline  job. 
According  to  statistics  published  monthly  by  the  Alaska 
Department  of  Labor,  the  annual  average  of  unemployed  workers 
in  1974  was  approximately  16,200,  an  increase  of  2.200  over  the 
1973  average.  El  Paso  predicts  that  the  same  dynamics  of 
increased  unemployment  will  also  take  place  should  their  pipeline 
be  built  (see,  El  Paso  Environmental  Report,  Vol .  5,  Table  3A.2-2). 


As  noted  above  we  believe  that  a  pipeline  can  be 
constructed  in  Arctic  and  sub-Arctic  regions  provided  sufficient 
work  is  done  from  an  engineering  and  environmental  standpoint  to 
assure  the  iniegrity  of  the  line  as  well  as  to  protect  the 
environment.  Arctic  Gas  has  spent  the  last  five  years  performing 
such  an  investigation  and  is  ready  to  move  forward  promptly 
to  bring  the  vitally  needed  Arctic  gas  supplies  to  market 
once  it  receives  appropriate  authorizations.  The  "alternative" 
here  involved  would  still  require  years  of  study  before  it 
could  be  implemented.  As  a  consequence,  it  is  not  a  viable 
alternative  to  the  Arctic  Gas  Project. 


Detailed  Comments  ) 


Page  VI  -  447: 


DEIS  S t a  t emen  t :  "The  work  season  would  be  from  October 
to  May,  about  132  days." 

Commen t :  The  above  work  season  should  be  reviewed 
for  its  consistency  with  what  the  draft  statement  says  about 
the  feasible  work  schedule  for  the  Arctic  Gas  Project.  For  some 
reason,  more  pessimism  is  shown  relative  to  Arctic  Gas,  which  is 
not  justified. 
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Page  VI  -  640-641 


Page  VI  -  451: 

DEIS  Statement:  :The  minimum  test  pressure  will  be 
1.1  times  the  design  pressure,  using  air  as  a  test  medium." 

Comment:  Air  testing  of  the  pipeline  will  involve  a 

great  number  of  problems.  This  should  be  reviewed  in  detail. 
The  Arctic  Gas  Project  does  not  propose  air  testing. 


Page  VI  -  597: 

DEIS  Statement:  "Conductivity  during  summer  generally 
ranges  from  TOO  to  300_ mhos." 

Comment:  Values  for  conductivity  should  be  in  microrahos 

per  cent imeter ;  that  is,  umhos/cm,  not  mhos. 


Page  VI  -  600: 

DEIS  Statement:  "Springs  and  a  limited  number  of  shallow 
ground  water  sources  also  exist.  There  is  little  or  no  data  on 
them. " 

Comment:  Some  detailed  data  on  sorines  are  available 

as  a  result  ot  Arctic  Gas  Project  work.  See  Craig,  P.  and  P. 
McCart,  1975.  Classification  of  stream  types  in  Beaufort  Sea 
drainages  between  Prudhoe  Bay  and  the  Mackenzie  Delta,  N.W.T., 
Canada.  Arctic  and  Alpine  Research  VII(2):  183-198.  Only  a 
small  amount  is  relevant  to  a  "Trans-Alaska"  pipeline,  however. 


Page  VI  -  640: 

DEIS  Statement:  "Cisco  is  also  a  common  resident  of 
lakes,  rivers,  and  streams  in  the  region  and  is  an  important  prey 
fish  of  lake  trout,  pike,  burbut,  and  loons.  Whitefish  are  very 
important  subsistence  fish  and  are  taken  primarily  with  gillnets. 
They  occur  in  all  major  drainages  and  in  the  coastal  lagoons." 


Comment :  This  paragraph  is  incorrect.  No  species 

of  cisco  is  a  common  resident  of  lakes,  river,  and  streams  in  the 
Saga vanirktok  River  drainage,  though  several  species  do  occur 
in  estuarian  lagoons.  The  same  is  true  for  whitefish,  other  than 
the  round  whitefish.  Pike,  which  are  supposed  to  eat  ciscoes 
in  this  area,  have  not  yet  been  reported  from  the  Saga vanirktok . 

Reference:  P.  Craig  and  P.  McCart,  1975.  Fish  Utilization  of 

Nearshore  Coastal  Waters  Between  the  Colville  and  Mackenzie 
Rivers,  with  an  Emphasis  on  Anadromous  Species.  Third  Interna¬ 
tional  Conference  on  Port  and  Ocean  Engineering  under  Arctic 
Conditions;  University  of  Alaska;  August  11-15,  1975. 


DEIS  Statement :  Burbot  . . .  (are)  widely  distributed  in 
deep  lakes  and  larger  streams  of  the  region,  where  it  preys  on 
whitefish.  The  fish  frequents  the  bottom,  staying  in  deep  waters 
but  moving  into  shallow  waters  to  spawn  in  fall  and  early  winter. 

Comment :  Burbot  occur  on  the  Sagavanirktok  drainage  but, 

except  for  a  few  large  lakes,  are  not  common.  If  they  spawn  is 
fall  and  early  winter  as  seems  to  be  implied  (the  meaning  is 
ambivalent),  then  their  spawning  season  is  much  earlier  than  else¬ 
where  . 


Page  VI  -  641: 


DEIS  Statement :  "Nine-spine  stickleback  are  also  common. 
Other  fish  which  can  be  found  are  slimy  sculpine,  Arctic  and 
least  cisco." 


Comment :  Nine-spine  s 
northern  foothills  and  Arctic  o 
least  cisco  are  only  incidental 
to  on  page  640  as  being  common. 

Page  VI  -  753: 

DEIS  Statement:  Table 

Comment :  What  are  the 


ickleback  are  only  common  in  the 
astal  plain.  If  the  Arctic  and 
species,  which  cisco  is  referred 
See  comment  to  Page  VI-640. 


-  Relative  Depth, 
units  of  measurement? 


Page  VI  -  839: 


DEIS  Statement:  "The  placing  of  a  chilled,  buried, 
high-pressure ,  large  diameter  natural  gas  pipeline  of  this  type 
has  no  precedent." 

The  next  two  paragraphs  go  on  to  describe  the  "massive 
amount  of  work  which  will  have  to  be  done." 

Comment :  Arctic  Gas  strenuously  disagrees  with  the 
implied  conclusion  that  assessment  of  the  design  of  a  chilled, 
buried  natural  gas  pipeline  is  not  possible.  Assessment  of  the 
design  is  possible  and  has  been  extensively  discussed  in  the 
Arctic  Gas  application,  in  the  Arctic  Gas  Environmental  Report 
and  in  comments  on  Part  II  of  the  DEIS.  However,  it  is  true  that 
a  tremendous  amount  of  field  work  would  be  necessary  to  adequately 
design,  and  assess  the  impact  of,  a  trans-Alaskan  chilled  gas 
pipeline  as  described  in  the  DEIS  at  pages  VI-440,  et .  seq.  The 
time  required  to  conduct  site  specific  work  and  to  refine  the 
concept  of  the  Trans -Alaskan  Gas  Pipeline  to  a  degree  which  is 
even  comparable  to  the  design  of  the  Arctic  Gas  System  has 
obvious  implications  for  the  ultimate  in-service  date  of  such  a 
system.  Any  delay  in  the  transportation  of  Arctic  gas  from  Alaska 
has  environmental  impacts  which  have  been  discussed  in  other 
comments  to  other  Parts  of  the  DEIS. 

Page  VI  -  840: 

DEIS  Statement :  "Major  engineering  location  and  construe 
tion  uncertainties  are  associated  with  this  pipeline  system." 
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Comment  :  Arctic  Gas  agrees  that  uncertainties  exist, 
because  work  has  not  been  done  relative  to  a  trans-Alaska  gas 
pipeline.  Some  of  the  Arctic  Gas  work  is  transferable,  but  site 
specific  matters  are  not,  of  course. 

Page  VI  -  880-81: 


DEIS  Statement :  "...most  grizzlies  do  survive  in  the  pre¬ 
sence  of  development . " 

Comment :  Arctic  Gas  agrees  with  the  statement.  However 
it  is  in  direct  contrast  to  the  assessment  of  the  impact  on 
grizzlies  of  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  found  in  the  DEIS,  Page  11-783, 
to  wit:  "The  grizzly  bear  .  .  .  will  not  tolerate  encroachment  on 
its  territory  by  human  structures  and  activities."  It  should  also 
be  noted  that  denning  is  remote  from  the  Prime  Route.  Neverthe¬ 
less,  the  claim  was  made  that  there  would  be  a  major  impact  on 
grizzlies  in  the  case  of  the  Prime  Route. 

Page  VI  -  882: 

DEIS  Statement:  ",  .  .there  is  more  than  a  little 
reason  to  suspect  that  a  third  environnsi tal  assault  on  and 
insult  to  the  status  will  little  affect". 

Comment :  We  interpret  this  somewhat  lurid  passage  to 

mean  that  the  impact  of  another  line  beside  the  Trans-Alaska 
oil  pipeline  will  have  little  incremental  impact.  We  believe, 
however,  that  this  statement  cannot  be  backed  up  by  factual 
studies.  We  believe  that  the  studies  must  be  undertaken  to 
show  the  impact  of  the  oil  line  and  the  additive  impact  of  the 
gas  pipeline,  for  in  many  cases  it  does  not  closely  parallel 
the  oil  pipeline.  There  should  also  be  account  taken  of  the 
synergistic  effects  on  the  environment  of  additional  impact. 

See  the  accompanying  testimony  of  Dr.  Banfield  (Appendix  "A"). 
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Comment:  The  discussion  here  deals  with  the  impact 

of  the  LNC  Plan t— proposed  at  Gravina  Point,  and  it  comments 
that  the  total  impact  cannot  be  quantified.  It  would  seem 
inconsistent  here  not  to  use  the  "worst  case"  approach,  as 
was  used  on  the  prime  route  and  which  is  described  in  some 
detail  on  page  925,  where  the  worst  case  would  involve  complete 
destruction  of  the  plant  and  widespread  damage  around  it. 

In  order  to  be  consistent,  this  type  of  approach  ought  to  be 
applied  to  the  alternative  systems  discussion,  or  should  not 
be  applied  to  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  proposal.  Arctic  Gas  feels 
it  is  not  a  realistic  approach  to  be  applied  in  either  case. 


Page  VI  -  883-885: 

Again,  the  advantage  of  an  "incremental"  pipeline  is 
assumed  but  not  verified. 

The  LNG  plant  at  Gravina  is  included  in  this  section, 
but  there  is  no  mention  of  probable  effects  of  discharge  of 
heated  effluent  on  seabirds  of  Prince  William  Sound.  Analysis 
is  not  made  of  the  effect  if  acclimation  to  heated  water  were 
to  occur  in  marine  organisms  over  a  period  of  time,  and 
accidental  or  deliberate  shut-down  of  the  plant  occurred. 


Page  VI  -  891: 

DEIS  S  ta  temen  t :  "The  total  impact  cannot  be  quantified." 
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APPENDIX  "A" 


Testimony  and  Cross-Examination  of 
Dr.  A  W.  F.  Banfield  Re  Alternative  Corridors 
Before  the  Federal  Power  Commission  in  El  Paso 
Alaska  Co. .  et  al.,  Docket  Nos.  CP75-96 ,  et  al. 
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Do  you  have  an  opinion  as  to  the  environmental  impact  of  the 
proposed  pipeline  on  the  Fairbanks  and  Fort  Yukon  corridors? 

A  less  extensive  environmental  analysis  has  been  made  of 
these  two  corridors.  I  have  flown  over  sections  and  conducted 
field  studies  in  the  area  of  the  Alaska  Highway  and  in  the 
southern  Yukon,  some  years  ago. 

✓  e.  es 

These  corridors^re  not  without  environmental  concerns 
since  they  contain/extensive  wetland  areas  with  breeding  water- 
fowl  and  furbear^.  The  Fort  Yukon  corridor  passes  through 
the  area  occupied  by  the  Forty-Mile  caribou  herd  and  there  are 
several  flocks  of  Dali  sheep  along  both  routes.  It  is  my  con¬ 
clusion  that  the  environmental  concerns  along  these  corridors 
would  be  of  the  same  order  of  magnitude  as  the  more  northerly 
ones. 

Would  you  comment  on  the  contribution  that  the  project  has  been 
able  to  make  to  science  through  funding  of  the  various  environ¬ 
mental  studies  that  have  been  undertaken? 

I  believe  it  is  generally  recognized  that  in  this  case  industry 
has  made  a  tremendous  contribution  fo  basic  environmental  studies 
in  the  Arctic,  particularly  the  northeast  corner  of  Alaska. 
Government  agencies  and  the  foundations  such  as  Arctic  Institute 
of  North  America  have  not  had  the  finds  to  undertake  studies  at 
the  level  that  has  been  undertaken  v ith  respect  to  this  project. 
The  project  has  made  a  major  contribution  to  our  knowledge  of  fish 
and  wildlife  in  this  large  area  of  forth  America. 


One  of  the  important  aspects  c 
environmental  studies  have  been  done 
other  environmental  studies  are  dont 
the  project  will  go  forward  despite 
Worse  still  is  the  situation  where  t 
are  undertaken  are  those  done  after 
is  being  built.  In  sharp  contrast, 
and  yet  we  still  have  done  this  mas: 
the  planning  stage.  I  think  this  is 


f  this  project  is  that  all  the 
at  the  planning  stage.  Many 
with  the  understanding  that 
the  environmental  consequences, 
lie  environmental  studies  that 
a  project  is  built  or  while  it 
there  presently  is  no  pipeline, 
ive  environmental  study  at 
very  important. 


Would  you  please  describe  the  environmental  concerns  that  you 
initially  had  with  the  project  and  the  degree  to  which  those 
concerns  have  been  overcome? 

Starting  in  1969  with  Alyeska,  like  many  other  ecologists,  I  was 
concerned  about  the  effect  of  major  petroleum  development  in  the 
North.  My  concerns  included  the  impact  of  tracked  vehicles  on  the 
areas  underlaid  by  permafrost,  garbage  disposal,  elevated  pipelines, 
oil  leaks,  gas  leaks,  disturbance  to  birds,  interruption  of  caribou 
migrations  and  impact  upon  the  native  populations  and  their  tradi¬ 
tional  way  of  life. 
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0  Now  v/oald  yea  turn  to  page-  10  ,-n  1  to  your  arr.-.rr 
lines  3  thic-Vj'i  14  f  and  particularly  tbs  ^:t  s s-ntonr.n 
that  answer.  :ou?.d  you  ..ell  me  wh..t  yea  r.'-an  by  in;.: acts 
c  the  5;  dine  ore  or  of  magnitude  as  the  more  nnvtherly  or.on? 

A  I  he?  e  in  mind  a  great  number  ox  sfrl.ument3  that 
],  ye  been  made  in  literature  and  in  the  press  that  suggest 
>at  th?  order  of  magnitude  of  environmental  impact  to  be 
ipectc'.d  on  southern  corridors,  particularly  the  Fairbanks 
.  :  r.rrior ,  arc  of  a  very  miner  concern  at  this  point.  They 
T-uld  be  very  minor,  and  not  really  of  the  eaias  concern 
,;vel  of  concern  as  for  the  northern  routes  that  have  been 
u  lectud  by  the  applicant. 

j«y  revie  of  the  information  and  my  understanding 
i  ;  an  urologist  of  boreal  forest  ecology .  as  well 
;ctic  ecology  —  ny  review  of  the  pertinent  literature, 

,  .  £-;):.%rienc©  on  the  around,  my  work  in  the  area  has  iod 
(*  to  believe  that  certainly  from  the  point  of  view  of 
■pul.r  view,  that  they  are  seriously  underesti r»«*L>.g 
'/hat.  would  be  the  true  environmental  impact,  both  on 
11,  I  will  restrict  myself  to  the  biotic  components 
of  the  environment. 

n  Well,  does 'your  answer  also  mean  that  your 
your  answer  in  the  testimony  also  mean  th  t  the  interior 
route  and  the  coastal  route  have  impacts  in  the  same  order 

,  mr-gni tude? 
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A  F-iT.ce  the  r  ’ircse  is  a  general  one,  I  think  that  is 
a  fair  statement.  They  are  of  the  same  order  of  ri’gnitude, 
and  they  could  be  compared.  And  one  ecu'  1  be  '  rmined 
an  more  j r.  1  err.;  h  it  they  :.rs  ronparobl ». 

C  Could  you  .ake  the  c.-  ne  type  of  comparison  for  the 
Fairbanks  corridor  and  coastal  rt ''tc  that  you  just  did 
for  the  interior;  an  ;  coastal  routes? 

A  Would  you  -speat  the  question,  please? 

Q  I  asked  you  whether  you  could  make  the  same  type 
of  comparison  for  the  Fairbanks  corridor  and  the  coastal 
route  as  you  just  did  in  your  previous  answer  fc-r  the 
interior  and  coastal  route. 

A  One  can  make  a  comparison  of  the  expo  :ted 
environmental  impacts  of  the  Fairbanks  corridor  and  the  -- 
one  of  the  two  of  the  coastal  or  prime  route.  And  we 
have  done  this,  and  wo  have  found,  as  I  have  suggested 
rather  broadly  in  ny  direct  written  testimony  here,  that 
when  we  did  this  we  found  that  the  environmental  impacts 
to  be  expected  along  the  Fairbanks  corri  ’’or  were  of  a 
much  larger  order  than  on  the  more  northern  prlne  or 
interior  routes. 

MR.  LOEFFLER:  No  further  qu' *tions . 

PRESIDING  JUDGE:  Was  your  response  limited  to  the 
effect  on  Alaska,  or  the  effect  along  the  total  pipeline? 
You  are  here  also  with  reference  to  the  aspects  of 
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effect  on  Canada,  as  7  understand  it  from  your  au-ol  ;.;enu:J. 
testimony . 

THE  WITNESS*  Yes,  Your  lienor-  I  tx  p rapered  to  .rnvr  t.‘.c 
same  conclusion  on  the  total  routes.  J.nd  real!/  that  ;»-!.?  t.  ... 
question  I  was  addressing  myself  to.  But  I  tin  ‘'.so  prjpz-iid 
to  compare  the  portions  of  those  routes  that  occur  in  .tlaskfc- 

PRESIDING  JUDGE:  Okay. 

MR.  LOEFFLER :  I  foavF  no  further  Questions • 

PRESIDING  JUDGE:  Mr.  IlcIIenry. 

MR.  MC  HENRY:  No  question*,  Your  Honor. 

PRESIDING  JUDGE:  Mr.  Wilson. 

BY  MR.  WILSON: 

0  The  comparison  that  you  just  made  of  the  Fairbanks 
corridor  with  the  coasts}  corridor,  could  you  describe 
the  environmental  analysis  that  led  you  to  that  conclusion? 

A  If  may,  sir,  I  will  reply  in  the  first 
instance  generally.  If  you  wish  more  detail,  I  am  quite 
prepared  to  uo  that,  to  reply  to  specific  questions. 

In  the  comparison  of  two  corridors,  it  is  net  necessary 
to  undertake  the  same  detailed  r  udies  on  each  corridor 
in  order  to  come  to  a  preliminary  conclusion.  One  can  come 
to  n  preliminary  conclu«.:ion  after  making  preliminary 
studies  on  all  corridors.  At  that  stage  one  can  decide 
that  certain  corridors  need  further  detailed  studies  for 
comparison  while  other  orrldors  can  be  ruled  cue  :> 
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further  con  'deration  by  a  complex  svnea  of  (lir.adv  .  trgeots 
factors  sue.*  c.z  length  of  the  impart  corridor,  cci <pi'-x-.vy 
and  diversity  cf  ecouysteno,  and,  for  instance,  ceifuic 

risks . 

One  point  that  appears  to  re  a  tc  have  been  overlooked 
in  this  hearing  is  that  much  of  the  detailed  investigations 
conducted  on  the  prime  and  alternative  routes  are  eriily 
transferable,  ere  applicable:  t.o  the  other  routes.  h.e.ve 
include  studies  on  impact  simulation,  such  as  reaction  to  noise 
simultaors ,  aircraft  disturbance  as  well  as  the  experimental 
approach  to  mitigative  measures  uoh  as  ravage tat  ion  of  the 
right  of  way,  timing  of  construction,  etc.,  etc. 

All  these  studies  are  equally  -uplicab1.  e  to  the  Fairbanks 
corridor  or  to  the  Fort  Yukon  corx'dor.  What  racily  remainad  j 
for  comparison  was  the  environmental  retting.  Our 
preliminary  review,  which  was  based  largely  on  a  literature 
review  and  analysis  of  that,  .indicated  to  us  that,  a  great 
deal  more  information  on  the  environmental  sotting  of 
the  Fairbanks  corridor  vas  available  than  information 
relating  to  the  environmental  setting  of  the  prime  route 
or  the  r . -untain  interior  route  south  of  the  /retie  Wildlife 
Range . 

Q  And  on  the  basis  of  that  preliminary  analysis 
you  concluded  that  the  Fairbanks  corridor  had  morn  environmental 
impact  than  the  coastal  route?  Is  that  what  you  arc  tailing 
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A  'Then  one  hec  completed  that  study,  that  is  a 
conclusion  fch *t  I  arrived  at. 
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0  Ant.  fhen  d;  c  you  do  k.h  t  an  lysis? 

A  The  environmental  impact  analysis  pa:t  of  the 
feasibility  study  stage  is  a  dynamic,  continuing  process. 

I  mentioned  that  study  and  did  the  bulk  of  it  in  the  years 
J73-?3  . 

Q  Arid  at  same,  point  r.  dooiaion  was  made  by  someone, 
I  take  it,  not  to  do  more  detailed  analysis  of  the 
Fairbanks  corridor.  Is  that  correct? 

A  Yes,  sir. 

0  And  when  was  that  decision  reached? 

A  I  expect  it  would  have  been  in  1973. 

Q  In  your  an:  ly6is  did  you  make  a  determination 

of  whether  the  Fairbanks  corridor  would  have  more  or 

less  adverse  impact  on  mammals? 

A  We  made  it  on  •  animals  as  well  as  the  other 
.  / 

components  of  the  environment. 

Q  And  with  respect  to  mammals,  what  was  your 
conclusion? 

A  With  respect  to  mammals,  the  conclusion  was  that 
the  Fairbanks  corridor  would  have  more  environmental  impact 
than  the  coastal  or  interior  routes. 

Q  And  could  you  explain  the  basis  for  that 


i 


•.  r  '  o  .*  ’ 


c <•••- . 


7 


11 


17  i! 

j! 

vti  i; 
tc  j! 


I. 


21 

22 

18 


J" 

7 '5 


Part  c.i  dva  nation  co  -ch&d  j  ;.  the 

".-.urre ueinc  ■- ar.pl'  exity  of  ecosystem*’ . '/Lis  i :i 
mentioned  indirectly,  pel*  apt.  5t\  the  o.  several 

previous  witness.- 3.  In  nummary,  the  farther  out  you  go 
f.vr.c  the  North  Dole  towards  the  Equate r,  the  co, e:-:i  ty 
ru.c  diversity  of  ecc  systems  increases .  Low,  tha'  cun 
be  directly  related  to  the  numbers  of  species  and  the 
populations  of  species  of  mammals. 

There  is  cor. sic cr able  background  data  already  available 
from  the  I!.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  ay:a,  Alaskan 
Game  Branch  reports  on  population  densities.  I  have  here 
a  specific  figure.  The  mean  den* it”  in  tho  interior  of 
Alaska,  which  would  be  a  fair  reflect 'on  of  the  Fairbanks 
corridor,  varies  from  one  moooe  per  decimal  45  square 
miles  to  one  moose  per  decimal  85  square  miles. 

Q  Excuse  me,  si*  ,  That  is  where? 

A  In  the  interior  of  Alaska.  That  is  from 
U.  S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  reports. 

Q  Just  generally,  can  you  describe  what  is  meant 
by  the  interior  of  Alaska? 

A  That  is  a  political  description  It  would  mean 
to  me  south  of  the  Brooks  Range  — 

Q  Well,  hold  it.  What  it  means  in  terms  o.  there 
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•jtbti  .hi cs  t.-.ut  y'jj  rra  citing  is  *h;tfe  •.  a;;;  locking  'or.  t*1  .t. 

1  the  f.rca  covered  by  tiior*  statist-  cs'3 

A  Son;.);  of  Ms  Frocks  rang:.*  nd  north  o‘  i:ha 
h  uoa.vt:  .  <*.:»«  or  .•'!<.  s'  .a  vhich  in  under  the  inf;  enws 
-f  the  Pacif  ic  Ocean  where;  you  get  auot  icr  biological 
community  or  complex  of  ccc.-munities . 

C  Al  l  right,  sir. 

A  ih  -hAt  saci^i  •  a\.ory? 

Q  Yas,  I  was  just  looking  for  a  definition. 

A  Yes, 

ideally  —  and  this  would  be  further  south  in  the 
continent  —  the  density  of  lr.oose  can  reach  about  one  per 
square  mile.  And  the  data  I  have  given  you  indicate  that 
in  th<  interior  of  Jtlaska,  the  mean  density  is  no:  \»j>  to 
a  wa:. v..pxn  that  can  tv  sustained  in  idea]  moose  range. 

Now* ,  as  opposed  to  that,  studies  from  the  Canadian 
W-  ’dlifo  Sevvjcs,  the  Moose  density  in  the  northern  Yukon 
Territory,  which  is  a  fair  of  Auction  o'  the  area  traversed 
by  both  the  interior  mountain  route  and  the  coastal  route  —  J 
the  noose  density  there  is  1  per  <-7  squeire  miles. 

One  can  go  over  the  various  other  species  and  indicate  I 
densities  that  are  of  that  order.  There  are  so  many 
other  species  that  come  d  t.  importance,  particularly 
amongst  th»i  fur-bearers,  boover,  n.artc-.n,  mink,  lynx 

a  great  array  of  manuals  that  are  common  in  t...*  ‘  -  terror  of  1 
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Alaska  ar.d  rare  or  f^ser.t  from  the  north  coast  that  one  would 
have  to  add  on  r>!l  t’:s  interact  one  with  those  species 
and  with  the  den. a  M-J,  the  greater  densities  of  those  more 
species.  And  or.  that  basis  I  conclude  that  the  impact  is 
greater. 

Q  How  about  birds? 

A  In  a  ery  general  way  the  same  sort  of  argument 
can  be  applied  to  birds  In  other  words,  the  interior 
of  Alai  ha  ha3  a  larger  -ivifaun  than  the  coastal  north 
cor.et  of  Alaska,  and  also  the  species  that  occur  there 
are  in  greater  densities.  On  the  other  hand,  as  you 
probably  are  avere,  air,  there  are  special  species,  there 
are  specie 3  that  are  more  or  less  confined  to  certain 
environments,  fir.  Gunn  has  testified  at  great  length  as  to 
the  importance  of  the  snow  goose.  And  obviously  the  snow 
goc  *5  —  the  interior  of  Alaska  is  not  the  habiti.t  of  the 
snow  goose.  On  the  other  hand,  the  interior  of  Alaska 
is  the  habitat  of  the  trumpeter  swan,  which  ia  a  bird 
of  considerable  concern.  It  was  once  on  the  rare  and 
endangered  species  list.  We  do  not  meet  it  on  the 
coastal  strip. 

Q  Where  is  it  met  on  the  Fairbanks  corridor,  for 
example? 

A  I  wish  I  had  a  map  with  me.  I  believe  the  river 
is  called  the  Kogaluk  Piver.  It  is  a  northern  tributary  of 
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Q  Dr.  ;  .../le'd.  -ve  'ou  r.  her  of  *c" ' 

Fn  vi  r  ar,.Tion  t  a  1  r  re  techier.  YotrU? 

A  No,  sir. 

Q  Pave  you  reed  its  reports? 

A  Yes,  sir,  all  of  them. 

Q  Do  Lhcue  reports  have  cr.yth inr  tc  •'  v:  : 
Alesha,  or  arc  they  confined  to  Canada'3 

A  Those  reports  deal  only  with  Canada. 

Q  All  right,  sir. 

Your  testimony  speaks  of  boreal  forests.  Could  you 
describe  briefly  end  generally  what  e.  bored  forest  is? 

A  A  boreal  fore3t  is  a  major  uio,  end  i:  :s 
characterized  by  coniferous  trees,  particularly  sprues 
and  fir,  with  a  very  weak  understory  cf  shrubs  and 
a  very  strong  component  of  mosses  and  lichens. 

Are  you  satisfied,  sir? 

Q  Well,  if  you  are.  I  am  afraid  I  was  cutting 
you  off.  That  .1e  why  I  stopped. 
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kr.o  Tjkon  River  tf  at  joins  die  Yukon  7iiv ir  belc.: 
utility  corridor.  There  are  about  —  in  that  r-vwr  valley 
fti.d  further  on  ..p  the  re  arc  clout  C ,  plus  or  •**.  -.-v.v: , 
trumpeter  z ',)-r.\3  in  that  area.  Thcrrt  are  also  other  oockats 
of  trumpeter  wan  a .  prr  Mcnltrly  in  the  south  of  Me-;?. , 
the  Co  ’xer  kiver  drr.ini.ge .  -/hat  in  another  stros:c.-.old  of 
trumpeter  swans • 

Q  Dr.  banfield,  sx*e  ^ou  a  number  of  tha 
Eavircnmental  rrctectior.  lo-.rd? 

7v  No ,  sir . 

Q  Have  you  read  its  reports'? 

A  Yes,  sir,  all  of  them. 

Q  Do  tiiooe  reports  Lave  anything  to  do  v*5th 
Alaske,  or  arc  they  confined  to  Canada'5 

7.  Those  reports  deal  only  with  Canada. 

Q  All  right,  sir. 

Your  testimony  speaks  of  boreal  forests.  Could  you 
describe  briefly  and  generally  what,  e  boreal  fen  ast  is? 

A  A  boreal  fore3t  is  a  major  oio,  and  i  :  is 
characterized  by  coniferous  trees,  particularly  spruce 
and  fir,  with  a  very  weak  under story  cf  shrubs  and 
a  very  strong  component  of  mosses  and  lichens. 

Are  you  satisfied,  sir? 

Q  Well ,  if  you  are.  I  am  afraid  I  v;as  cutting 
you  off.  That  is  why  I  stopped. 
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LIST  OF  REPORTS  SUBMITTED  WITH  PART  VI  -  ALTERNATIVES 


Amended  Application  of  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  at  FPC 
Docket  No.  CP74-290,  September,  1975. 

* 

Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Pipeli.fe  Limited  Exhihitsfin  Support  of  Amendment 
to  Relocate  Main  Line  Near  Fort  Simpson  and  to  Dual  Certain  River 
Crossings , 


Second  Amendment  of  Application  of  Canadian  Arctic  to  National  Energy 
Borad,  to  Resize  Delivery  Lines,  August  29,  1975. 


Exhibits  in  Support  of  Amendment  in  3.,  above. 


12.  Correction  was  noted  but  not  needed  as  revision  of  text  in  Final 
EIS  took  care  of  error. 

13.  This  statement  was  changed  on  page  2  of  the  Alternatives  Volume 
of  the  Final  EIS. 

14.  Statement  on  page  2  of  Alternatives  Volume  indicates  that  fuller 
discussion  of  these  options  and  their  effects  can  be  found  in  other 
parts  of  the  Final  EIS. 

15.  This  is  discussed  to  some  extent  on  pages  1-8  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume  of  the  Final  EIS  but  only  the  gas  of  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area 

of  Alaska  can  be  considered  in  this  EIS  regardless  of  how  much  other 
gas  might  be  available  in  Alaska  at  a  future  date  after  more  explora¬ 
tion  has  been  completed. 

16.  This  is  covered  on  page  3  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

17.  This  statement,  which  also  appears  on  page  18  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume  of  the  Final  EIS,  does  not  mean  to  imply  that  gas  could  not 
be  produced  without  coal  being  mined  as  well  but  only  that  the  pre¬ 
sence  or  absence  of  coal  production  in  the  area  by  mining  companies 
might  influence  possible  gas  production  from  coal. 

18.  This  is  discussed  somewhat  under  the  Canadian  natural  gas  section 
on  pages  42-48  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

19.  Because  the  emphasis  of  the  EIS  is  devoted  to  the  environmental 
aspects  rather  than  economic  or  marketing  substitutes,  this  section 
is  not  covered  in  the  Overveiw  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS  either.  It 
is  discussed  on  pages  29-34  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final 
EIS. 

20.  This  statement  does  not  refer  to  the  Mackenzie  Delta  deposits  which 
would  be  served  by  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  but 
to  other  areas  above  the  Arctic  Circle  as  yet  undeveloped  and  for 
which  no  plans  have  been  toiade  to  date. 

21.  Through  an  oversight,  this  1975  NEB  report  was  not  examined  by  the 
Task  Force,  so  figures  in  Final  EIS  do  not  reflect  the  latest  infor¬ 
mation  from  NEB. 

22.  Same  as  21.  above. 

23.  No  change  in  Final  EIS. 

24.  Same  as  23.  above. 

• 

25.  The  figure  used  for  cost  of  drilling  an  offshore  well  represents  a 
minimum  charge,  which  no  doubt  now  is  higher  because  of  inflation. 


Response  to  comments  received 
from  Alaska  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
(Relative  to  Part  VI  Alternatives) 
dated  October  28,  1975 


1.  Increased  supplies  of  natural  gas  from  non-Alaskan  sources  would 
not  be  a  realistic  alternative  to  the  Alaskan  gas  but  instead  would 
be  required  along  with  the  Alaska  gas  to  meet  the  country's  future 
gas  requierments.  The  failure  of  other  fuels  to  equal  the  unique 
advantages  of  natural  gas  in  its  clean-burning  properties,  ease  of 
automatic  handling,  and  use  as  a  raw  material  and  the  fact  that  other 
fuels  are  not  readily  substitutable  in  much  gas-using  equipment, 
especially  in  private  homes,  have  been  discussed  on  pages  15-18 

and  29-35  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

2.  Discussions  of  imports  of  natural  gas  from  Canada  and  the  effects 
*  of  a  possible  delay  or  denial  of  the  Alaska  gas  project  on  the 

availability  of  Canadian  gas  for  future  export  to  the  conterminous 
United  States  are  presented  on  pages  42-48  of  the  Alternatives  Volume 
of  the  Final  EIS. 

3.  Pages  54-115  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS  describe 
the  alternative  energy  sources  and  indicate  that  none  of  these  is  a 
realistic  substitute  for  the  Alaska  gas  within  the  time  frame  of  the 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Project. 

4.  That  conservation  measures  alone  could  not  replace  the  proposed 
Alaska  gas  supply  is  indicated  in  the  discussion  in  page  9  of  the 
Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

5.  The  discussions  of  the  envi^^mental  impacts  of  the  various  alter¬ 
native  energy  sources  on  pages  54-115  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of 
the  Final  EIS  indicate  In  general  that  these  environmental  impacts 
are  greater  than  those  that  would  be  produced  in  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System  Project. 

6.  This  problem  has  been  discussed  more  fully  in  the  Alternatives 
Volume  of  the  Final  EIS  on  pages  54-56,  especially  page  55. 

7.  This  table  has  been  dropped  and  the  entire  section  revised  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

8.  Same  as  7  above. 

9.  This  subject  is  discussed  on  page  8  of  the  Alternatives  Volume 
of  the  Final  EIS. 

10.  No  change  needed  in  Final  ETS  where  use  of  part  numbers  for  various 
volumes  was  dropped. 

11.  Same  as  10  above. 


26.  No  change  in  Final  EIS. 

27.  The  fact  that  deregulation  in  itself  is  not  a  solution  to  the 
country's  gas  shortage  is  covered  in  the  discussion  of  the 
finite  nature  of  gas  supplies  on  pages  35-36  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

28.  The  introduction  to  the  section  on  alternative  energy  sources  on 
pages  54-56  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  shows  that  the  sources  dis¬ 
cussed  are  not  realistic  substitutes  for  the  Alaska  gas  supply. 

29.  The  fact  that  energy  sources  may  be  equivalent  on  an  energy  basis 
does  not  make  them  directly  substitutable  for  each  other,  as  is 
indicated  on  page  55  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

30.  The  environmental  desirability  of  a  buried  pipeline  for  Alaska  gas 
would  be  pointed  out  in  the  geographic  volumes  on  Alaska  and  Canada 
rather  than  here  in  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

31.  This  is  responded  to  on  page  76  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  Final 
EIS. 

32.  The  headings  on  the  table  on  page  80  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  for 
the  Los  Angeles  and  San  Francisco  and  for  the  Northern  Border  were 
transposed  in  error. 

33.  Correction  was  noted  but  table  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

34.  This  section  was  condensed  in  the  Final  EIS  and  no  longer  includes 
the  statement  in  question. 

35.  The  figure  used  was  based  on  a  talk  given  in  1973. 

36.  Information  was  noted  but  section  was  deleted  from  Final  EIS  in  the 
interest  of  brevity. 

37.  No  change  made  on  page  90  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final 
EIS  as  final  decision  on  plutonium  recycling  had  not  been  received 
from  Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission. 

38.  On  page  94  of  the  Alternatives  Volume,  in  the  table,  the  heading 
for  the  Los  Angeles  and  San  Francisco  Pipelines  and  for  the  Northern 
Border  Pipeline  were  transposed  in  error. 

39.  In  the  paragraph  following  the  table  on  page  94  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume  the  terms  west  coast  and  Northern  Border  were  transposed  in 
error.  Thus,  read  Northern  Border  section  for  two  west  coast  segments 
and  vice  versa. 


40.  A  note  on  page  92  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS 
Indicates  that  the  prices  shown  for  uranium  resources  may  well 
be  Increased  because  of  inflation  and  because  the  figures  used 
were  based  on  a  1973  report.  The  same  would  be  true  of  the 
figure  of  $435/kw  for  the  pressurized  water  reactor  shown  on 
page  98  because  it  too  is  based  on  a  1973  report. 

41.  No  change  made  in  Final  F.IS  as  the  figure  given  on  page  98  of  the 
Alternatives  Volume  represents  a  minimum  lead  time. 

42.  The  statement  has  been  changed  on  page  103  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume  to  indicate  that  a  condition  such  as  permafrost  which 
might  cause  problems  in  Alaska  would  not  be  present  in  the  con¬ 
terminous  U.S.  and  thus  would  cause  no  problem  there. 

43.  This  section  has  been  revised  and  condensed  in  Final  F.IS  and  no 
longer  contains  the  statement  in  question. 

44.  Same  as  43.  above 

45.  Same  as  43.  above. 

4b.  Deleted  in  Final  EIS. 

47.  No  change  in  Final  EIS. 

48.  Same  as  46.  above 

49.  These  sections  appears  on  pages  116-158  of  the  Alternatives  Volume 
of  the  Final  EIS. 

50.  The  figures  for  the  labor  force  for  the  railway  shown  on  page  158 
were  more  or  less  rounded  off  and  thus  are  too  low  as  reported  in 
the  Final  EIS. 

51. -58.  The  discussions  of  the  alternative  routes  discussed  on  pages 

423-427  for  the  Draft  EIS  have  all  been  removed  from  the  Alternatives 
Volume  of  the  Final  EIS  and  are  now  discussed  in  the  appropriate 
geographic  volumes  and  aggregated  for  the  total  system  in  the  Over¬ 
view  Volume  in  Section  8.0V. 3. 

59.  The  social  and  economic  impact  sections  were  revised  to  reflect 
these  comments.  See  pages  496-499  of  part  8.2.1  of  the  Alter¬ 
natives  Volume. 

60.  Revisions  regarding  the  work  season  were  made  of  various  places  in 
the  text.  Reservations  were  stressed  regarding  the  work  schedule. 

See  pages  457  and  464-466  of  part  8.2.1  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 


61.  The  section  on  testing  and  cleaning  was  deleted  from  the  text  of 
the  Final  EIS. 

62.  This  has  been  revised  to  read  "micromhos/cm. "  See  page  230  of 
part  8.2.1  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

63.  This  was  revised  to  read  "There  is  little  data  pertinent  to  the 
Prudhoe-Gravina  corridor."  See  page  232  of  part  8.2.1  of  the 
Alternatives  Volume. 

64.  This  section  was  revised  and  reference  to  the  Sagavanirktok  River 
drainage  was  changed  to  Arctic  Slope  drainage.  See  page  254  of 
part  8.2.1  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

65.  This  statement  was  modified.  See  page  255  of  part  8.2.1  of  the 
Alternative  Volume. 

66.  This  statement  was  revised.  See  page  255  of  part  8.2.1  of  the 
Alternatives  Volume. 

67.  This  correction  was  overlooked  in  the  preparation  of  the  final 
text.  The  units  of  measurement  for  the  left  column  are  feet. 

68.  After  consideration  of  this  comment  it  was  decided  to  make  no  change 
in  the  text. 

69.  This  statement  was  revised  to  read  "...most  grizzlies  do  not 
survive  in  the  presence  of  development." 

70.  The  text  was  revised.  See  page  494  of  part  8.2.1  of  the  Alterna¬ 
tives  Volume. 

71.  The  Gravina  Point  area  is  not  a  heavily  populated  seabird  area  and 
therefore  no  analysis  of  the  effect  of  heated  effluent  on  seabirds 
was  made. 

72.  This  section  was  revised  and  this  statement  was  deleted.  See  page 
489  of  part  8.2.1  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 
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STATEMENT  OF  ROH71RT  0.  CA7F.LI.,  ASSISTANT 

VICE  PRESIDENT,  IiRCORX.YN  UNION  GAS  COMPANY 

Mr.  C&toll.  My  name  in  Robert  B.  Cat ell.  My 
address  is  196  Montague  Street,  Xirooklyn,  New  York.  I  am 
Assistant  Vice  President  with  the  Brooklyn  Union  Gas  Company. 

I  appear  here  today  to  represent  Brooklyn  Union.  In  addition, 

I  am  also  appearing  in  behalf  cf  the  New  York  Gas  Group. 

The  Now  York  Gas  Group  was  formed  in  April  1973,  at 
the  urging  of  the  New  York  State  Public  Service  Commission,  to 
achieve,  by  cooperative  action  among  the  State's  gas  dir.tributo  s 
greater  efficiency  in  meeting  present  demands  for  gas  service 
and  to  develop  adequate  statewide  gas  supplies  in  order  to 
support  future  economic  growth  throughout  the  State.  The  New 
York  Ga6  Group  is  comprised  cf  the  14  utility  companies  who 
provide  the  major  portion  of  the  gas  service  in  the  State  of 
New  York.  They  jointly  supply  in  excess  of  600  billion  cubic 
feet  to  well  over  four  million  customers  each  year. 

I  served  on  a  Task  Force  designated  by  the  New  York 
Gas  Grcup  to  review  and  analyse  the  competing  projects  for  the 
delivery  of  Alaskan  natural  gas  to  the  lower  United  States. 

As  a  result  of  the  study  and  recommendations  of  that  Task 
Force,  the  New  York  Gas  Group  sjtrongly  supports  and  is  in 
favor  of  the  proposed  pipeline  system  which  it  believe:  will 
provide  the  most  economic,  efficient  and  expeditious  means 
of  delivering  vitally  needed  additional  supplies  of  ru-.tuxal  gas 
to  the  East  Coast  of  the  United  States,  and  in  turn  to  the 
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New  York  State  and  New  York  City  Metropolitan  area. 

I  do  not  believe  it  ie  necessary  to  document  the 
natural  gas  shortage.  The  evidence  is  overwhelming.  The 
majority  of  the  long  line  ga3  pipeline  transmission  companies  I 
are  unable  to  meet  their  current  demands  for  clean  burning 
natural  gae.  A  fact  which  is  in  evidence  by  the  pendency  of 
the  numerous  curtailment  proceedings  at  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  which  indicated  that  these  pipeline  companies 
are  unable  to  meet  their  existing  contractor  ally  authorized 
delivery  volumes. 

The  Nev;  York  Gas  Group  has  worked  diligently  in 
attempting  to  achieve  alternate  means  of  supply.  Unfortunately, 
to  date  all  of  these  efforts  have  had  very  little  positive 
results.  The  gas  available  to  the  customers  of  the  State  of 
New  York  continues  to  decline.  Our  companies  believe  that  the  ' 
economic  welfare  of  the  communities  which  they  serve,  the 
lives  of  the  people  who  live  in  the  area  served  and  the 
future  development  of  the  Stats  depend  upon  the  availability 
of  energy  in  a  clean,  convenient  form.  It  i3  only  through 
natural  gas  that  these  fuel  need3  will  be  satisfied,  while  I 
at  the  same  time  protecting  the  environment  in  which  over 
18  million  people  live. 

A  recent  long  range  study  made  of  Now  York  Slate's 
gas  supply  situation  indicates  that  the  curtailments  or  gas 
supply  will  continue  to  increase  throughout  the  state-.  Even 
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under  the  current  State  Public  Service  Commission  rest ructions 
on  adding  new  customers,  the  projected  curtailment  of  pipeline  • 
supplies  will  reach  in  excess  of  180  billion  feet  during 
1980.  The  effect  of  such  a  deficiency  on  the  economy  end 
the  anvironment:  of  the  State  of  Nev  York  would  be  disastrous.  , 
Managing  a  curtailment  of  this  magnitude  could  only  b";  effected 
through  the  massive  shutdown  of  industry  and  much  of  tha 
commerce  in  the  State. 

As  mentioned  before,  the  firm  requirements  of  the 
over  four  million  customers  amounts  to  over  600  billion  feet 
of  natural  ges  per  year.  This  firm  market  is  60  percent 
residential,  20  percent  cocmercial  ar.d  15  percent  industrial, 
with  the  remainder  being  for  primarily  company  use. 

The  effect  on  jobs  and  on  the  overall  economy  is 
fairly  evident.  If  the  shutdown  cf  commercial  and  industrial 
operations  did  not  adequately  reduce  the  load  to  c«et  the 
supply  available,  the  only  other  alternative  would  be  to 
physically  isolate  oiactiocs  of  a  company's  distribution 
system,  shutting  off  all  of  the  customers,  including  hospitals, 
schools,  nursing  hones,  police  stations,  fire  departments, 
and  all  other  essential  services. 

This  would  oe  necessary  since  it  is  not  possible  to 
lot  the  pressure  in  n  gas  aystr.n  Lai?,  below  acceptable  tev^lsj 
without  incurring  sc ’ere  safety  hazards.  Before  gas  service 
could  be  restore':  to  an  area,  each  and  every  individual 
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i 

residence  must  he  entered  and  the  gas  turned  off  and  than  $ 

later  on  when  pressure  was  restored.  If  this  was  not  clone,  , 

I 

ans  could  leak  into  homes  through  open  valvos  and  unligh’ccd  , 
pilot  lights  and  cause  a  dangerous  situation.  The  time  and 
manpower  required  to  re-light  a  section  of  territory  alter 
it  had  been  abut  down  would  be  enorr.cus. 

The  residential  market  in  New  York  State  is  over  * 

80  percent  space  hearing,  requiring  substantially  all  of  its  i 
annual  gas  supply  to  be  delivered  during  the  winter  months.  ; 
Within  these  winter  months,  the  peak  day  requirements  can 

I 

exceed  10  times  the  annual  average  daily  delivery.  Conse-  J 
quently,  gas  supply  is  very  seasonal  to  this  sector  of  the 
market  and  requires  major  investment  in  underground  gae 
storage,  manufactured  gas  facilities,  propane-air  facilities, 
and  LNG  facilities  in  order  to  provide  the  proper  mix  of 
peak-shaving,  seasonal  gas  ar.d  caseload  gao  upplres. 

The  commercial  market,  typically  representing  small 
businesses,  is  also  often  a  space  hearing  market,  and,  in 
most  cases,  Conner cial  customers  rarely  have  storage 
capabilities  or  reasonable  access  to  alternative  fuel  oupplits. 
Gas  in  New  York  State  is  rarely  used  for  electric  power 
generation,  except  in  special  circumstances  requiring 
intermittent,  ambient  air  control,  such  as  in  Nev/  York  City. 

Most  industricil  customers  in  this  State  are  mail, 
and  while  they  can  theoretically  convert  to  othor  fuels,  as 
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a  practical  matter  they  are  poorly  positioned  in  ten.'  of  sis 2 
and  logistics  to  utilize  reui.dual  fuel  oil,  and,  in  any 
event,  would  require  considerable  time  and  new  invert  -  ;nt  to 
effect  such  a  changeover . 

If  the  only  alternative  would  be  to  convert  the 
billions  of  dollars  invested  in  gas  burning  facilities  tc 
alternate  fuels,  there  would  be  a  continued  detsriorat :.ca 
of  the  quality  of  air  that  the  people  breathe  and  the  fallout 
of  tha  pollution  cn  the  water  surfaces  due  to  the  combustion 
of  tha  alternate  fuels  would  only  aggravate  an  air  sad v 
serious  situation. 

Recent  medical  and  biological  studies  released  in 
an  Air  Pollution  Control  Association  meeting  have  sho.tv  that 
breathing  Now  York  City's  polluted  air  has  prematurely  killed 
108,000  persons  during  the  past  1C  years. 

Air  pollution  in  rvajor  population  centers  can  only 
be  drastically  reduced  by  burning  natural  gas,  in  lew  level 
stack  uses  such  as  residential  and  ccrmercial  establi  rrte.encs. 
Delay  because  of  the  tecluiiccl  interpretation  of  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Law  has  already  caused 
the  millions  of  persons  on  the  East  Coast  to  live  in  <  more 
polluted  environment  for  longer  periods. 

The  ?re\;  Y ork  G?.s  Group  ttroagly  supperve  t?  •- ro- 
Artie  pipeline  ^.yteuu  tor  the  delivery  or  the  North  1: 
natural  gas  reserves  to  Lhe  low-2  United  St-  tos  and  <  .  _nt  <  lly 
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z-y. 

to  the  East  Coast.  We  beUevo  that  all  of  the  onvirorcsntal 
conctoc  oan  bo  satisfactorily  resolved.  A  pipeline 
transportation  system  has  proven  over  the  years  to  be  the  most 
efficient,  safest  fanner  in  which  to  transport  volnn.es  of 
natural  gas.  In  addition,  the  proposed  Artie  pipeline 
system  insures  that  ooa*  percentage  of  the  additional  reserves 
available  in  Alasica  will  reach  the  I'.ast  Coast,  and  in 

particular,  'Jew  York  State., 

Two  of  the  major  pipeline  supplies  to  the  State  of 

„ew  York  are  participants  in  the  Artie  pipeline  project  and 
I  through  their  ability  to  connect  with  and  supply  other  inter- 
|  state  pipelines  supplying  New  'fork  State  and  New  York  City, 
i  the  deliveries  of  these  volvnes  of  natural  gas  Becomes  a 
I  definite  reality,  rather  than  depending  upon  some  uncertain 
type  of  displacement  system  which  lends  itself  to  delivery 

to  other  parts  of  the  U.  S. 

We  believe  that  through  the  project  which  provides 
an  overland  pipeline  system,  the  volumes  of  natural  gas 
which  are  available  in  Alaska  can  be  equitably  distributed 
i  throughout  the  U.  S.  and  that  a  fair  share  will  eventually 
reach  the  energy  and  gas  deficient  East  Coast  and  New  "ork 

State. 

!  would  like  to  say  in  closing  that  the  Brooklyn 
Union  Gas  Company,  in  its  own  behalf,  as  well  un  a  «tv»r 
and  representative  of  the  New  York  Gas  Group,  strongly  support 
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i 

end  endorses  the  Artie  Gas  Pipelina-Morthorn  Eordor  Pipeline  \ 

i 

Proposal  for  the  following  reasons.  We  believe  that  this  * 

\ 

proposal  will  deliver  the  vitally  needed  supplies  of  natural  l 
gas  to  New  York,  at  the  earliest  tir.e  and  at  the  lowest 
overall  cost,  and  we  believe  the  pipeline  proposal  will 
make  more  gas  available,  both  through  superior  transportation  ) 
efficiencies  and  because  the  gas  can  be  brought  by  pipeline 
directly  to  New  York  State. 

Wa  further  believe  that  all  of  the • environmental 
concerns  can  bs  addressed  and  solved,  as  has  been  shown 
through  the  very  extensive  studies  already  made  by  the 
Artie  Gas  Pipeline  Group.  In  addition,  as  we  have  already 
mentioned,  we  believe  that  the  environment  includes  the 
people,  the  industry  and  the  jobs  on  the  East  Coast  of  the 
U.  S.  and  in  particular.  New  York  State.  We  believe  that 
the  environmental  advantages  from  the  standpoint  of  having 
clean  burning  natural  gas  available  in  this  area  of  the  U.  S. 
m.usg  be  given  careful  consideration  and  put  in  proper 
perspective  with  all  of  the  other  environmental  considerations J 
I  would  like  to  thank  you  very  much  for  having  the 
opportunity  to  coma  here  this  morning  and  I  hope  these 
comments  will  be  given  consideration.  I  will  submit  more 
coiii*ionts  in  more  detail  at  a  litvle  bit*  later  date. 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Cute  11 .  Are  there 
any  questions? 


THE  UN  ITT  D  STATUS  DEPT.  OF  Till:  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OH  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
PROPOSED  ARCTIC  CAS  TRANSMISSION  SYSTEM 


Robert  B.  Cate  11 
Asst.  Vice  President 
The  Brooklyn  Union  Cas  Company 
October  3,  1975 


Gentlemen,  my  name  is  Robert  B.  Catell,  I  am  an  Asst. 
Vice  President  with  The  Brooklyn  Union  Gas  Company;  I  appear 
here  today  to  represent  Brooklyn  Union.  In  addition,  I  am  also 
appearing  in  behalf  of  the  New  York  Gas  Group. 

The  New  York  Gas  Group  was  formed  in  April  1973,  at 
the  urging  of  the  New  York  State  Public  Service  Commission,  to 
achieve,  by  cooperative  action  among  the  State's  gas  distributors, 
greater  efficiency  in  meeting  present  demands  for  gas  service  and 
to  develop  adequate  statewide  gas  supplies  in  order  to  support 
future  economic  growth  throughout  the  State.  The  New  York  Gas 
Group  is  comprised  of  the  14  utility  companies  who  provide  the 
major  portion  of  the  gas  service  in  the  State  of  New  York.  They 
jointly  supply  i;:  excess  cf  COC  billicr.  cubic  feet  to  well  ever 
four  million  customers  each  year. 

I  served  on  a  Task  Force  designated  by  the  New  York 
Gas  Group  to  review  and  analyze  the  competing  projects  for  the 
delivery  of  Alaskan  natural  gas  to  the  lower  United  States.  As 
a  result  of  the  study  and  recommendations  of  that  Task  Force,  the 
New  York  Gas  Group  strongly  supports  and  is  in  favor  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  pipeline  system  which  it  believes  will  provide  the  most 
economic,  efficient  and  expeditious  means  of  delivering  vitally 
needed  additional  supplies  of  natural  gas  to  the  East  Coast  of 
the  United  States,  and  in  turn  to  New  York  State  and  the  New 
York  City  metropolitan  area. 
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I  do  not  believe  it  is  necessary  to  document  the  natural 
gas  shortage.  The  evidence  is  overwhelming.  The  majority  of  the 
long  line  gas  pipeline  transmission  companies  are  unable  to  meet 
their  current  demands  for  clean  burning  natural  gas.  A  fact 
which  is  in  evidence  by  the  pendency  of  the  numerous  curtailment 
proceedings  at  the  FPCp  which  indicates  that  these  pipeline  com¬ 
panies  are  unable  to  meet  their  existing  contracturally  authorized 
delivery  volumes. 

The  New  York  Cas  Group  has  worked  deli  gently  in  attempt¬ 
ing  to  achieve  alternate  means  of  supply.  Unfortunately,  to  date 
all  of  these  efforts  have  had  very  little  positive  results.  The 
gas  available  to  the  customers  of  the  Stale  of  New  York  continues 
to  decline.  Our  companies  believe  that  the  economic  welfare  of 
the  commvn’ t i ?c  which  1_hoy  servo*  the  lives  the  people  who 
live  in  the  area  served  and  the  future  development  of  the  State 
depend  upon  the  availability  of  energy  in  a  clean,  convenient 
form.  It  is  only  through  natural  gas  that  these  fuel  needs  will 
be  satisfied,  while  at  the  same  time  protecting  the  environment 
in  which  over  IS  million  people  must  live. 

A  recent  long  range  study  made  of  New  York  State's  gas 
supply  situation  indicates  that  the  curtailments  of  gas  supply 
will  continue  and  increase  throughout  the  State,  liven  under  the 
current  State  Public  Service  Commission  restrictions  on  adding 
new  customers,  the  projected  curtai  linen  tJwiA  reach  in  excess  of 
180  billion  feet  during  1980.  The  effect  of  such  a  deficiency 
on  the  economy  and  the  environment  of  the  State  of  New  York  would 
be  disastrous.  Managing  a  curtailment  of  this  magnitude  could 


day  requirements  can  exceed  10  times  the  annual  average  daily 
delivery.  Consequently,  gas  supply  is  very  seasonal  to  this 
sector  of  the  market  and  requires  major  investment  in  underground 
gas  storage,  manufactured  gas  facilities,  propane-air  facilities 
and  LNG  facilities  in  order  to  provide  the  proper  mix  of  peak¬ 
shaving,  seasonal  gas  and  bascload  gas  supplies. 

The  commercial  market , typical! y  representing  small 
businesses,  is  also  often  a  space  heating  market  and,  in  most 

«*'•.  it  l  r  > 

cases,  commercial  customers  rarely  have  reasonable  access  to 
alternative  fuel  supplies.  Gas  in  New  York  State  is  rarely  used 
for  electric  power  generation,  except  in  special  circumstances 
requiring  intermittent,  ambient  air  control,  such  as  in  New  York 
City.  Most  industrial  customers  in  this  State  are  small,  and 
while  tney  can  theoretically  convert  lu  other  fuels  us  u  pruci-ieul 
matter,  they  arc  poorly  positioned  in  terms  of  size  and  logistics 
to  utilize  residual  fuel  oil  and,  in  any  event,  would  require 
considerable  time  and  new  investment  to  effect  such  a  changeover. 

If  the  only  alternative  would  be  to  convert  the  billions 
of  dollars  invested  in  gas  burning  facilities  to  alternate  fuels, 
there  would  be  a  continued  deterioration  of  the  quality  of  air 
that  the  people  breathe  and  the  fallout  of  the  pollution  on  the 
water  surfaces  due  to  the  combustion  of  the  alternate  fuels  would 
only  aggravl a te  an  already  very  serious  situation.  Recent  medical 
and  biological  studies  released  in  an  Air  Pollution  Control 
Association  meeting  have  shown  that  breathing  New  York  City's 
polluted  air  lias  prematurely  killed  108,000  persons  during  the 
past  10  yearn. 


only  he  effected  through  the  massive  shutdown  of  industry  and 
much  of  the  commerce  in  the  State. 

As  mentioned  before,  the  firm  requirements  of  the  over 
four  million  customers  amounts  to  over  600  billion  feet  of 
natural  gas  per  year.  This  firm  market  is.  -05  residential ,  205 
commercial  and  155  industrial,  with  the  remainder  being  for 
primarily  company  use. 

The  effect  on  jobs  and  on  the  overall  economy  is  fairly 
evident.  If  the  shutdown  of  commercial  and  industrial  operations 

».'C- 

did  not  adequately  release  the  load  to  meet  the  supply  available, 
the  only  other  alternative  would  be  to  physically  isolate  sect¬ 
ions  of  a  company's  distribution  system,  shutting  off  all  cus¬ 
tomers,  including  hospitals,  schools,  nursing  homes,  police 
stations,  fire  departments  and  all  other  essential  services. 

This  would  he  necessary  since  it  is  not  possible  to  let  the  pres¬ 
sure  on  a  gas  system  fall  below  acceptable  levels  without  incur¬ 
ring  severe  safety  hazards.  Before  gas  service  could  be  restored 
to  an  area,  eacli  and  every  individual  residence  must  be  entered 
and  the  gas  turned  off  and  then  later  turned  on  when  pressure  was 
restored.  If  this  was  not  done,  gas  could  leal;  into  homes  through 
open  valves  and  unlighted  pilot  lights  and  cause  a  dangerous 
situation.  The  time . required  to  relight  a  section  of  territory 
after  it  had  been  shut  down,  could  take  weeks.  ■  h 

i .  -i 

The  residential  market  is  over  805  space  heating, re¬ 
quiring  substantially  all  of  its  annual  gas  supply  to  be  dclivc 
during  the  winter- months .  Within  these  winter  months,  the  peak 


I'ago  .s 

Air  pollution  in  major  population  centers  can  only  be 
drastically  reduced  by  burning  natural  gas,  in  low  level  stack 
uses  such  as  residential  and  commercial  establishments.  -A4-wady 
•<h"c  lay  because  of  the  technical  interpretation  of  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Law  has  caused  the  millions 
of  persons  on  the  Past  Coast  to  live  in  a  more  polluted  environ¬ 
ment  for  longer  periods. 

The  New  York  Gas  Group  strongly  supports  the  proposed  / 
pipeline  system  for  the  delivery  of  the  North  Slope  natural  gas 
reserves  to  the  lower  United  States  and  eventually  to  the  Past 
Coast.  We  believe  that  all  of  the  environmental  concerns  can  be 
satisfactorily  resolved.  A  pipeline  transportation  system  has 
proven  over  the  years  to  he  the  most  efficient,  safest  manner  in 
which  to  transport  volumes  of  natural  gas.  In  addition,  the  pro 
posed  pipeline  system  insures  that  some  percentage  of  the  addition 
al  reserves  available  in  Alaska  will  reach  the  Past  Coast,  and 
in  particular,  New  York  State.  Two  of  the  major  pipeline  sup¬ 
pliers  to  the  State  of  New  York  are  participants  in  the  -present -fj, 
pipeline  project  and  through  their  ability  to  connect  with  and 
supply  other  interstate  pipelines  supplying  New  York  State  mid 
New  York  City,  the  deliveries  of  these  volumes  of  natural  gas 
becomes  a  definite  reality,  rather  than  depending  upon  some  un¬ 
certain  type  of  displacement  system  which  lends  itself  to  de¬ 
livery  to  other  parts  of  the  U.S.  IVc  believe  that  through  the 
project  which  provides  an  overland  pipeline  system,  the  volumes 
of  natural  gas  which  are  available  in  Alaska  can  he  equitably 
distributed  throughout  the  U.S.  and  that  a  fair  share  will 
eventually  reach  the  energy  and  gas  deficient  East  Coast  and  New 
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York  State. 

1  would  like  to  say  in  closing  that  the  Brooklyn  Union 
Gas  Company,  in  its  own  behalf,  as  well  ns  a  member  and  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  New  Yorlc  Gas  Group,  strongly  supports  and  endorses 
the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline-Northern  Border  Pipeline  Proposal  for  the 
following  reasons.  We  believe  that  this  proposal  will  deliver  ^ 
the  vitally  needed  supplies  of  natural  gas  to  New  York,  at  the' 
lowest  overall  cost,  and  we  believe  the  pipeline  proposal  will 
make  more  go*  available,  both  through  superior  transportation 
efficiencies  and  because  the  gas  can  lie  brought  by  pipeline 
directly  to  New  York  State.  We  further  believe  that  all  of  the 
environmental  concerns  can  be  addressed  and  solved,  as  has  been 
shown  through  the  very  extensive  studies  already  made  by  the 
Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Group.  In  addition,  as  we  have  already 
mentioned,  we  believe  that  the  environment  includes  the  people, 
the  industry  and  the  jobs  on  the  hast  Coast  of  the  U.S.  and  in 
particular,  New  York  State.  We  believe  that  the  environmental 
advantages  from  the  standpoint  of  having  clean  burning  natural 
gas  available  in  this  area  of  the  U.S.  must  be  given  careful  con¬ 
sideration  and  put  in  proper  perspective  with  all  of  the  other 
c.nvi  ronmento  1  cons 5  Uera  c  i  ons  . 


Response  to  Comments  Received 
from  the  Brooklyn  Union  Gas  Co.  &  the  New  York  Gas  Group 
at  the  Washington,  D.C.  Public  Hearing 
October  3,  1975 


Comments  were  noted,  but  they  did  not  result  in  changes  in  the 
Final  EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Chicago,  Illinois 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
by  Mr.  Edward  D.  Callahan 
representing 

Columbia  Gas  Systems  Services  Corporation 
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BY  EDWARD  D.  CALLAHAN 
Good  morninz.  My  name  is  Edward  D. 
Callahan.  I  live  in  Wilmington,  Delaware.  I  am 
Vice  President  of  the  Columbia  Gas  Systems  Services 
Corporation  with  responsibility  for  environmental 
matters  for  all  subsidiaries  of  the  Columbia  Gas 
Systems  Services  Corporation  which  is  a  natural 
gas  holding  company  with  operations  in  eleven 
eastern  and  north  central  states. 

Columbia  is  a  participant  in 
sponsor  of  the  proposed  pipeline  facility  to 
transport  gas  from  Alaska  through  Canada  to  the 
lower  forty  eight  states.  My  oral  presentation  willl 
be  of  a  general  nature  with  specific  detailed 
comments  to  be  filed  in  written  form  as  provided  in 
the  notice  that  accompanied  the  statement. 

It  is  important  for  all  who  are 
Involved  in  the  decision  making  process  related  to 
this  project  and  others  of  similar  nature  to 
recornize  the  obligation  and  responsibilities  of 
the  sponsors  and  operators  of  such  a  major  public 
facility.  In  addition  to  the  supply  or  development 
of  reserves,  construction  and  operation  of  the 
pipelines  and  the  shipment  of  gas  through  the  pipe¬ 
line,  these  companies  are  oblizated  to  serve  their 
38 
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customers  and  that  they  must  serve  them  with  as  low 
cost  fuel  as  is  practical  and  that  the  facilities 
must  be  operated  as  safely  and  as  efficiently  as 
possibly  can  be  operated.  The  consortium  here 
that  is  developing  this  facility  or  hoping  to 
develop  this  proposed  facility  has  made  a  serious 
and  sustained  effort  to  develop  the  best  information 
possible,  most  efficient  design  practical,  and  for 
the  facility  to  be  constructed  and  operated  with 
the  least  practical  impact  upon  the  environment. 

To  accomplish  this,  the  consortium  started  back  in 
1970  or  '69  and  has  thu6  far  spent  approximately 
eighteen  million  dollars  on  environmental  research 
and  analytical  studies  before  filing  the  application 
for  certificate.  It  anticipates  an  additional 
thirty  eight  million  dollars  will  be  required 
toward  environmental  expenditures  before  the 
construction  is  completed.  This  will  bring  the 
total  to  about  fifty  six  million  dollars  which  is 
something  like  eight  times  more  than  the  U.S.  paid 
for  Alaska  f-om  Russia  in  1866,  Just  an  interesting 
s^de  light  and  has  no  particular  significance. 

Voluminous  resources  have  been 
expended  on  environmental  studies  thus  far.  The 
arctic  groups  had  up  to  seventy  scientists  in  the 

environment . 

It  is  evident  throughout  DEIS  that 
the  writers  were  conscientiously  trying  to  prepare 
a  document  which  would  provide  the  reader  with 
information  on  which  to  make  an  informed  Judgment 
as  to  the  project's  merit.  It  is  also  evident  that 
the  writers  were  unfamiliar  with  industry  practice, 
regulations  under  which  the  industry  operates,  and 
the  long  history  of  industry  operating  more  than 
two  hundred  sixty  thousand  miles  of  natural  gas 
transportation  lines  in  the  lower  forty  eight  states. 
I  commend  the  efforts  of  the  writers  and  would  like 
to  make  a  suggestion  that  could  improve  future 
project  evaluation. 

The  present  process  requires  federal 
agencies  to  prepare  and  circulate  an  EIS  without 
consultation  with  thp  applicant  is,  in  my  opinion, 
illogical  and  the  system  could  be  improved  by 
consultation  or  public  hearings  to  cross  examine 
the  applicant  before  the  draft  EIS  is  written  and 
circulated.  This  process,  I  believe,  could  shorten 
the  DEIS,  could  shorten  the  review  period,  and 
provide  the  clearest  evidence  possible  to  the  public. 
This  project,  I  believe,  we  could  have  conserved  as 
much  as  two  hundred  fifty  tons  of  paper  and  as  many 
41 


1 

field  for  over  three  years,  this  includes  biologists 

2 

and  geologists  and  socioeconomists  and  engineers. 

3 

The  Northern  Border,  for  example,  has  had  fifty 

4 

diverse  environmental  diciplines  involved  in  the 

5 

preparation  of  its  environmental  impact  statement. 

6 

In  addition,  the  Department  of  Interior  and  FPC 

7 

has  made  substantial  studies  and,  at  least  in  the 

8 

case  of  Department  of  Interior,  has  advised  the 

9 

project  sponsors  that  it  could  be  built  from  three 

10 

to  twelve  million  dollars  for  its  efforts  snd 

11 

preparations  of  the  impact  statement. 

i. 

12 

Beyond  the  dollar  expend  ture  it  has 

13 

been  a  monumental  consumption  of  resources. 

14 

Preparation  of  the  applicant's  '-.pact  statement 

15 

consumes  something  like  one  hundred  twenty  six  tons 

16 

of  paper.  Considering  the  seventeen  volume  statement 

17 

that  DOI  has  put  out  in  the  fact  that  FPC  will  put 

18 

one  out  it  will  probably  be  at  least  fifty  percent 

19 

that  size,  by  the  time  these  final  statements  are 

20 

out  one  could  visualize  that  more  than  five  hundred 

21 

tons  of  paper  have  been  consumed  in  the  environmental 

22 

analysis.  This  appears  to  be  a  substantial 

23 

duplication  of  effort  and  I  am  leading  to  a 

24 

sursrestion  here.  While  it  is  0  significant  project, 

25 

it  does  have  relatively  minor  over  all  impact  on  the 

40 

1 

tons  of  other  resources. 

2 

This  t8kes  on  particular  significance 

3 

when  one  considers  the  low  level  of  Impact 

4 

substantiated  by  applicants  and  the  DOI  inpact 

5 

statements .  The  extent  of  the  lmract  of  the  project 

6 

Is  best  put  in  perspective  by  the  consideration 

that  here  will  be  opened  a  ditch,  approximately 

7 

six  feet  wide  and  nine  feet  deep,  for  a  fev,  weeks 

3 

8  | 

9 

to  construct  the  pipeline.  Then  the  material  will 

10 

be  replaced  in  the  ditch,  the  disturbed  surfaces 

11 

will  be  restored  by  .trass  seeding,  and  the  only 

12 

area  that  will  remain  clear  is  about  a  forty  foot 

13 

area  that  has  to  remain  clear  of  trees  and  shrubs 

14 

but  will  have  crass  and  will  have  lower  vegetation 

15 

forms.  This  pipeline  construction  and  operation  is 

16 

similar  to  construction  and  operation  of  any  water 

17 

or  sewer  line  ary  place  in  the  United  States  or 

18 

Canada . 

19 

Hundreds  of  thousands  of  transmission 

20 

lines  have  been  constructed  in  the  U.S..  Some  of 

21 

these  have  been  operated  for  more  than  fifty  years. 

22 

Columbia  has  been  operating  pipelines  for  about 

23 

seventy  years.  All  of  them  are  subject  to  regulations 

24 

by  FPC,  the  office  of  Pipeline  Safety  and  the 

25 

Department  of  Transportation.  There  is  no  new 
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technology  reouired  or  utilized  for  the  construction 
of  these  facilities  herein  proposed  with  the 
exception  of  the  prima  frost  area  and  even  there 
there  is  a  history  of  construction,  that  is  drawn 
upon  a  Ions  with  the  research  that  the  consortium 
has  accomplished  since  1970. 

In  designing  the  facilities  and 
providing  for  construction  techninues  and  schedules 
we  believe  the  impact  of  the  project  on  the 
environment  is  small  and  we  are  hopeful  that  the 
final  DEIS  will  make  the  factor  clear.  The  benefits 
in  relation  to  the  impact  of  these  facilities  are 
simply  overwhelming  and  there  is  no  need  to  cite 
statistics  on  the  need  of  this  energy  source  on  a 
national  basis.  I  believe  I  should  mention  the 
specific  requirements  for  the  area  served  by  Columbia 
one  of  the  largest  companies  in  the  lower  forty 
eight  states. 


S' 


Because  of  the  steady  decline  since 
1970  in  our  supply  of  gas  Columbia  produces, 
transports,  and  stores  and  supplies  natural  gas  to 
the  states  of  New  York,  Pennsylvania,  Maryland, 
Virginia,  West  Virginia,  Kentucky,  Ohio  and  to  about 
four  point  one  million  customers  in  an  area  where 
the  population  exceeding  eighteen  million  has  frozen 
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all  sales  on  the  1971'.  '72  contract  sales  at  one 
point  four  trillion  cubic  feet  annually.  Since 
1972  supplies  have  continued  to  decline  and  the 
company  has  had,  in  1974/75,  def f iciencies  of  one 
hundred  seventy  six  billion  cubic  feet  necessitating 
a  twenty  two  percent  curtailment  to  seven  affiliated 
and  seventy  nine  non-aff iliat ed  distribution 
companies.  This  volume  of  curtailment  would 
supply  four  times  the  requirement  of  a  city  the 
size  of  Washington,  D.C.  and  Baltimore,  Maryland, 
both  cities  which  we  supply  gas  to. 

Twenty  two  percent  curtailment  must 
be  absorbed,  in  general,  by  Industrial  curtailment 
because  residential  and  other  human  need  customers 
must  receive  priority.  With  the  1975/7^  winter 
Columbia  is  goin.r  to  curtail  these  distribution 
companies  twenty  six  percent  of  the  contracted 
volumes.  Its  direct  sale  to  industrial  customers 
will  be  curtailed  up  to  as  much  as  eighty  percent 
of  their  historical  contract  requirements.  The 
curtailment  has  a  serious  impact  on  the  nation's 
ability  to  supply  fertilizer,  to  dry  grain,  and  a 
number  of  other  industrial  products  that  have  a 
high  reliance  on  natural  gas.  It  also  impacts 
those  energy  sources  that  can  be  utilized  to  replace 
44 


the  natural  gas  lost  due  to  curtailment. 

An  example  of  this  Is  a  loss  of 
propane  to  agriculture  if  it  must  be  used  to  replace 
natural  gas  for  heating. 

Another  benefit  of  this  supply  of 
gas  that  cannot  be  overlooked  is  the  twelve  to 
fifteen  point  five  billion  dollars  in  the  cross 
natural  product  annually,  in  the  1974  dollar,  ard 
the  saving  of  five  hundred  nineteen  thousend  to 
six  hundred  seventy  thousand  Jobs  that  arc  now 
dependent  upon  natural  gas.  The  loss  of  the  gross 
natural  product  and  these  Jobs  will  bring  sufferring 
not  only  to  the  unemployed  but  due  to  curtailment 
will  cause  economic  burdens  on  residential  customers 
who  will  need  to  ro  to  other  forms  of  fuel  if  those 
forms  are  available.  At  this  time  there  is  no 
assurance  that  other  forms  will  be  available  in  the 
ensuing  years. 

The  most  likely  substitute  would  be 
an  increase  in  the  dependence  of  foreign  oil.  The 
eouivalent  amount  of  energy  available  from  foreign 
crude  costs  one  point  three  to  one  point  seven 
billion  dollars  and  this  is  assuming  crude  at  twelve 
dollars  per  barrel,  excluding  tariffs.  Importation 
of  which  will  have  a  substantial  effect  on  the 
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nation's  balance  of  payment. 

There  is  another  important  matter 
which  I  would  like  to  discuss  briefly  and  that  is 
the  specific  on  page  1437,  Part  I  of  the  DEIS  and 
the  following  i6  suggested,  "Mitigation  might  best 
be  achieved  by  the  establishment  of  technical  review 
teams  and  construction  monitoring  teams  for  various 
stretches  of  the  pipeline.  Such  teams  should  be 
financed  by  the  applicant.  These  teams  could 
Include  State  and  Federal  Fish  and  Wildlife  biologists 
archeologists,  soil  scientists  and  other  resource 
personnel  familiar  with  local  conditions  and  values.” 
Then  at  page  440,  "The  recommended  technical  review 
team  should  participate  in  the  selection  of  the 
exact  alignment  of  the  route,  and  the  choice  of 
access  routes,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  etcetera, 
and  in  the  selection  of  land  reclamation  and 
resource  replacement  alternatives.  We  believe 
that  the  data  filled  with  the  application  and  the 
impact  statement  is  sufficient  at  the  present  time 
for  knowledgeable  contractors  in  the  Industry  to 
take  those  plans  and  build  a  safe  and  efficient 
pipeline  and  for  the  route  selected,  consistent 
with  the  ability  to  negotiate  with  the  land  owners, 
federal  and  private,  that  the  pipeline  could  be 
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placed  as  shown  on  the  maps  submitted  with  the 

1 

obtained  no  less  than  a  hundred  and  sixty  permits 

2 

certificate  application. 

2 

to  build  eighty  six  miles  of  pipeline,  This  is 

3 

We  think,  clearly,  there  is  evidence 

3 

a  costly  process  and  hope  this  will  be  taken  into 

4 

to  show  that  this  unprecedented  suggestion  is 

4 

consideration. 

5 

without  merit.  There  is  virtually  an  endless 

5 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 

6 

number  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies  that 

6 

speak  to  you  this  morning  and  I  hope  that  our 

7 

have  project  approval  requirements  which  is 

7 

remarks  will  be  constructive  and  not  obstructive 

8 

determined  for  administer  of  relations  effecting 

8 

to  your  process . 

9 

the  control  of  the  facilities  such  as  are  here 

9 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Callahan. 

10 

proposed.  To  suggest  a  team  of  agency  overseers 

10 

Any  questions  by  the  panel? 

11 

is  required  to  assure  that  the  best  experts  of  the 

11 

MR.  TULL0SS:  No  ouestions. 

12 

United  States  will  do  a  proper  Job  of  construction, 

12 

MR.  SEDGLEY:  I'd  like  to  ask  a  question. 

13 

in  light  of  the  industry's  history,  is  a  serious 

6 

13 

Mr.  Callahan,  in  rerard  to  your 

14 

matter.  This  suggestion  is  unnecessary  and 

14 

statements  concerning  this  suggestion  by  the  Interior 

15 

undesirable  because  it  leads  to  delays  in  approval, 

15 

to  utilize  local  expertise,  your  statement,  and  I 

16 

no  improvement  in  technique  or  procedure,  an  increase 

16 

think  Mr.  Arr's  statement,  indicated  that  you 

17 

of  cost  to  the  consumer,  and  hinges  upon  a 

17 

Intend  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  land  owner. 

18 

duplication  of  the  specific  responsibility  and 

18 

You  also  refer  to  the  specification,  I  assume, 

19 

authority  granted  to  certain  other  federal  agencies 

19 

specifications  developed  by  your  company  and  what 

20 

by  the  congress.  Now,  we  don't  say  this  lightly. 

20 

I  am  wondering,  in  all  cases,  obviously,  the  wishes 

21 

I  can  cite  a  number  of  details  but  we  are  now  in 

21 

of  the  land  owner  and  the  best  environmental 

22 

construction  process  of  about  eighty  five  miles  of 

22 

practices  are  not  going  to  be  the  same.  What  would 

23 

pipeline  that  was  certificated  some  three  years  ago 

23 

be  the  policy,  for  example,  if  the  land  owner  in 

24 

and  since  that  certification,  we  have  gone  through 

24 

South  Dakota  wished  you  to  fill  up  some  puddles  with 

25 

another  sixty  or  seventy  public  hearings  and 

25 

excess  material  and  the  wildlife  people  considered 
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Gentlemen: 


The  following  remarks  are  submitted  on  behalf  of  Columbia  I 
Gas  Transmission  Corporation  (Columbia) ,  an  affiliate  of  Columbia 
Gas  System  Service  Corporation,  both  of  which  are  wholly  owned 
subsidiaries  of  The  Columbia  Gas  System,  Inc.  Columbia  is  a  par¬ 
ticipant  and  a  sponsor  of  the  pipeline  and  facilities  proposed  to 
transport  natural  gas  from  Prudhoe  Bay,  Alaska,  through  Canada  to 
the  lower  48  states. 

The  Columbia  Gas  System,  Inc.,  a  registered  public  utility 
holding  company,  is  composed  of  a  Service  company,  and  eighteen 
operating  subsidiaries.  The  operating  subsidiaries  are  primarily 
engaged  in  the  production,  purchase,  storage,  transmission,  and 
distribution  of  natural  gas  at  wholesale  and  retail.  Columbia 
System  supplies  directly  through  its  retail  operations,  or  in¬ 
directly  through  other  utilities,  the  gas  requirements  of  about 
4,100,000  customers  in  an  afea  having  a  population  of  approximately 
18,000,000.  Its  service  area  includes  large  parts  of  the  states 
of  Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  Kentucky,  New  York,  Virginia,  West  Virginia, 
Maryland,  and  the  District  of  Columbia.  Columbia  serves  at  retail 
1,859,000  customers  residing  in  communities  with  a  total  population 
of  7,500,000. 

It  is  important  for  all  who  are  involved  in  the  decision¬ 
making  process  related  to  approval  of  the  Arctic  Gas  Project,  in 
particular,  and  projects  of  its  nature  in  general,  to  know  what 
are  some  of  the  obligations  and  responsibilities  of  the  sponsors 
and  operators  of  such  major  public  service  facilities.  The 
charters  under  which  they  operate  require,  in  addition  to  the 
development  of  reserves,  construction  and  operation  of  the  pipeline 
and  transportation  of  gas ,  that  they  provide  the  service  at 
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reasonable  cost,  that  the  service  include  an  assured  supply  of 
the  product  which  is  being  offered  and  that  the  business  be 
conducted  in  a  safe  and  efficient  manner.  The  natural  gas  in 
dustry  is  probably  the  most  extensively  regulated  industry  in 
the  U.  S. 


The  consortium  proposing  the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  System 
has  made  a  serious  and  sustained  effort  to  develop  the  best  in¬ 
formation  possible,  the  most  efficient  design  practicable,  and 
for  the  facilities  to  be  constructed  and  operated  with  the  least 
practical  impact  upon  the  environment.  To  accomplish  this,  the 
consortium  has  spent  during  the  past  four  years  approximately  $18 
million  on  environmental  research  and  analytical  studies  before 
filing  applications  for  certificates.  It  anticipates  an  additional 
$38  million  will  be  required  for  environmental  expenditures  before 
the  construction  is  completed.  This  brings  the  environmental 
cost  of  the  project  to  approximately  $56  million,  which  is  more 
than  8  times  the  price  the  U.  S.  paid  Russia  in  1866  for  Alaska. 
Voluminous  resources  have  been  expended  for  environmental  studies 
and  the  EIS.  The  Arctic  groups  have  had  up  to  70  scientists  in 
the  field  over  a  3-year  period  collecting  and  analyzing  data. 

The  Northern  Border  portion  of  the  line  utilized  more  than  50 
people  of  diverse  environmental  disciplines  to  prepare  the  EIS 
which  was  filed  with  the  FPC  and  DOI.  In  addition,  FPC  and  DOI 
have  made  substantial  studies,  and  at  least  in  the  case  of  DOI, 
has  advised  project  sponsors  that  billings  for  its  EIS  could  range 
from  $3  to  $12  million.  Beyond  the  dollar  expenditures  has  been 
the  monumental  consumption  of  resources.  Preparation  of  the  EIS 
filed  by  the  applicant  consumed  something  like  126  tons  of  paper. 
Considering  the  17  volume  DOI  DEIS  and  assuming  the  FPC  EIS  is  50% 
the  size  of  DOl's,  one  could  visualize  that  by  the  time  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  (FEIS)  are  completed  that  500 
tons  of  paper  will  have  been  consumed.  There  appears  to  be  a  sub¬ 
stantial  duplication  of  effort  and  consumption  of  resources  on 
this  project  which  we  concede  is  a  significant  one,  but  a  project 
which  has  a  relatively  minor  overall  impact  on  the  environment. 

It  is  evident  throughout  the  DEIS  that  the  writers  were 
conscientiously  trying  to  prepare  a  document  which  would  provide 
the  reader  with  information  on  which  to  make  an  informed  judgment 
as  to  the  project's  merit.  It  is  also  evident  that  the  writers 
were  unfamiliar  with  industry  practices,  regulations  under  which 
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the  industry  operates  and  the  long  and  distinguished  history  of 
the  industry  in  operating  more  than  260,000  miles  of  natural  gas 
transmission  lines  in  the  U.  S.  We  commend  the  effort  made  by 
the  writers  and  would  like  to  make  a  suggestion  which  could 
improve  future  project  evaluations. 

The  present  process  requiring  federal  agencies  to 
prepare  and  circulate  the  EIS  without  consultation  with  the 
applicant  is  illogical  and  the  system  could  be  improved  by 
consultation  or  public  hearings  to  cross-examine  the  applicant 
before  the  DEIS  is  written  and  circulated.  This  process  would 
shorten  the  DEIS  and  provide  the  clearest  evidence  to  the  public. 
The  Arctic  Gas  project  environmental  review  process  may  consume 
as  much  as  500  tons  of  paper.  An  extraordinary  amount!  Our 
suggestion  could  conserve  two-thirds  of  the  resources  expended 
through  the  needless  paper  usage.  Conservation  of  resources 
takes  on  particular  significance  when  one  considers  the  low  level 
of  impact  created  by  a  project  such  as  this,  a  fact  substantiated 
by  applicant's  and  DOI ' s  impact  statements. 

The  extent  of  the  impact  of  the  project  is  best  put  in 
perspective  by  the  consideration  of  a  ditch  being  5  feet  wide  and 
9  feet  deep  open  for  a  few  weeks  during  construction  of  the  pipe¬ 
line,  then  return  of  the  ditch  material  and  reestablishment  of 
the  surface  vegetation  by  seeding.  This  is  the  same  way  any 
water  or  sewer  line  is  constructed  in  the  lower  48  states,  Canada 
or  Alaska.  It  is  true  that  the  right-of-way  must  be  disturbed 
during  construction;  however,  it  will  be  revegetated  and  only 
40  feet  of  grass  covered  right-of-way  will  be  kept  clear  of  trees 
and  shrubs.  The  pipeline  right-of-way  will  be  available  for  its 
former  uses  by  its  owners  immediately  following  construction  with 
no  more  loss  than  a  single  growing  season. 

Hundreds  of  thousands  of  transmission  pipelines  have 
been  constructed  in  the  U.  S.  Some  of  these  have  operated  for 
more  than  50  years.  All  of  them  are  subject  to  regulations  by 
FPC  and  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  under  the  Department  of 
Transportation.  There  is  no  new  technology  required  or  utilized 
in  the  construction  of  these  facilities,  with  the  exception  of 


the  Arctic  permafrost  areas,  and  even  here  there  is  a  history  of 
construction  which  has  been  drawn  upon,  along  with  the  research 
that  the  consortium  has  accomplished  since  1970  in  designing  the 
facilities  and  providing  for  the  construction  techniques  and 
schedules.  We  believe  the  impacts  of  the  project  on  the 
environment  are  small  and  that  the  FEIS  should  make  that  fact 
clear. 


I* 


The  benefits  in  relation  to  the  impact  of  these  facili¬ 
ties  are  simply  overwhelming.  There  is  no  need  to  cite  statistics 
on  the  need  for  this  energy  on  a  national  basis,  but  we  believe 
mention  should  be  made  of  the  specific  requirements  for  an  area 
served  by  one  of  the  largest  gas  companies  in  the  lower  48  states. 
Because  of  a  steady  decline  since  1970  in  its  supplies  of  gas, 
Columbia  Gas  System  has  frozen  all  sales  at  its  1971-72  contract 
levels  of  1,407  billion  cubic  feet  annually.  Since  1972  sup¬ 
plies  have  continued  to  decline  and  the  company  had  a  1974-75 
deficiency  of  176  billion  cubic  feet  necessitating  a  22%  curtail¬ 
ment  to  seven  affiliated  and  seventy-nine  nonaf filiated  distribution 
companies.  This  volume  would  supply  four  times  the  requirements 
of  cities  the  size  of  Washington  and  Baltimore.  The  22%  curtail¬ 
ment  must  be  absorbed  by  the  industrial  curtailment  because  resi¬ 
dential  and  other  human  needs  customers  must  receive  priority. 

For  the  1975-76  winter  Columbia  is  going  to  curtail  these 
distribution  companies  26%.  The  curtailment  has  a  serious  impact 
on  the  nation's  ability  to  supply  fertilizer,  to  dry  grain,  to 
produce  fibers  and  a  number  of  other  critical  industrial  processes 
that  have  a  high  reliance  upon  natural  gas.  It  also  impacts 
those  energy  sources  which  can  be  utilized  to  replace  the  natural 
gas  lost  due  to  curtailment.  An  example  of  this  is  the  loss  of 
propane  to  agriculture  if  it  must  be  used  to  replace  natural  gas 
for  heating. 

Another  benefit  which  this  supply  of  gas  will  furnish, 
and  that  cannot  be  overlooked,  is  the  billions  of  dollars  in  gross 
national  product  annually  (measured  in  1974  dollars)  and  the  sus¬ 
taining  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  jobs  which  are  now  dependent 
upon  natural  gas.  The  loss  of  the  gross  national  product  and 
those  jobs  will  bring  suffering  not  only  on  the  unemployed  but  due 
to  curtailment  could  cause  economic  burdens  on  residential  customers 
who  may  be  forced  to  go  to  other  forms  of  energy  if  those  forms 
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are  available.  At  this  time  there  is  no  assurance  that  other 
forms  will  be  available.  The  most  likely  substitute  would  be 
an  increased  dependence  on  foreign  oil .  The  equivalent  amount 
of  energy  available  in  foreign  crude  would  cost  $1.3  to  $1.7 
billion  dollars  annually.  This  is  assuming  crude  at  $12/barrel 
excluding  tariff,  importation  and  cost  of  which  would  have  a  sub¬ 
stantial  effect  on  this  nation's  balance  of  payments. 

There  is  another  important  matter  which  should  be  dis¬ 
cussed.  At  Page  1-437  of  Part  I  of  the  DEIS,  the  following 
suggestion  is  made: 

"....  Mitigation  might  best  be  achieved  by 
the  establishment  of  technical  review  teams 
and  construction  monitoring  teams  for  various 
stretches  of  the  pipeline.  Such  teams  should 
be  financed  by  the  applicant.  These  teams 
could  include  state  and  federal  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  biologists,  archaeologists,  soil  scientists, 
and  other  resource  personnel  familiar  with  local 
conditions  and  values." 

The  DEIS  indicates  the  following  purpose  of  the  suggested  teams  at 
Page  1-440: 


"The  recommended  technical  review  teams 
should  participate  in  the  selection  of  the 
exact  alignment  of  the  route,  in  the  choice 
of  access  routes,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas, 
etc.,  and  in  the  selection  of  land  reclamation 
or  resource  replacement  alternatives." 

Clearly  there  is  evidence  to  show  that  this  unprecedented 
suggestion  is  without  merit.  There  is  virtually  an  endless  num¬ 
ber  of  federal,  state  and  local  agencies  which  have  project  approval 
requirements  and  which  determine  or  administer  regulations  affecting 
the  construction  of  facilities  such  as  are  here  proposed. 

To  suggest  that  a  team  of  agency  overseers  is  required 
to  assure  that  some  of  the  best  expertise  in  the  United  States 
will  do  a  proper  job  of  construction  in  light  of  the  industry's 
history  is  a  serious  matter.  The  suggestion  is  both  unnecessary 
and  undesirable  because  it  leads  to  delays  in  approvals,  no  improve¬ 
ment  in  techniques  or  procedures,  an  increase  in  cost  to  the 


by  The  Congress. 

Columbia  adopts  and  supports  the  response  made  by  The 
Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Study  Company.  The  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Study 
Limited,  and  The  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company,  to  the 
_ _ - _ interior's  Draft  Environmental  Statement. 


Yours  very  truly, 


EDC: ect 


448 


1 

this  detrimental  to  the  wildlife  environment? 

1 

Callahan . 

2 

MR.  CALLAHAN:  I  think  that  is  a  pood 

2 

Our  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Thomas  with 

3 

example.  In  the  application  that  is  filed  the 

3 

the  People's  Gas,  Light,  and  Coke  Company. 

4 

applicant  has  adopted  the  guidelines  set  forth,  I 

4 

5 

think,  18CFR2.69  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission 

5 

6 

concerning  Just  such  a  matter.  One  of  those 

6 

7 

guidelines  is  that  potholes  or  swabs  or  water  areas 

7 

8 

for  wildlife  use  will  not  be  drained  and  filled. 

8 

9 

It  will  be,  I  believe,  the  policy  of  the  final 

9 

10 

organization  that  builds  and  operates  the  pipeline 

10 

11 

that  those  guidelines  will  be  adhered  to  and  if 

11 

12 

there  is  any  way  possible  to  negotiate  such,  a 

12 

13 

crossing  with  the  land  owner,  it  will  be  done. 

13 

14 

There  will  be  a  good  faith  effort  to  restore  all  of 

14 

15 

the  surfaces  that  are  involved ,  either  dry  land  or 

15 

16 

water,  crop  land,  wooded  areas  to  the  nearest 

16 

17 

practical  possible  to  the  preconstruction  condition 

17 

18 

and  uses. 

18 

19 

MR.  SED0LEY:  So  while  the  Federal  Power 

19 

20 

Commission  guidelines  are  not  specifications  you 

20 

21 

would  consider  them,  more  or  less? 

21 

22 

MR.  CALLAHAN:  We  have  adopted  them,  yes. 

22 

23 

JUDGE  COOK:  Any  other  auestlons? 

23 

24 

(No  response.) 

24 

25 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 

25 

^9 
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Response  to  Comments  Received 
from  Columbia  Gas  System  Corporation 
at  the  Chicago  Public  Hearing 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
and  letter 

dated  November  4,  1975 


1.  All  of  the  following  comments  have  been  noted,  but  only  those 
relating  to  the  text  of  the  EIS  have  been  responded  to  below. 

2.  The  DOI  EIS  has  been  revised  using  much  of  the  applicant's 
information,  cutting  out  duplication  and  diminishing  its  length. 

3.  This  description  is  covered  in  the  first  chapter.  For  example, 
see  Pages  30-35  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

4.  Impact  sections  have  been  revised  in  the  Final  EIS.  For  example, 
see  3.0V  beginning  with  Page  135  of  the  Overview  and  5.0V 

(Page  201)  for  impacts  after  mitigation  has  been  considered. 

5.  Justification  of  the  project  is  not  part  of  the  EIS.  However, 
benefits  are  mentioned  in  Chapter  6.  For  an  example  see 
Pages  211  and  212  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

6.  The  quoted  sentences  have  been  deleted  in  the  Overview  Volume 
since  recommended  measures  were  deleted. 


449 


Cl  n-ir«  natural  gas 
Cl  r350  company 


Comments  on  DO I  Draft  EIS, 

"Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System' 


310SUFFRIOGE  BUILDING 
1775  K  STREET  N  W 
WASHINGTON  D  C  70006 
PHONE  202-872  8133 


October  29,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force,  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Gentlemen: 

Enclosed  you  will  find  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company's  comments 
on  the  Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  El  Paso's  comments  have  been  restricted  to 
relevant  sections  of  Parts  II  (Alaska),  V  (North  Border)  and  VI  (Alter¬ 
natives)  of  the  DEIS.  We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  DEIS  and  request  that  the  DOI  give  careful  attention  to  our  comments 
as  well  as  to  the  comments  of  other  parties  in  preparing  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


JMC : p 1 
Enclosure 


Respectfully  submitted. 


Wti/f  ^ 

yJohn  M.  Crai 
I  Director,  Go 


Craig 

Governmental  Affairs 


Several  general  comments  are  in  order: 

1.  Numerous  typographical  errors  at  times  obscure  the  meaning  of 
sentences  or  whole  paragraphs. 

2.  Individual  authors  at  times  let  their  subjective  opinions 
over-ride  an  objective  analysis. 

3.  Numerous  instances  occur  in  which  impacts  of  the  Arctic  Gas 
proposal  or  of  various  alternatives  are  stated  as  fact  when 
they  are  instead  highly  speculative. 

Specific  comments  arc  as  follows: 

Part  II:  Alaska 

Vol.  2,  p.  1040:  The  statement  is  made,  "The  pipeline  will  cause  no 

measurable  change  in  the  climate."  This  appears  to 
be  a  contradiction  of  the  assertion  on  page  7  of  the 
Executive  Highlights,  "Climate  -  Compressor  station 
turbine  exhaust  emissions  .  .  .  would  affect  the 
climate  ...  in  the  arctic  areas  of  Alaska  and  the 
Yukon." 

Vol.  2,  p.  1224:  It  is  stated  that,  "The  removal  of  large  quantities 

of  water  from  the  few  natural  springs  will  cause  a 
loss  of  water  to  aquatic  life  in  downstream  areas 
(Refer  to  5.5.5.7C)."  Presumably,  5.5.5.7C  should 
be  5.1.1.7C,  where  on  page  1235,  one  reads,  "Cumula¬ 
tive  effects  over  a  one-year  period  .  .  .  (including] 
possible  reduced  winter  flows  .  .  .  will  act  to 
reduce  fish  populations  of  the  area."  In  fact, 
reduced  winter  flows  in  critical  overwintering 
x  and/or  spawning  areas  could  eliminate  the  fish 

populations  in  question. 

Part  V:  North  Border 


Vol.  3,  p.  1022:  With  reference  to  revegetation  of  the  trench  in 

North  Dakota,  it  is  said  that,  "Changes  in  plant 
communities,  however,  will  be  evident  for  many  years 
marking  the  pipeline  route."  Yet,  on  page  1167,  in 
describing  the  crossing  of  the  Little  Missouri 
National  Grasslands,  it  is  said  that,  "Once  con¬ 
struction  is  completed,  these  open  space  grasslands 
will  return  to  their  natural  state."  These  passages 
appear  to  be  inconsistent. 


Vol.  3,  p.  1202:  The  statement  is  made,  "There  is  no  SO  emission 

because  the  gaseous  fuel  contains  no  sulfur  compounds." 
This  statement  is  contradictory  to  several  passages 
in  Parts  II,  III,  and  VI,  wherein  reference  is  made 
to  SO^  damage  to  lichens,  and  through  destruction  of 
lichens,  to  caribou. 

Vol. 3,  p.  1258-71:  The  Draft  EIS  acknowledges  that  the  proposed  miti¬ 
gation  measures  arc  entirely  general,  as  opposed  to 
site  specific.  Therefore,  it  is  impossible  to  make 
a  rational  judgment  as  to  the  adequacy  of  the 
proposed  measures. 


Vol.  1,  p.  14: 


Vol.  1,  p.  16: 


Part  VI:  Alternatives 

Vol.  1,  p.  7:.  This  Table  appears  unclear.  How  can  the  numbers  in 

the  "Canadian  Arctic"  column  represent  the  "total 
capacity  of  the  proposed  pipeline"  when  they  are  at 
times  exceeded  by  the  numbers  in  the  "Combined" 
column?  Also  note  that  current  statements  made  by 
Arctic  Gas  indicate  that  no  Canadian  Gas  will  be 
transported  to  the  United  States. 

Vol.  1,  p.  10:  "No  Action"  is  not  curtailment  of  gas  volumes  being 

received.  It  can't  "increase  the  deficiencies," 
because  it  doesn't  reduce  volumes  depended  on  or 
firmly  anticipated.  Any  "effect"  on  customer  is 
probablistic  and  extenuated,  not  certain  and  direct 
as  this  paragraph  implies. 


£ 

Vol.  1,  p.  24: 
Vol.  1,  p.  41: 
7  Vol.  1,  p.  46: 

Vol.  1,  p.  58: 


Vol.  1,  p.  10:  The  performance  by  Northern  Border  Companies  of  (2), 

(3)  and  (4)  is  not  tied  solely  to  the  project  not 
being  constructed.  Those  companies  are  probably 
undertaking  the  "required"  activities  at  the  present 
time.  To  the  extent  that  the  DEIS  implies  that  (2), 
**  (3)  and  (4)  would  be  required  only  in  the  event  that 

the  project  not  be  constructed,  the  DEIS  is  misrep¬ 
resenting  the  real  situation  and  over-emphasizing 
the  importance  of  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal. 

The  same  comment  is  made  to  p.  11. 

Vol.  1,  p.  10:  Gas  curtailment  and  its  socioeconomic  impacts  will 

occur,  is  occurring,  regardless  of  DOI  treatment  of 
the  Arctic  Gas  proposal.  Gas  curtailment  is  not 
dependent  on  "one  of  the  first  three  options"  being 
approved.  It  should  be  made  clear  that  the  list  of 
possible  impacts  contained  in  this  paragraph  is  not 
intimately  linked  to  non-approval  of  the  Arctic  Gas 
proposal . 

The  same  comment  is  made  to  p.  12. 
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Vol.  1,  p.  58: 


The  implication  that  "no  action"  on  the  Arctic  Gas 
System  "would  increase  the  shortages"  in  the  conter¬ 
minous  United  States  is  a  misstatement.  "No  action" 
might  fail  to  alleviate  an  existing  shortage,  but  it 
would  not  increase  the  shortage.  A  commodity  must 
actually  be  in  use  before  its  absence  results  in  a 
shortage  or  deficiency.  (See  comment  to  p.  10,  1st 
paragraph) . 

The  El  Paso  system  is  an  "other  transportation 
system."  This  paragraph  implies  that  the  study  of 
El  Paso's  system  would  result  in  a  "postponement" 
bringing  on  the  inflated  "no  action"  effects  referred 
to  above.  The  reality  that  supply  will  probably  be 
less  than  demand  no  matter  when  or  how  Alaskan  gas 
is  made  available  is  not  adequately  reflected.  It 
is  questionable  whether  "postponement"  is  an  appro¬ 
priate  term  in  that  it  appears  to  emphasize  the 
primary  position  of  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal. 

Case  III  is  not  explained,  and  its  criteria  are  not 
delineated  in  the  next  eight  pages. 

A  table  would  appear  required  to  document  projected 
Canadian  imports  for  the  four  case  levels  noted. 

The  R/P  ratio,  its  meaning  and  significance,  are  not 
adequately  explained. 

The  statement  is  made,  "The  rate  of  heating  and 
boiling  of  the  bulk  of  LNG  (following  fire)  may  then 
be  great  enough  to  exceed  the  pressure  relieving 
capacity  of  the  tanks  causing  an  explosive  pressure 
burst  of  the  tanks  and  a  probable  destruction  of  the 
tanks  and  its  surroundings." 

This  statement  is  simply  not  correct.  In  the  design 
and  construction  of  LNG  carriers,  each  cargo  tank  is 
provided  with  two  pressure  relief  valves  of  capacity 
sufficient  to  safely  relieve  all  cargo  vapors  gener¬ 
ated  under  fire  conditions.  Specifically,  the 
valves  are  sized  according  to  requirements  contained 
within  the  existing  U.  S.  National  regulations 
(Title  46,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Part  54, 
Paragraph  15-75)  and  the  current  draft  of  the  Inter¬ 
governmental  Maritime  Consultative  Organization 
(IMCO)  Code  for  the  Construction  and  Equipment  of 
Ships  Carrying  Liquified  Gases  in  Bulk. 

In  discussing  the  hazards  of  LNG  spills,  "  a  poten¬ 
tial  explosive  hazard  when  a  large  amount  of  heat  at 
a  rapid  rate  is  released  by  the  burning  gas"  is 
postulated.  That  statement  is  erroneous  and  mis¬ 
leading.  Moreover,  it  is  refuted  by  the  accurate 
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Vol.  1,  p.  64: 

Vol.  1,  p.  172: 
Vol.  1,  p.  186: 


Vol.  2,  p.  445: 


Vol. 

2,  p. 

458 

Vol. 

2.  P- 

521 

Vol.  2,  p.  534: 


statement  found  on  page  538  of  Vol.  2,  "Based  on  the 
information  now  available,  it  is  difficult  to  postu¬ 
late  on  explosion  taking  place  because  with  a  severe 
tank  rupture  confinement  conditions  arc  eliminated 
and  operationally  no  air  is  present  in  the  contain¬ 
ment  vessels." 

"Intrastate"  not  "interstate"  gas  sells  considerably 
in  excess  of  $  1 . 00/Mcf . 

Case  III  has  not  been  included  in  Table  8-59. 

Only  2.25  Bef/d  of  the  maximum  capacity  4.5  Bef/d  to 
be  transported  by  the  proposed  Arctic  Cas  System 
will  be  available  to  the  U.  S.  (Table  8-1,  p.  6). 

The  equivalent  number  of  gasification  plants  required 
should  be  calculated  on  the  2.25  Bef/d  basis.  The 
DEIS  should  not  be  concerned  with  "replacing"  gas  to 
be  used  in  Canada. 

It  is  stated  that,  "The  liquefaction  process  would 
require  a  refrigerant  production  unit  for  each  of 
the  liquefaction  units."  This  is  an  incorrect 
statement.  There  is  only  one  refrigerant  production 
unit  for  the  entire  LKG  plant. 

The  Gravina  Point  facility  would  be  located  south 
not  east  of  Valdez. 

The  statement  "A  2500-horsepower  bow  thruster  located 
in  a  transverse  tunnel  in  the  bow  would  provide 
maneuvering  capability  at  speeds  below  one  to  two 
knots"  is  not  quite  accurate. 

A  bow  thruster  will  provide  additional  turning 
moment  to  the  ship  at  speeds  upwards  of  seven  knots. 
Its  maximum  effect  is  at  speeds  between  0  to  4 
knots. 

Under  General  Comments  upon  the  Impact  of  Hazardous 
Conditions,  it  is  said  that,  "The  consequences  of 
the  release  of  large  quantities  of  a  cryogenic  fuel 
such  as  LNG  can  be  from  harmless  local  chilling  to  a 
catastrophic  fire  and  possibly  an  explosion." 

This  sentence  tends  to  exaggerate  the  possibility  of 
an  explosion.  An  explosion  is  a  highly  unlikely 
occurrence  unless  there  is  a  confined  space  where 
LNG  vapors  and  the  proper  amount  of  oxygen  coexist 
which  would  probably  not  occur  with  a  release  of 
large  quantities  of  LNG. 
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Vol.  2,  p.  539:  The  sentence,  "It  is  also  likely  that  a  vast  cloud 

of  cold  natural  gas  could  engulf  or  blanket  an  area 
followed  by  a  delayed  ignition,  since  ignition  will 
most  likely  occur  at  the  time  of  spilling"  is  self- 
contradictory.  The  word  "likely"  should  be  replaced 
by  "unlikely."  The  sentence  would  then  be  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  following  sentence,  "The  Coast  Guard 
position  is  that  LNG  can  be  safely  transported  in  a 
manner  in  which  the  hazard  level  is  acceptably  low 
and  that  a  catastrophic  cloud  will  not  be  generated.' 

Vol.  2,  p.  540:  In  reference  to  the  most  likely  and  credible  land 

spill,  it  is  said  that,  "Again,  as  in  other  spills, 

*  the  primary  damage  will  be  fire." 

El  Paso  Alaska  Company  has  analyzed  the  consequences 
of  such  a  spill.  The  location  of  the  diked  sump 
area  (designed  to  contain  such  a  spill)  has  been 
located  in  an  unoccupied  area  of  the  plant.  The 
vapor  travel  away  from  the  sump  area  is  limited  to 
the  immediate  area  of  the  sump,  and  would  not  be 
expected  to  ingite.  Consequently,  there  is  little 
hazard  from  fire. 


Vol.  2,  p.  543: 


Vol.  2,  p.  739: 


Vol.  2,  p.  840: 


Vol.  2,  p.  845: 


Vol.  2,  p.  850: 


Vol.  2,  p.  854: 


In  describing  the  route,  the  statement,  "The  route 
of  this  alternative  system  follows  the  AlyesKa 
pipeline  corridor  from  Prudhoe  Bay  to"  should  be 
rephrased  to  read,  "The  route  of  this  alternative 
system  follows  the  Alyeska  Pipeline  'right-of-way' 
within  the  BLM  Corridor  from  Prudhoe  Bay  to  Gravina 
Point." 

Point  Conception  is  approximately  1800  miles  from 
Middleton  Island  rather  than  the  1600  miles  indi¬ 
cated. 

The  discussion  of  impact  upon  climate  is  out  of 
proportion  to  known  facts,  and  in  direct  conflict 
with  the  statement  found  on  page  1040,  Vol.  2,  Part 
II  (Alaska). 

No  support  or  citations  are  given  for  the  assertion 
that,  "various  Russian  publications  raise  the  possi¬ 
bility  that  the  pipe  would  be  lifted  out  of  the 
ground.  ..." 

It  is  asserted  that,  "Preconstruction  operations  .  . 
.  would  have  major  adverse  effects  on  the  estuarine 
areas  of  Prince  William  Sound.  .  .  ."  That  asser¬ 
tion  is  an  exaggeration. 

The  second  paragraph  should  be  revised  in  order  to 
be  more  accurate:  "In  areas  where  permafrost  is  not 
present  (as  for  example  in  the  Prince  William  Sound 
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Vol .  2,  p.  857: 


Vol.  2,  p.  858: 


Vol.  2. 


862: 


Vol.  2,  p.  862: 


drainage)  a  large  spill  of  pollutants  could  pene¬ 
trate  to  deeper  soils  and  thus  could  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  ground  water  and  vegetation  over  a  large 
area." 

Gravel  requirements  arc  stated  as  being  "55  million 
yards  total."  Presumably,  that  was  intended  to  be 
cubic  yards.  El  Paso  Alaska  has  estimated  its 
requirements  as  6.5  million  cubic  yards,  so  the  55 
million  must  refer  to  the  Alyeska  haul  road  and 
pipeline.  The  implication  given  is  grossly  in 
error . 

A  statement  is  made  that  water  quality  would  be 
altered  ",  .  .by  depressed  temperatures  where  ice 
lenses  were  degraded.  .  .  ."  Degradation  of  ice 
lenses  does  not  follow  depression  of  temperature. 
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"Approximately  6700  acres.  .  .  ."  El  Paso  Alaska 
has  reported  that  a  total  of  5752  acres  would  be 
utilized  on  a  permanent  basis. 

".  .  .  about  24,000  acres  would  be  disturbed.  .  .  ." 
El  Paso  Alaska  identified  total  temporary  land 
requirements  as  11,248  acres. 


A  discussion  of  impacts  due  to  insect  epidemics  ■ 

implies  that  slash  and  timber  would  be  left  lying. 

El  Paso  Alaska  expressed  the  intention  to  chip  or  ■ 

sell  wood  fiber  from  clearing  operations.  • 


Vol.  2,  p.  899: 
Vol.  2,  p.  899: 


Vol.  2,  p.  917: 


Vol.  2,  p.  919: 


Within  the  first  four  lines,  Alaska's  population  is 
given  as  302,173  and  334,000. 

An  estimate  is  given  that  the  workforce  associated 
with  the  Trans-Alaska  Gas  Project  would  be  about  the 
same  as  that  associated  with  the  Trans-Alaska  oil 
pipeline.  That  is  not  a  good  assumption.  There  would 
not  be  a  haul  road  constructed  with  the  gas  line. 

El  Paso  Alaska  provided  an  estimate  of  manpower 
requirements  in  the  Environmental  Report  cited  as  a 
reference  by  the  DO I  authors.  An  updated  estimate 
is  given  in  "Mid  1975  Socioeconomic  Report:  Trans- 
Alaska  Gas  Project"  filed  on  October  14,  1975  as 
Exhibit  EP-97  (JMC-2)  at  Dockets  Nos.  CP75-96,  et 
al . 

Under  a  discussion  of  "Air  Quality"  arc  several 
errors.  The  sentence,  "However,  oxides,  sulfphur 
[sic],  and  nitrogen  would  be  present."  is  a  nonsense 
statement.  In  addition,  heated  water  vapor  would 
not  form  condensation  nuclei;  it  is  not  at  all 
likely  that  the  water  vapor  plume  would  be  visible 
during  the  summer  months;  there  would  not  be  two 
compressor  stations  and  a  maintenance  station  within 
20  miles  of  Fairbanks. 

A  paragraph  reads,  "The  impact  of  the  two  compressor 
stations  north  and  south  of  Fairbanks  is  considered 
adverse  and  major.  With  the  inversion  conditions 
and  attendant  health  hazards  that  now  exist,  any 
further  degradation  would  be  intolerable." 


Vol.  2,  p.  894:  With  regard  to  Economic  Impacts,  the  statement  is 

made,  "A-'-iska  is  well  acquainted  with  boom  and  bust 
economics,  but  nothing  on  the  scale  of  the  Alyeska 
Pipeline  has  ever  occurred  before.  This  alternative 
pipeline  would  vastly  magnify  the  scope  of  that 
event." 


Compressor  stations  7  and  8,  at  Mileposts  415.3  and 
481.4,  can  only  have,  at  most,  a  minor  adverse 
impact  on  Fairbanks.  Substantially  higher  ground 
separates  them  from  the  city.  In  any  ease,  the 
subjective  opinion  that  they  "would  be  intolerable" 
is  inappropriate. 


That  subjective  statement  is  unsupportable  and,  in 
fact,  is  refuted  by  recently  completed  analyses. 
(See,  for  example,  "Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transporta¬ 
tion  Systems  Economic  and  Risk  Analysis,"  Dept,  of 
the  Interior  and  the  Aerospace  Corp. ,  June  197S 
Draft.)  (Also,  see  "Mid  1975  Socioeconomic  Report: 
Trans  Alaska  Gas  Project,"  Exhibit  EP-97  (JMC-2) 
filed  October  14,  1975  re:  El  Paso  Alaska  Company, 
Docket  No.  CP75-96,  et  al_.  (A  copy  is  attached.) 

Vol.  2,  p.  898:  The  sentence,  "Impact  on  the  trade  industries  would 

be  great,  with  gas  pipeline  and  LNG  plant  construc¬ 
tion  providing  the  Alyeska  peak."  does  not  make 
sense  as  written. 


I 


Vol.  2,  p.  925:  In  discussing  safety  measures  and  plans,  it  is 

stated  that,  "In  the  case  of  an  LNG  system,  'worst 
case'  may  range  from  complete  destruction  of  the 
plant  by  multiple  explosions  to  a  violent  collision 
at  sea  near  a  populated  area  involving  a  fully 
loaded  TAPS  oil  tanker  and  a  fully  loaded  LNG  tanker.' 

By  judicious  selection  of  sites  and  operational 
safety  measures,  the  probability  of  a  fully  loaded 
TAPS  tanker  colliding  with  a  fully  loaded  LNG  carri¬ 
er  is  extremely  unlikely.  For  the  most  part,  ships 
associated  with  the  LNG  project  and  the  oil  project 
will  be  operating  throughout  the  voyage  between 
Alaska  and  California  such  that  all  loaded  vessels 
are  sailing  southward  and  all  unloaded  vessels  arc 
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sailing  northward.  Loaded  LNC  carriers  and  TAPS 
tankers  will  be  moving  in  the  same  direction  with  no 
crossing  situations.  An  exception  is  in  Prince 
William  Sound  where  a  fully  loaded  LNG  carrier 
departing  Gravina  could  hypothetically  have  a  broad¬ 
side  exposure  to  a  fully  loaded  TAPS  tanker  depart¬ 
ing  Valdez.  (This  location  would  be  in  the  middle 
of  Prince  William  Sound  in  the  vicinity  of  a  point 
some  six  nautical  miles  northwest  of  Johnstone 
Point.)  This  Point  is  within  a  Coast  Guard  controlled 
vessel  traffic  system  which  will  bo  in  operation 
from  the  outset  of  TAPS  tanker  operations  in  Prince 
William  Sound.  Thus,  while  a  collision  is  not 
considered  within  the  realm  of  reasonable  events, 
the  specified  location  is  in  fact  the  only  one  where 
such  an  event  could  possibly  occur. 

The  quoted  comment  alludes  to  "near  a  populated 
area."  In  no  segment  along  the  trade  route  docs  the 
LNG  carrier  fleet  approach  a  populated  area.  The 
hypothetical  occurrence  in  Prince  William  Sound  is 
highly  unlikely  and,  in  any  ease,  is  not  near  a 
populated  area.  Between  there  and  Point  Conception 
the  occurrence  of  such  an  event  is  even  more  remote. 
The  obvious  position  of  the  fleet  out  at  sea  pre¬ 
cludes  its  approaching  populated  areas.  The  approach 
route  to  Point  Conception  and  the  selection  of  the 
site  in  an  unpopulated  area  provide  additional 
reason  to  eliminate  this  sentence  or  modify  it  to 
reflect  the  absence  of  populated  areas  along  the 
trade  route. 


Vol.  2,  p.  927: 


Vol.  2,  p.  927: 
Vol.  2,  p.  928: 


A  statement  is  made,  "The  direct,  immediate  results 
of  spills  are  pools  of  LNG,  gas  plumes,  fires  and 
perhaps  even  explosions."  As  is  pointed  out  on 
pages  S35  and  539  of  Vol.  2  and  elsewhere,  the  most 
likely  outcome  of  a  spill  of  LNG  on  water  is  fire. 
The  presence  of  fire  precludes  the  development  of  a 
gas  plume  capable  of  travelling  away  from  the  spill 
site.  Explosions  are  not  thermodynamically  possible 
due  to  the  lack  of  physical  confinement  of  vapors  in 
an  open  sea  area.  A  corrected  statement  would  read, 
"The  direct  immediate  results  of  a  spill  is  a  pool 
of  LNG." 

The  LNG  carrier  fleet  described  in  the  El  Paso 
Alaska  application  totals  eleven ,  not  16. 

It  is  said  that,  "Another  factor  which  will  very 
probably  affect  the  chances  for  a  collision  is  the 
increasing  size  of  the  LNG  carriers  in  service." 


■// 
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Worldwide  tanker  casualty  statistics,  when  properly 
analyzed,  do  not  substantiate  this  statement. 

Published  research  1/  has  shown  that  given  a  quan¬ 
tity  of  commodity  to  transport,  it  is  safer  to 
deliver  it  with  one  large  vessel  than  a  series  of 
smaller  ones.  Addressing  the  accident  probability 
for  a  given  ship  size  per  port  call,  then  the  proba¬ 
bility  of  accident  as  a  function  of  ship  size  and 
ship  controllability  (primarily  collisions,  ground¬ 
ings,  and  rammings)  is  somewhat  higher  for  the 
larger  ships.  However,  an  analysis  of  the  probability 
of  an  accident  (per  unit  of  commodity  delivered 
between  the  single  larger  ship  and  the  series  of 
smaller  ships)  indicates  that  the  overall  system 
exhibits  a  higher  level  of  safety  with  the  single 
large  ship.  In  other  words,  marine  transportation 
system  safety  in  terms  of  collisions,  groundings, 
and  rammings  is  much  more  sensitive  to  the  number  of 
port  calls  (port  entries  and  departures)  than  ship 
size.  The  reason  for  this  is  that  each  time  a  port 
must  be  transited,  a  ship  is  exposed  to  the  hazards 
of  other  traffic,  geophysical  limitations,  and 
manmade  restrictions  (bridges,  structures,  etc.). 

Given  the  increased  occurrence  of  those  hazards 
(i.e.,  more  port  calls),  t he  probability  of  acci¬ 
dents  rises  according  to  the  total  number  of  port 
calls.  Thus,  as  on  example,  a  system  employing  a 
single  250,000  DWT  tanker  compared  to  five  50,000 
DWT  tankers,  delivers  the  same  amount  of  oil  with  an 
accident  probability  per  barrel  of  oil  some  2.5 
times  less  than  the  smaller  ship  option.  In  the 
context  of  the  present  DEIS,  either  this  issue  must 
be  properly  addressed  in  accordance  with  the  fore¬ 
going  or  the  entire  paragraph  should  be  withdrawn. 

Vol.  2,  p.  928:  The  statement,  "It  is  hard  to  imagine  a  shipping 

land  [sic]  anywhere  that  would  be  more  congested 
[sic]  by  vessels  of  the  size  of  these  behemoths." 
reflects  a  fundamental  lack  of  understanding  of 
international  shipping  patterns  and  densities.  The 
Persian  Gulf,  the  Malacca  Straits,  and  the  English 
Channel  have  traffic  patterns  and  densities  which 
far  exceed  those  found  (including  future  TAPS  oil 
and  Trans-Alaskan  Gas  Project  shipping  operation) 
between  Alaska  and  the  West  Coast.  As  an  example, 
the  Northwest  Pacific  Ocean  (which  includes  the 
Alaska  to  California  route)  handles  approximately 
eleven  percent  of  the  world's  total  marine  traffic 
as  opposed  to  the  waters  off  Northern  Europe  (includ¬ 
ing  the  English  Channel  and  the  North  Sea)  which 


T7 "Tankers  and  the  Energy  Situation : 

Analysis,"  J.  D.  Porricclli  and  C. 
Oct.  1974. 


An  Economic  and  Environmental 
F.  Keith,  Marine  Technology, 


handles  approximately  40  percent  of  the  world's 
total  marine  traffic.  The  largest  concentration  of 
large  ships  is  also  in  this  area.  Northern  Europe, 
the  Persian  Gulf,  and  Japan  handle  tankers  in  the 
250,000  DWT,  312,000  DWT ,  and  477,000  DWT  catego¬ 
ries.  Currently,  the  largest  proposed  vessels  for 
the  TAPS  operations  are  on  the  order  of  180,000  DWT. 

Secondly,  data  for  1973  indicate  that  the  Northern 
European  ports  of  Antwerp,  Hamburg,  London,  and 
Rotterdam  experienced  an  average  of  23,000  port 
calls  per  year.  An  estimate  of  traffic  to  be  expect¬ 
ed  in  Prince  William  Sound  in  the  1980  time  frame  is 
2,200  port  calls  per  year  (includes  TAPS,  Trans- 
Alaska  Gas  Project,  and  other  commercial  traffic). 

It  is  submitted  that  traffic  levels  in  Prince  Wil¬ 
liam  Sound  cannot  be  construed  as  congested  by  any 
relative  standard  since  it  is  only  ten  percent  of 
that  in  the  typical  Northern  European  port. 

Vol.  2,  p.  928:  "The  chances  arc  excellent  that  an  accident  which 

could  be  relatively  minor  under  normal  conditions 
could  propagate  into  a  disaster  in  a  winter  gale  in 
the  Gulf  (of  Alaska)." 

This  highly  generalized  statement  could  apply  to  any 
ship  and  is  not  peculiar  to  LNG  carriers.  The  two 
categories  of  ship  accidents  which  would  be  most 
affected  by  wcathcr/sca  conditions  are  mechanical 
breakdowns  and  structural  failures.  (When  a  ship 
experiences  a  mechanical  breakdown,  which  by  defini¬ 
tion  requires  loss  of  stccragcway,  it  is  susceptible 
to  wcathcr/sca  conditions.  Similarly,  when  a  ship 
experiences  a  structural  failure  it  is  more  suscep¬ 
tible  to  wcather/sea  loads.) 

The  165,000  m3  L|JG  carriers  proposed  are  provided 
with  a  greater  degree  of  machinery/propulsion  redun¬ 
dancy  than  is  required;  i.e.,  twin  screws,  two 
boilers,  two  turbines,  three  ship's  service  genera¬ 
tors,  etc.  Thus,  its  probability  of  having  mechani¬ 
cal  breakdown  is  far  less  than  the  average  ship. 

Structural  failures  arc  primarily  due  to  the  over¬ 
loading  of  corroded  structure  in  a  seaway.  Two 
reasons  support  this  observation  and  distinguish 
other  marine  transporation  systems  from  an  LNG 
carrier  fleet  operation.  Due  to  specific  trade 
routes  and  the  density  of  LNG,  it  is  highly  improba¬ 
ble  that  an  LNG  carrier  could  be  overloaded. 

Secondly,  LNG  as  opposed  to  petroleum  is  non-corro¬ 
sive.  Thus,  the  problem  of  overloading  a  corroded 
structure  docs  not  realistically  exist  for  an  LNG 
carrier. 


Vol.  2,  p.  934: 


Vol.  2,  p.  939: 


In  discussing  impacts  of  LNG  upon  a  water  column,  it 
IS  remarked  that,  "There  arc  arguments  for  and 
against  the  formation  of  ice  at  the  icc/watcr  interface 


u..u  ..gainst  ice  format . . „  paragraph 

indicates  the  theoretical  basis  for  ice  formation. 

No  mention  is  made  in  the  test,  however,  that  actual 
LNG  spill  tests  on  water  resulted  in  no  ice  forma¬ 
tion.  Furthermore,  the  U.  S.  Coast  GSS'rd  does  not 

Fuc  for”atiol‘  Of  ice  beneath  an  open  water 

LNG  spill. 


salmon  in  Bristol  Bay.  In  the  context  of  the  dis- 
cussion,  "significant  impact  on  any  of  the  fisheries 
does  not  appear  to  be  likely."  Mention  of  Bristol 
Bay,  however,  is  irrelevant  in  connection  with 
proposed  LNG  operations  in  Prince  William  Sound 


452 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company 
dated  October  29,  1975 


1.  The  micro  climate  could  be  affected,  however  the  Arctic  climate 
will  not  be  changed  due  to  the  project.  No  change  needed  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

2.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

3.  This  inconsistency  has  been  corrected  on  pages  513  and  575, 

North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

4.  The  suggested  change  has  been  incorporated  in  the  air  quality 
discussion,  pages  590-595.  North  Border  Volume. 

5.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

6.  Both  the  table  and  the  accompanying  text  material  referred 
to  in  this  comment  have  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

7.  "No  action,"  as  such,  mav  not  increase  deficiencies  of  present 
gas  supplies,  but  it  could  increase  deficiencies  of  future 
projected  gas  supplies.  No  change  in  Final  EIS. 

8.  Discussions  of  possible  curtailments  of  gas  supplies  by  the 
Northern  Border  companies  in  the  Draft  and  the  Final  EIS  are 
considered  only  in  terms  of  the  possible  availability  or  the 
denial  of  the  Alaska  gas  supply  and  do  not  apply  to  gas  supplies 
from  other  sources  presently  curtailed.  See  pages  3  and  4  of 
the  Alternatives  Volume. 

The  same  situation  applies  in  the  case  of  the  San  Francisco 
pipeline  segment  as  described  on  page  4  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume. 

9.  Same  as  If  7  above 

10.  This  entire  section  has  been  rewritten  for  the  Final  EIS  but 
was  never  intended  to  include  the  El  Paso  alternative  in  the 
category,  "some  modes  of  transportation  for  which  further 
study  might  result  in  postponement  and  its  attendant  inflation. 
See  page  3  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

11.  Only  Case  II,  the  conservative-realistic  situation,  is  considered 
a  sound  basis  for  estimates  and  thus  is  the  only  one  discussed 

in  detail.  No  change  in  Final  EIS. 


12.  A  special  table  is  not  considered  appropriate  to  document  the 
projected  Canadian  imports  because  the  figures  are  all  alike 
for  Cases  II-IV  in  1975  and  the  highest  amount  is  3.7  in 
Case  IV  for  1990.  No  change  in  Final  EIS, 

13.  The  meaning  of  R/P  is  explained  in  the  Final  EIS  on  page  42 
of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

14.  Through  oversight,  the  referenced  statements  on  LNG  explosions, 
spills,  and  the  like  were  not  changed  substantially.  However, 
a  full  discussion  of  the  hazards  of  LNG  tanker  transport  and 
spills  was  referred  to  on  pages  52  and  53  and  was  added  in  full 
on  pages  461,  793-796  and  802-803  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of 
the  Final  EIS. 

15.  The  word  interstate  has  been  changed  to  intrastate  on  page 
36  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

16.  Table  8-39,  which  had  failed  to  discuss  Case  III,  was  dropped 
from  the  Final  EIS  during  the  shortening  of  the  sections  on 
oil  shale  and  other  alternative  energy  sources  in  the  interest 
of  brevity. 

17.  This  section  was  revised  but  the  noted  discrepancy  was  inadvertently 
overlooked.  The  number  of  coal  gasification  plants  for  the 
equivalent  of  2.25  Bcf/d  production  of  Alaska  gas  would  be  9 
instead  of  the  18  reported  for  4.5  Bcf/d  on  page  85  of  the 

final  Alternatives  Volume. 

18.  This  section  was  revised  to  read  "The  liquefaction  process 
would  also  include  a  refrigerant  make-up  for  all  the  liquefaction 
units."  See  the  Alternatives  Volume,  "Description  of  the  Project," 
on  page  180, 

19.  This  section  was  revised  to  read  "...the  LNG  plant  near  Gravina 
Point..."  See  page  179, "Description  of  the  Project"  of  the 
Alternatives  Volume, 

20.  This  statement  was  revised  to  read  "...  and  a  2,500-hp  bow 
thruster  system  to  aid  in  slow  speed  manuevering  ..."  See  page 
185  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

21.  This  section  was  deleted  in  the  Final  EIS.  The  subject  of  LNG 
spills  is  discussed  on  pages  518-519,  "Impact  Analysis"  of  the 
Alternative  Volume.  In  this  section  an  explosion  is  considered 
unlikely  for  small  and  intermediate  spills  but  a  definite 
possibility  in  the  event  of  a  large  spill. 


22.  This  section  was  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS, 

23.  This  section  was  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

24.  This  statement  was  revised  to  read  "...  follows  the  Alaska 

pipeline  right-of-way  within  the  BLM  corridor  ..."  See  page 
194,  "Description  of  the  Environment’1  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume . 

25.  The  number  1600  miles  was  corrected  to  1800  miles.  See  page 
311  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

26.  Cited  statements  are  not  considered  inconsistent  as  different 
situations  are  involved.  No  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

27.  This  citation  was  overlooked  in  the  Final  EIS  and  should  be 
"Survey  of  Soviet  Pipeline  Construction  Techniques  and  Related 
Activities  in  Western  Siberia"  translated  by  Williams  Bros., 

Tulsa,  Okls.,  1969. 

28.  This  statement  was  revised  to  read  "...  could  have  major  adverse 
effects  ..."  rather  than  "would  have."  See  page  472  in  the 
Alternatives  Volume. 

29.  This  paragraph  was  revised  to  cover  the  subject  in  more  detail 
in  the  Final  EIS.  See  page  476  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

30.  This  statement  was  revised.  See  page  478  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume. 

31.  This  subject  was  revised  and  the  statement  deleted.  See  page 
479  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  for  the  revision. 

32.  This  statement  was  revised  and  the  figure  5247  acres  was  inserted 
See  page  484  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

33.  This  statement  was  revised  to  reflect  mitigation  of  secondary 
impacts.  See  page  484  of  part  8.2.1  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

34.  The  text  was  revised  to  remove  some  of  the  specificity  from 
the  subjective  statement.  The  inference  of  the  statement 
(i  e  there  will  be  a  very  substantial  economic  impact)  is 
correct  and  is  retained.  See  Page  496  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume. 


35.  The  wording  of  the 
intelligible.  See 


sentence  was  revised  to  make 
page  498  of  the  Alternatives 


it  more 
Volume. 


36.  The  inconsistency  was  removed  and  the  population  figure  of 
302,173  was  adopted.  See  page  498  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

37.  This  statement  was  revised  to  broadly  conform  to  El  Paso  s 
position.  See  page  499  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

38.  This  section  was  revised  and  was  deleted.  See  page  508  of  the 
Alternatives  Volume. 

39  This  section  on  air  quality  was  revised  and  the  statement  has 
been  deleted.  See  page  508  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  for  the 
revision. 

40.  This  section  was  deleted. 

41  The  results  of  an  LNG  spill  are  still  hypothetical.  The 

consequences  of  a  spill  could  vary  for  different  sized  spills. 

On  page  518  and  519  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  is  a  discussion 
of  the  results  of  different  sized  spills. 

42.  This  section  was  deleted  in  the  Final  EIS.  On  page  175  of  the 

Alternatives  Volume  is  a  discussion  of  the  tanker  fleet.  It  was 
decided  that  12  tankers  would  be  needed  rather  than  11  as  described 
in  the  El  Paso  application. 


43. 

This 

section 

was 

deleted 

from 

the 

Final 

EIS. 

44. 

This 

section 

was 

deleted 

from 

the 

Final 

EIS. 

45. 

This 

section 

was 

deleted 

from 

the 

Final 

EIS. 

46. 

This 

section 

was 

deleted 

from 

the 

Final 

EIS. 

47. 

This 

statement  was  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS 
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ILLINOIS  POWER  COMPANY 


500  SOUTH  27TH  STREET,  DECATUR.  ILLINOIS  62525 


October  21,  1975 


In  addition  to  the  economic  burden  imposed  on  homeowners  that  heat  with  natural 
gas,  increased  curtailments  also  will  impose  a  heavy  financial  burden  on  commercial  I 
and  industrial  users.  Further,  many  industrial  consumers  of  natural  gas  cannot 
readily  convert  to  alternative  fuel  sources  even  if  alternative  fuels  were 
available.  The  economic  dislocation  created  by  the  increasing  curtailments  of 
natural  gas  inevitably  will  be  flowed  through  to  the  consumer  in  the  fora  of 
higher  prices  and  higher  unemployment  at  a  time  when  the  country's  greatest 
needs  are  stabilized  prices  and  reduced  unemployment. 


,  EIS  Task  Force 

.Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302),  Room  1538 
0v.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
18th  and  C  Streets,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.  C.  202 AO 

Gentlemen: 

Subject:  THE  PROPOSED  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  FOR  THE  ALASKAN 
NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYST04 

Illinois  Power  Company,  pursuant  to  the  Notice  of  Locations  and  Dates  of  Public 
Hearings  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  August  15,  1975,  hereby  submits 
its  comments  concerning  the  above  referenced  draft  environmental  impact  state¬ 
ment.  Illinois  Power  Company  is  an  intrastate  gas  distribution  company  selling 
gas  to  customers  in  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  is  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Illinois  Commerce  Commission  under  the  Illinois  Public  Utilities  Act. 


At  the  outset,  we  wish  to  state  that  Illinois  Power  Company  has  not  actually 
reviewed  the  DEIS  itself  although  Company  officials  have  reviewed  the  Executive 
Highlights.  Therefore  we  do  not  feel  that  we  are  in  any  position  to  make  technical 
comnents  on  the  draft.  However,  Illinois  Power  Company  feels  very  strongly 
that  certain  basic  points  must  be  emphasized  at  these  hearings. 


Illinois  Power  Company  is  concerned  that  insufficient  attention  was  given  to 
the  consequences  of  rejecting  the  proposed  Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  in  view  of  the  critical  gas  shortage.  A  recent  report  on  curtailments 
issued  by  the  Bureau  of  Natural  Gas  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission  shows  that 
total  curtailments  by  interstate  pipeline  companies  for  the  months  of  January, 
February  and  March  of  this  year  totaled  803.5  billion  cubic  feet,  and 
significant  increases  in  the  projected  level  of  curtailments  for  the  coming 
winter  indicate  that  the  gas  shortage  is  rapidly  growing  more  severe.  The 
economic  dislocation  that  will  result  from  increasing  curtailments  of  gas  supply 
will  have  a  major  impact  on  the  nation's  economy. 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  does  not  fully  evaluate  the  economic 
impact  of  growing  curtailments  of  gas  supplies  on  the  residential  space  heating 
market.  Natural  gas  is  a  very  reliable,  clean  space  heating  fuel.  The  failure 
to  find  additional  gas  supplies  inevitably  will  force  curtailment  of  high 
priority  residential  users.  It  follows  that  many  individual  homeowners  will  be 
heavily  burdened  by  the  need  to  finance  the  acquisition  of  alternative  heating 
systems.  In  fact,  many  homeowners  may  not  be  financially  capable  of  switching 
from  natural  gas  heat  to  alternative  heating  systems. 
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Illinois  Power  Company  also  questions  the  wisdom  of  deferring  the  development 
of  the  proposed  Alaskan-Canadian  pipeline  in  favor  of  the  development  of  alternativ 
fuel  sources  such  as  coal  and  petroleum.  Although  the  United  States  is  blessed 
with  large  quantities  of  coal  deposits,  the  development  of  just  one  fuel  source 
to  meet  the  future  energy  needs  of  this  country  would  be  extremely  shortsighted. 
Furthermore,  increased  dependence  on  petroleum  will  seriously  hamper  this  country's 
drive  for  energy  self-sufficiency. 

Moreover,  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  does  not  give  sufficient 
weight  to  the  value  of  natural  gas  as  a  pollution-free  fuel  source.  If  the 
use  of  natural  gas  as  a  fuel  source  diminishes,  the  nation  loses  the  environmental 
benefits  derived  from  the  use  of  this  clean  burning  fuel.  The  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  pipeline  upon  the  ecology  of  the  land  over  which  it  will 
be  built  cannot  be  considered  as  an  isolated  event;  the  environmental  impact  of 
the  loss  of  a  pollution-free  source  must  be  considered  as  well. 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  also  ignores  the  past  safety  and 
environmental  record  of  natural  gas  pipeline  companies.  Gas  companies  have 
operated  thousands  of  miles  of  pipeline  for  many  years  with  an  excellent  safety 
and  environmental  record.  The  proposed  pipeline  will  be  buried  in  a  ditch 
approximately  six  feet  wide  with  the  surface  and  subsurface  conditions  being 
restored  to  pre-existing  conditions.  Past  experience  and  present  technological 
advances  will  provide  extensive  safeguards  to  the  environment  once  construction 
on  the  proposed  Alaskan-Canadian  pipeline  commences. 

Finally,  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  notes  that  deregulation  of 
interstate  gas  prices  would  increase  the  available  natural  gas  supply.  Although 
additional  gas  supplies  would  be  available  if  deregulation  were  to  occur,  this 
does  not  justify  the  abandonment  of  a  project  which  will  bring  into  production 
one  of  the  largest  remaining  undeveloped  natural  gas  fields.  It  is  also  true  that 
the  total  domestic  gas  supply  is  rapidly  declining,  and  the  refusal  to  develop 
the  Alaskan  gas  will  cause  increasing  gas  supply  shortages. 
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Illinois  Power  Company  respectfully  submits  that  the  critical  gas  shortage,  which 
is  presently  forcing  all  five  of  its  interstate  pipeline  suppliers  to  curtail 
gas  deliveries  below  contract  entitlements,  and  the  unavailability  of  alternative 
fuel  sources,  should  be  considered  in  depth  before  a  final  environmental  impact 
statement  is  issued.  Furthermore  the  final  environmental  impact  statement  of 
the  Department  of  Interior  should  give  full  recognition  to  this  critical  shortage 


I 


of  natural  gas  when  weighing  any  potential  environmental  impact  that  could  arise 
as  a  result  of  the  construction  and  operation  of  this  System.  Illinois  Power 
Company  feels  that  the  minimal  effect  on  the  ecology  of  the  land  over  which  the 
proposed  System  will  be  constructed  is  far  outweighed  by  the  critical  gas  shortage 
facing  the  nation  and  the  benefits  that  will  be  derived  from  the  gas  supplies 
delivered  through  the  System. 


Yours  very  truly, 
ILLINOIS  POWER  COMPANY 

'/  • ; ,  -t 

W.  C.  Gerstner 
Vice  President 


Responses  to  Comments  received 
from  Illinois  Power  Company 
dated  October  21,  1975 


1.  Present  and  anticipated  future  possible  shortages  of  natural  gas 
and  curtailments  on  its  use  in  the  conterminous  United  States  have 
become  the  subjects  of  vital  concern  not  only  by  the  Illinois  Power 
Company  but  also  to  members  of  Congress,  many  gas  companies  and 
distributors,  and  customers  needing  the  gas  for  industrial  or  re¬ 
sidential  use.  This  has  been  particularly  true  of  gas  supplies 
allocated  for  the  north-central  and  northeastern  parts  of  the 
country.  Most  of  those  concerned  believe  that  none  of  the 
alternative  energy  sources  proposed  in  the  Draft  and  Final  EIS  can 
be  considered  truly  viable  substitutes  for  the  gas  to  be  supplied 
by  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  within  the  time 
frame  of  the  proposed  project.  The  fact  that  the  alternative  energy 
sources  might  supply  the  same  amount  of  energy  as  the  Alaska  gas 
would  not  mean  that  they  would  be  readily  substitutable  in  many  or 
all  of  its  uses.  The  Alaska  gas  supply  would  be  considered  only  a 
partial  solution  to  present  or  future  gas  shortages  and  should  be 
augmented  by  the  other  sources  of  supply  as  rapidly  as  possible. 


These  problems  have  been  considered  in  the  Final  EIS  in  the 
Alternatives  Volume  in  Section  8-A-3,  Postpone  Decision  on 
Application,  pages  5-7,  Section  8-B,  United  States  Energy 
Resources,  pages  9-18,  and  Section  8-C,  Alternative  Domestic 
Natural  Gas  Supply  Systems,  especially  pages  18-40. 

2.  Same  as  1.  above. 

3.  Same  as  1.  above. 

4.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  The 
subject  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS.  The  Final  EIS  analyzes 
the  expected  environmental  impacts  from  the  proposed  project. 

5.  This  subject  is  considered  on  page  182  of  the  Overview  Volume  of 
the  Final  EIS. 

6.  Comment  was  noted  and  the  deregulation  section  was  revised  on  pages 
35-41  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

7.  Same  as  1.  above. 
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INTERSTATE  POWER  COMPANY 


K  W.  STEELE 
Hmidrnt 


October  16,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302),  Room  1536 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
l8th  and  C  Streets,  N.  W. 

Washington,  D.  C.  202^0 

Re:  Executive  Highlights  on  the  Proposed  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

Gentlemen : 


Interstate  Power  Company,  pursuant  to  the  Notice  of  Locations  and  Dates  of 
Public  Hearings  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  August  15,  1975#  hereby 
submits  its  comments  concerning  the  above  referenced  draft  environmental 
impact  statement.  Interstate  Power  Company  is  a  combination  company  which 
distributes  and  sells  gas  to  Ul,292  customers  in  the  States  of  Iowa,  Illinois 
and  Minnesota.  We  are  presently  being  supplied  natural  gas  by  Natural  Gas 
Pipeline  Company  of  America  and  Northern  Natural  Ga6  Company,  who  will 
receive  quantities  of  gas  from  the  Alaskan  pipeline  system. 

Interstate  Power  Company  is  desirous  of  continued  service  to  the  customers 
that  it  serves.  We  have  reviewed  the  Executive  Highlights  dated  June,  1975, 
published  by  the  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  on  the  Alaskan  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  and  feel  that  it  is  very  important  that  the  hearings 
scheduled  for  the  Installation  of  this  system  be  expedited  in  order  that  gas 
be  made  available  to  our  customers  at  the  earliest  possible  date,  hopefully 
to  offset  curtailment  that  we  now  are  experiencing. 


We  realize  that  the  environment  will  be  affected  to  a  degree,  but  the 
responsibility  that  we  have  in  serving  gas  to  our  customers  is  very  important 
also.  It  is  with  this  in  mind  that  we  ask  you  to  forego  some  of  these 
investigations  and  shorten  the  proposed  hearings  in  order  that  this  project 
can  be  concluded  In  the  near  future  and  this  gas  be  made  available  to  our 
customers. 


RWS :smm 

cc:  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Co.  -  J.  I.  Poole,  Jr. 
Northern  Natural  Gas  Co.  -  J.  E.  Moylan 
C.  F.  Springer 
K.  E.  Kalahar 


Sincerely. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Interstate  Power  Company 
Dubuque,  Iowa 
dated  October  16,  1975 


1.  It  Is  agreed  that  hearings  and  other  orderly  processes  should  be 
expedited  in  order  to  provide  timely  supplies  of  natural  gas 

to  consumers.  No  change  in  Final  EIS  required. 

2.  A  decision  of  how  and  when  natural  gas  can  be  made  available 
must  take  into  account  a  broad  array  of  factors,  including 
consumer  needs,  socio-economics,  energy  conservation  and 
environmental  consideration,  among  others.  The  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  is  but  one  important  process  that  will  lead 

to  a  balanced  decision  which  will  provide  needed  energy  resources 
with  minimal  and  acceptable  changes  to  the  total  environment. 

No  change  in  Final  EIS  required. 


Testimony  Prenc-nted  at  Public  Rearin'; 

Spokane,  Washing! '»n 
September  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  William  W.  Sawer 
repi  csentinj; 

Interstate  Tronsr.i ibsion  Associates,  Arctic 

*  *  I. 
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PREPARED  STATEMENT  ON  BEHALF  OF 
INTERSTATE  TRANSMISSION  ASSOCIATES  (ARCTIC) 

Department  of  Interior  Environmental  Hearings 

Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

Spokane,  Washington  September  29  &  30 
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Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic),  referred  to 
as  ITA(A),  plans  to  transmit  detailed  written  comments  on  the 
Department  of  Interior's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  within  the  time  remaining 
in  the  previously  established  review  period.  ITA(A)'s  comments  will  be 
restricted  to  relevant  sections  of  Parts  I  (Overview),  IV  (West  Coast) 
and  VI  (Alternatives)  of  the  Draft  EIS.  We  are  taking  this  opportunity 
to  inform  the  hearing  panel  and  members  of  the  public  of  certain  changes 
in  the  ITA(A)  portion  of  the  proposed  Gas  Arctic  project  which  will  be 
presented  by  means  of  supplementary  filings  with  the  Department  of  Interior 
and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

ITA(A)  has  made  this  revision  in  its  original  proposal  in  order 
to  reflect  the  volume  of  gas  that  is  reasonably  expected  to  be  available 
for  transportation  when  its  system  is  conpleted  in  1980.  Additionally, 

ITA(A)  believes  this  modification  would  effectuate  certain  recommendations 
contained  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  by  the 
Department  of  Interior.  These  specific  revisions  are  as  follows:  First, 
ITA(A)  will  relocate  a  small  segment  of  its  proposed  line  which  will 
eliminate  the  need  for  traversing  the  Moyie  River  Valley  in  Idaho.  Secondly, 
the  new  proposal  will  utilize  existing  pipeline  facilities  to  the  maximum 


-  2  - 

extent  practical.  This  will  be  possible  because  the  proposed  facilities 
will  be  designed  to  transport  600  million  standard  cubic  feet  per  day  of 
Alaskan  natural  gas  rather  than  the  1,200  million  cubic  feet  contemplated  by 
ITA(A)'s  pending  application.  The  600  million  cubic  feet  figure  represents 
the  amount  of  gas  ITA(A)  may  reasonably  expect  to  have  available  to  transport 
when  the  deliveries  of  Alaskan  gas  begin  in  1980. 

The  600  million  cubic  feet  per  day  received  by  ITA(A)  at  the 
U.S.-Canadi an  border  would  be  delivered  as  follows:  150  million  cubic 
feet  would  go  to  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation  at  Spokane,  Washington, 
for  maintenance  of  existing  service  levels  to  all  customers  on  that  conpany's 
system;  250  million  cubic  feet  would  be  delivered  to  Pacific  Gas  Transmission 
at  Stanfield,  Oregon  for  transportation  to  Southern  California,  and  the 
remaining  200  million  cubic  feet  would  be  transported  by  Northwest  Pipeline's 
system  for  ultimate  delivery  to  California  through  the  existing  pipeline 
system  of  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company. 

ITA(A)  believes  that  this  proposal  would  greatly  minimize  the 
effect  on  the  existing  environment  since  all  new  facilities  required  will 
be  constructed  within  the  existing  pipeline  corridors  of  Pacific  Gas  Trans¬ 
mission  and  Northwest  Pipeline.  Moreover,  such  a  system  could  be  extended 
directly  to  California  at  a  future  date  to  accomodate  the  greater  volumes 
of  gas  which  may  become  available  by  constructing  the  additional  pipeline 
facilities  proposed  in  ITA(A)'s  pending  application  before  the  Federal  Power 
Commission. 

ITA(A)'s  modification  of  its  proposed  pipeline  should  not  delay 
the  issuance  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  bv  the  Department 


-  3  - 

of  Interior.  This  proposal  will  encompass  only  minor  physical  changes 
requiring  only  minimal  additional  environmental  studies.  These  environ¬ 
mental  studies  will  be  included  within  the  supplemental  application  to  be 
filed  in  mid-October.  Moreover,  it  should  be  emphasized  that  the 
existing  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  already  fully  evaluated 
the  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  construction  of  a  pipeline 
directly  to  California  for  delivery  of  larger  volumes  to  serve  Southern 
California  and  other  Western  regional  markets. 
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Response  to  Conments  received 
from  Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic) 
at  the  Spokane  Public  Hearing 
September  29,  1975 


The  Final  EIS  was  revised  to  show  the  amended  application.  The  Los 
Angeles  Volume  treats  this  revision  throughout  the  text. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Reno,  Nevada 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Ms.  Jane  Goicbroan 
representing 

Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic) 
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JANE  COICHMAN 

Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic) 

MS.  GOICUMAN:  I  an  Jane  Goichman,  representing  ITAA, 
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Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic) .  Interstate 

1 

7 

transportation  to  California;  200  million  standard  cubic  lcct 

Transmission  Associates  (Arctic) ,  which  is  referred  to  as 

2 

per  day  at  Rye  Valley,  Oregon,  to  Northwest  Pipeline 

ITAA,  plans  to  transmit  detailed  written  comments  to  the 

3 

Corporation  for  transportation  to  Ignacio,  Colorado.  This  gas 

Department  of  Interior  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

4 

will  ultimately  be  transported  to  Southern  California  through 

which  has  been  described  here  this  morning  within  the  time 

5 

the  El  Paso  Pipeline  System;  and  150  million  standard  cubic 

remaining  in  the  previously  established  review  period. 

6 

feet  per  day  to  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation.  While  no  new 

Our  comments  will  at  that  time  be  restricted  to 

7 

pipeline  facilities  are  proposed  at  this  time  for  Southern 

relevant  sections  of  Part  I,  which  is  the  overview,  Part  IV, 

8 

Oregon  or  Nevada,  the  system  will  be  designed  so  that  it  can 

which  describes  the  West  Coast  line,  and  Part  VI,  which  dc- 

9 

be  augmented  in  the  future  to  transport  larger  natural  gas 

scribes  the  alternatives  which  are  all.  part  of  the  Draft  EIS. 

10 

volumes  directly  to  California. 

This  morning,  as  has  been  outlined  by  Judge  Ratzman, 

11 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  proposed  revision 

we  arc  taking  the  opportunity  to  tell  you  of  the  proposed 

12 

which  we  arc  describing  today  will  effectuate  certain  rccon- 

change  which  we  will  be  submitting  both  to  the  Department  of 

13 

mendations  contained  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  State-  J 

the  Interior  and  to  the  federal  Power  Commission  in  late 

14 

ment  prepared  by  the  Department  of  Interior. 

October. 

15 

This  revision  is  a  change  from  the  pending  applica- 

For  those  of  you  who  didn't  notice,  there  is  a  copy 

16 

tion  which  proposed  facilities  designed  to  transport  1,200 

of  a  map  and  of  this  statement  which  we  are  presenting  this 

17 

million  standard  cubic  feet  per  day  of  natural  gas  from  the 

morning  at  the  table  in  the  back. 

18 

U.S. -Canadian  Border  and  proposed  to  make  deliveries  of  240 

The  revision  which  we  propose  will  have  facilities 

19 

million  standard  cubic  feet  per  day  to  Northwest  Pipeline 

designed  to  transport  600  million  standard  cubic  feet  per  day 

20 

Corporation  in  Oregon  and  935  million  standard  cubic  feet  per 

of  Alaskan  natural  gas  from  the  United  States-Canadian  Border 

21 

day  to  Southern  California  Gas  Company  at  the  Neva Ja-Cal : : orni a 

making  extensive  use  of  existing  natural  gas  transmission 

22 

border. 

facilities.  This  volume  represents  what  we  feel  is  a  reason- 

23 

The  map  which  you  can  find  in  the  back,  which  the 

able  expectation  of  gas  vc  will  have  available  when  deliveries 

24 

Hearing  Panel  has  now,  shows  the  location  of  the  proposed 

begin  in  1980. 

25 

ITAA  pipeline  route.  The  route  of  the  proposed  ITAA  pipeline 

Deliveries  which  we  anticipate  at  this  time  arc  as 

26 

in  the  currently  pending  application  is  shown  as  a  sol j J  line 

follows:  250  million  standard  cubic  feet  per  day  to  Pacific 

27 

from  the  United  States-Canadian  Border  to  Rye  Valley,  Oregon, 

Cas  Transmission  Company  at  Stanfield,  Oregon,  for 

28 

and  as  a  dashed  line  for  that  portion  extending  south,  that  i  , 
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8 

soutli  to  California. 

1 

9 

changes . 

The  southern  portion  under  the  supplementary  filing. 

2 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  existing  Draft 

that  is  the  filing  we  arc  describing  for  late  October,  is  the 

3 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  already  fully  evaluated  the 

route  for  a  future  ITAA  pipeline  extension  which  will  be  built 

4 

impacts  associatcu  with  a  pipeline  for  larger  volumes  to  be 

when  larger  natural  gas  volumes  arc  available  for  transporta- 

5 

ultimately  delivered  to  Cajon,  California  and  other  system 

t  ion . 

6 

regional  markets. 

The  amended  route  of  the  proposed  ITAA  pipeline 

7 

If  there  arc  any  questions  I  will  be  glad  to  answer 

generally  follows  the  original  route  from  the  Canadian  Border 

8 

them  or  have  one  of  our  technical  people  answer  them. 

to  Rye  Valley,  Oregon. 

9 

MR.  RATZMAN :  I  should  indicate  that  in  a  hearing 

The  route  has  been  moved,  it  should  be  noted,  from 

10 

of  this  type  we  do  not  have  cross-questioning  by  the  audience 

the  Moyie  River  Valley  to  the  Kootenai  River  Valley  in  Idaho 

11 

or  speakers  of  the  panel.  This  is  a  draft  statement.  This 

to  lessen  environmental  impacts,  and  parallels  the  PGT  route 

12 

is  not  a  contested  action  before  the  Department.  However,  it 

to  Stanfield,  Oregon,  and  then  goes  on  the  Northwest  Pipeline 

13 

is  customary  to  allow  the  panel  to  ask  questions  of  a  speaker. 

system  to  Rye  Valley.  It  follows  existing  pipeline  corridors 

14 

and  if  the  speaker  does  have  additional  information  or  can 

for  its  entirety. 

15 

expand  upon  his  or  her  stateaent,  ordinarily  the  speaker  Kill 

The  ITAA  transmission  pipeline  facilities  will  be 

16 

answer  questions  that  have  been  put  by  the  panel. 

extended  south  from  Rye  Valley,  Oregon,  to  the  Nevada- 

17 

Do  any  of  the  panel  members  have  questions? 

California  border  only  after  we  have  gas  volumes  approaching 

18 

MR.  IIAMERSKI:  I  have  one  question.  Docs  ITAA  still 

800  million  standard  cubic  feet  per  day.  These  new  facilities 

19 

propose  to  have  an  over-water  crossing  on  the  Snake  River  as 

in  Southern  Oregon  and  Nevada  have  already  been  described  in 

20 

a  result  of  this  slight  route  change? 

the  pending  application. 

21 

MS.  GOICHMAN:  I  will  have  to  check.  Do  we? 

We  feel  that  ITAA  modification  of  its  proposed  pipe- 

22 

Our  technical  people  say  we  arc  presently  considering 

line  should  not  delay  the  issuance  of  a  final  Environmental 

23 

such  an  over-water  crossing. 

Impact  Statement.  This  proposal  will  encompass  only  minor 

24 

MR.  IIAMRRSKI:  Thank  you. 

physical  changes  requiring  only  minimal  additional  environment a 

1  25 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  I  have  a  question.  During  prior 

studies.  We  will,  at  the  time  when  we  submit  our  proposals  to 

26 

hearings  on  this  proposed  change  of  ITAA  to  construct  a  line 

the  Department  of  Interior  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission, 

27 

to  Rye  Valley,  I  believe  it  was  nentioned  that  it  would  take 

also  submit  environmental  studies  which  we  have  done  on  these- 

28 

additional  horsepower  at  coaprcssor  stations  at  Baker,  Oregon,' 
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10 

Caldwell,  Idaho  and  Mountain  Home.  Is  that  correct? 

MS.  GOICHMAN:  Arc  those  the  locations? 

MR.  WALFRED  UENSALA:  That's  correct. 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  And  that  will  be  addressed  in  your 
applicat ion? 

MR.  UENSALA:  That  will  be  addressed  in  the  additional 
environmental  report  we  will  submit. 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  And  one  additional  question.  I  sup¬ 
pose  the  method  for  transporting  the  gas  from  Ignacio  to 
California  will  also  be  addressed. 

MR.  UENSALA:  Yes. 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  Thank  you. 

MR.  RATZMAN:  The  answers  to  Mr.  Chambers'  questions 
have  not  been  given  by  Ms.  Goichman,  and  I  think  perhaps  the 
individual  who  did  give  the  answers  should  identify  himself 
for  the  record  and  his  capacity  with  the  company. 

MR.  UENSALA:  I  am  Walfrcd  Hcnsala.  I  am  representin  , 
ITAA  as  a  technical  advisor. 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Thank  you  for  giving  the  statement. 

This  hearing  has  been  scheduled  for  generally  nine 
to  five  today  for  the  daytime  session,  and  7:00  to  9:00  p.m. 
this  evening,  and  then  it  will  run  tomorrow  from  nine  until 
twelve  noon. 

In  the  unlikely  event  that  we  should  have  so  many 
witnesses  tomorrow  that  we  cannot  finish  at  twelve  noon,  we 
would,  of  course,  extend  it.  However,  our  experience  with 
these  hearings  has  hecn  that  we  do  find  ourselves  able  to  stay 
within  the  established  time*  periods. 
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Because  of  the  revision  in  the  application  which 
has  just  been  described,  and  because  we  do  have  a  number  of 
speakers  who  have  requested  to  address  themselves  to  the 
Draft  HIS  --  and  I  presume  that  many  of  those  remarks  will 
relate  to  the  original  proposal  as  it  extended  the  large  pipe¬ 
line  through  the  State  of  Nevada  --  we  will  have  a  ten-minute 
recess  in  which  speakers  who  have  requested  to  make  statements 
can  pick  up  the  ITAA  document  with  the  graph,  and  the  proposed 
revisions  which  will  be  included  in  a  revised  application  and 
assess  the  impact  of  that  revision  upon  statements  which  they 
may  wish  to  make. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  company  has  indi¬ 
cated  that  when  the  available  gas,  if  and  when  it  reaches  a 
certain  volume, that  the  company  may  in  the  future  rcinstitute 
its  request  for  a  line  similar  to  the  one,  or  perhaps  identi¬ 
cal  to  the  one  which  was  included  in  the  original  application 
and  did  pass  through  Nevada  as  indicated  on  the  large  graph 
designated  as  West  Coast  Routes,  which  is  the  middle  graph  in 
the  front  of  the  hearing  room. 

We  will  be  in  recess  for  ten  minutes. 

(A  recess  was  taken.) 

MR.  RATZMAN:  The  hearing  will  resume.  At  this 
point  J  will  ask  that  Ms.  Goichman  come  back  to  the  stand  and 
expand  upon,  if  possible,  the  specific  revision  that  will  be 
made  in  the  application  as  it  concerns  the  necessity  for  the 
final  KTS  to  cover  the  line  as  it  would  pass  through  Nevada 
under  the  original  application. 
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JANE  GOlUhMAN 

MS.  GOICHMAN:  As  I  explained,  at  this  point  our 
application,  our  revised  application  to  be  submitted  in  late 
October,  will  propose  that  we  move  600  million  standard  cubic 
feet  of  gas.  However,  we  will  be  indicating  in  these  applica¬ 
tions  that  the  long-term  project  contemplates  that  more  gas 
hopefully  will  be  acquired,  and  at  that  point  we  would  be 
building  the  pipeline  down  through  Nevada  and  into  Southern 
California;  so  the  FPC  application  will  indicate  this,  as 
will  the  Department  of  Interior  application. 

It  would  be  my  anticipation  that  under  the  CEG 
guidelines  to  implement  NT PA  the  final  impact  statement  would 
reflect  the  possibility  that  the  pipeline  will  one  day  be 
built  all  the  way  down  to  California,  and  as  this  is  part  of 
the  long-term  projected  project. 

Naturally,  when  we  actually  apply  for  the  larger 
project  we  would  supplement  and  update  any  changes  in  environ¬ 
mental  impact,  but  we  would  hope  that  the  data  we  have  sub¬ 
mitted  at  this  time  and  the  studies  that  the  Department  has 
made  at  this  time  would  largely  suffice,  as  in  all  probability 
very  few  changes  will  occur  over  the  next  few  years. 

So  we  would  anticipate  that  comments  should  be 
directed  to  date  and  that  the  impact  statement  should  concern 
itself  with  the  larger  project. 

MR.  RATZMAN:  The  impact  statement  that  Ms.  Goichman 
refers  to  is  the  final  impact  statement  which  will  result  from 
work  after  these  comments  arc  received  and  after  the  time  for 
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1 

13 

submission  of  written  comments  expires,  which  is  approxi- 

2 

m.Ttcly  October  28th  of  this  year. 

3 

Thank  you  very  much  for  clarifying  that  matter. 

4 

I  indicated  earlier  that  the  evening  session  today 

5 

would  start  at  7:00  p.m.  I  have  been  advised  that  that  was 

6 

not  correct,  that  it  is  7:30  p.m.  We  will  run  from  7:30  until 

7 

9:00. 

8 

The  original  notice  indicated  that  each  speaker 

9 

would  be  allowed  ten  minutes  for  presentation  of  his  or  her 

10 

views  and  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS.  -Taking  into  account  the 

1) 

number  of  persons  who  have  applied  to  give  testimony,  I  have 

12 

decided  to  expand  the  period  available  to  fifteen  minutes  and 

13 

will  try  to  give  one  or  two  minutes'  notice  to  a  speaker  who 

14 

is  approaching  the  fifteen-minute  time  limit  with  remarks. 

15 

A  verbatim  transcript  of  the  statements  made  today 

16 

and  tomorrow  is  being  taken  and  would  be  available  from  the 

17 

reporter  through  arrangements  between  the  person  wishing  to 

18 

have  the  transcript  and  the  reporter. 

19 

The  statements  in  this  hearing  should  be  directed  to 

20 

the  adequacy  of  the  Department's  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

21 

Statement.  It  will  be  appreciated  if  a  speaker  will  refrain 

22 

from  getting  into  questions  such  as  what  the  Federal  Power 

23 

Commission  should  do  with  a  proposal  from  an  energy  company, 

24 

or  what  the  general  policy  of  the  United  States  should  be  in 

25 

the  energy  field,  since  the  Task  Force  and  this  Panel  docs  not 

26 

have  jurisdiction  over  those  questions. 

27 

In  addition  to  a  written  statement  filed  by  a  person 

28 

who  has  not  appeared,  any  person  who  appears  and  makes  a 
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September  23,  1975 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic) 
at  the  Reno  Public  Hearing 
October  2  and  3,  1975 


See  response  to  comments  of  ITAA  dated  September  29,  1975. 


Mr.  Bryan  Robinson 
September  23,  1975 
Page  two 


Of  more  significant  environmental  consideration  is  the 
potential  environmental  degradation  that  would  result  from 
the  decreasing  availability  of  natural  gas  for  the  Montana 
consumers.  The  Arctic  gas  system  would  be  available  to 
supplement  the  natural  gas  supply  for  Montana  Power  Company's 
isolated  service  area,  as  well  as  for  a  much  larger  geograph¬ 
ical  area  of  the  continental  United  States. 

Natural  gas  saturation  in  Montana  Power's  market  area  is  in 
excess  of  95%.  Conversion  to  other  energy  forms  and  sources 
would  cause  major  disruptions  within  the  state  of  Montana. 

Limited  availability  of  natural  gas  in  Montana  could  have 
very  serious  environmental,  social  and  economic  effects  with 
the  associated  human  discomfort  and  suffering. 

The  Montana  Power  Company's  present  supply  of  natural  gas  is 
dependent  on  imports  from  Canada.  Over  80%  of  the  present 
annual  needs  are  imported.  This  foreign  source  is  becoming 
less  reliable  as  a  continuing  future  supply  for  the  Montana 
consumer.  There  is  no  other  supply  of  gas  available  from 
domestic  sources.  Montana  Power  has  had  a  vigorous  exploration 
program  in  Montana  for  several  years,  but  has  not  been 
successful  in  developing  a  gas  supply.  Others  exploring  in 
Montana  have  been  equally  unsuccessful.  A  domestic  supply 
such  as  the  Arctic  gas  system  could  assure  future  operation 
of  Montana  Power's  isolated  system. 

Montana  Power  Company  strongly  supports  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportatipn  System  as  a  most  environmentally  and 
economically  acceptable  project  of  transporting  natural  gas 
from  Northern  Alaska  to  the  lower  48  states. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Carl  R.  Anderson 
Mngr.  Environmental 
Protection  Department 

TSTS/by/5/2 


Mr.  Bryan  Robinson 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Montana  State  Office 
Federal  Building 
316  N.  26th  Street 
Billings,  MT  59101 

Dear  Mr.  Robinson: 

The  Montana  Power  Company  strongly  supports  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  The  Montana  Power  Company 
has  a  vital  interest  in  environmental  and  economic  impact 
affecting  its  operations  and  affecting  its  117,000  natural 
gas  customers  and  195,000  electric  customers. 

As  a  corporate  citizen  tied  to  interstate  and  regional  power 
grids,  the  national  need  for  self-sufficiency  in  fuel  and 
energy  production  is  also  deeply  appreciated. 

Natural  gas  from  Prudhoe  Bay  will  help  relieve  this  country's 
dependence  on  foreign  energy  supplies.  Many  gas  systems 
throughout  mid-America  will  be  rescued  from  the  specter  of 
dwindling  gas  supplies.  This  relief  will  provide  needed 
time  for  other  sources  of  energy  to  be  developed  for  commercial 
use. 

Concern  is  voiced  by  some  groups  that  certain  plant  and 
animal  species  will  be  adversely  impacted  by  the  proposed 
project.  Underground  pipelines  literally  crisscross  a 
nation  without  visible  ill  effects  on  landscape  or  living 
organisms.  Once  buried  and  construction  cleanup  completed, 
minimal  signs  of  physical  or  aesthetic  impact  remain. 
Revegatation  of  the  98%  of  cropland  and  rangeland  crossed  in 
Montana  can  occur  rapidly  with  complete  recovery  in  the 
second  or  third  year  after  rehabilitation.  Some  big  game 
and  game  birds  will  inevitably  be  impacted  by  temporary  loss 
of  habitat.  This  loss  is  along  a  very  narrow  corridor  and 
cannot  be  construed  as  significant  or  permanently  destructive 
in  terms  of  dispersion,  nest  destruction  or  accidental 
mortality. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  The  Montana  Power  Company 
dated  September  23,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  —  no  response. 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Chicago,  Illinois 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
by  Mr.  Merle  W.  Arr 
representing 

Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Company  of  America 


for  the  benefit  o'*  some  fourteen  m’llion  customers. 

Natural  is  a  gas  supply  and 
transportation  arm  o^  the  company  and  is  regulated 
by  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  Today  Natural 
owns  and  operates  approximately  eleven  thousand 
miles  of  pipeline  which  move  ~as  from  all  production 
areas  of  the  southwest  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to 
forty  nine  pas  distributing  utilities  in  the  upper 
midwest . 

The  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System,  and  I  will  refer  to  this  system  as  the 
Artie  Gas  Project  through  my  remarks,  poses  to  build 
a  natural  ras  pipeline  from  the  North  Slope  of 
Alaska  through  the  Mackenzie  Valley  of  Canada, 
connecting  with  systems  which  would  serve  markets 
in  the  western,  Midwestern  and  eastern  United  States. 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  is 
the  part  of  the  proposed  pipeline  system  which  will 
transport  natural  gas  from  the  United  States  -- 
Canadian  border  to  the  Midwest  and  Eastern  markets. 

Natural  is  one  of  the  six  major 
United  States  Interstate  Pipeline  Companies  partici¬ 
pating  in  both  the  Artie  Gas  Project  and  Northern 
Border. 

My  comments  this  morning  will  address 

6 


BY  MERLE  W.  ARR 

Thank  you.  Your  Honor.  Members  of 
the  panel  and  Ladies  and  Gentlemen,  may  I  say  that 
I  do  want  a  copy  of  the  transcript.  I  will  notify 
this  young  lady? 

JUDGE  COOK:  Yes,  notify  the  reporter.  I 
think  ■ t  is  best  if  you  do  notify  the  clerk  and  she 
can  pass  the  word  on  to  the  reporter. 

MR.  ARR:  Thank  you. 

My  name  is  Merle  W.  Arr.  My  business 
address  is  122  South  Michigan  Avenue,  Chicago.  My 
home  address,  if  that  is  important,  is  80  Westview 
Drive,  Park  Forest,  Illinois.  I  am  employed  by 
Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Company  of  America  as  Manager 
of  Environmental  Affairs.  I  will  refer  to  my 
company  as  "Natural",  if  you  might  be  so  patient. 

Natural  is  a  wholy  owned  subsidiary 
of  the  People’s  Gas  Company,  an  Illinois  corporation 
hcadoua rt ered  in  Chicago.  The  family  of  companies 
comprising  the  People's  Gas  Company  is  made  up  of 
four  operating  subsidiar'es  functioning  as  an 
integrated  system  engaged  in  the  exploration, 
production,  purchase,  transmission,  storage, 
d'str’bution  and  sale  of  natural  gas.  These  operation 
are  carried  out  in  twelve  west  and  midwest  states 


the  Arctic  Gas  Project  in  general  and  Northern 
Border  in  particular. 

The  Arctic  Gas  Project  will  make 
substantial  volumes  of  natural  gas  available  to 
residential,  commercial  and  high  priority  industrial 
cons  urn ers  in  the  mid western,  western  and  eastern 
United  States.  The  reader  who  carefully  considers 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  and  I  will  refer  to  that  as  the 
DEIS,  in  its'  entirety  should  reach  the  conclusion 
that  the  benefits  which  will  result  from  the 
availability  and  use  of  these  volumes  of  natural 
gas  far  outweigh  the  minimal  adverse  environmental 
impacts  which  may  result  from  the  construction  and 
operation  of  the  proposed  natural  gas  transmission 
facilit ies . 

However,  most  readers  will  not  be 
able  to  read  the  entire  DEIS,  and  I  believe  that  is 
one  volume,  one  copy,  much  less  consider  it  carefully. 

Further,  the  potential  and  possible 
adverse  impe.ts  are  discussed  in  such  detail  that 
even  the  careful  reader  will  find  it  difficult  to 
determine  the  relative  insignificance  of  the  actual 
impacts  expected  and  to  put  them  in  context  with  the 
substantial  benefits  of  the  proposed  project. 
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Natural  believes  ;t  imperative  that 
the  DEIS  and  particularly  the  Executive  Highlights. 


which  are  not  counted  as  part  of  the  Inpact  Statement 
but  fro-"  which  most  people  will  receive  their 
impressions  of  the  proposed  project,  should  contrast 
the  relatively  insignificant  adverse  impacts  which 
will  result  from  the  proposed  project  with  the 
substantial  benefits  which  will  result  from  the  use 
of  the  volume  of  natural  gas  which  it  will  -ake 
available . 

The  DEIS  and  the  Executive  Highlights 
''ail  to  convey  to  the  reader  the  critical  need  of 
Alaskan  gas  in  the  lower  forty  eight  states  and  the 
role  it  will  play  in  fulfillin'  energy  reauirements 
and  related  income  needs.  The  total  of  all  presently 
projected  natural  gas  supplies  from  all  soirees,  In 
addition  to  the  supplies  to  be  made  available  by 
this  project,  will  not  be  sufficient  to  meet 
projected  residential,  coacercial  and  high  priority 
industrial  requirements. 

Without  the  proposed  project.  Northern 
Border  estimates  that  the  United  States  will  lose 
twelve  to  fifteen  and  a  half  billions  of  dollars  *  r. 
Gross  National  Product  and  five  hundred  and  nineteen 
thousand  to  six  hundred  seventy  thousand  jobs  annually. 

United  States  are  t::e  adverse  environmental  impacts 
which  w'll  result  from  the  construction  and 
operation  of  the  proposed  facilities. 

The  American  Gas  Association  reported 
come  two  hundred  sixty  three  thousand  miles  of  gas 
transmission  pipelines  in  the  United  States  as  of 
December,  197*1.  Pipelines  literally  crisscross  this 
country  and  are  usually  well  marked  at  road  crossings, 
yet  few  people  are  aware  of  their  existence. 

Even  where  a  pipeline  right  of  way 
is  well  defined  through  a  forested  area,  it  is 
usually  difficult  tc  locate  the  pipeline  within  the 
right  of  way.  A  substantial  industry  is  occupied 
with  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  electronic  dev'ses 
which  are  needed  to  locate  burled  pipelines  precisely. 

The  adverse  environmental  impact  of 
a  pipeline  is  primarily  a  short  term  impact  limited 
to  the  construction  phase  and  for  a  short  post 
construction  period  necessary  to  restore  the  lard 
surface  within  the  right  of  way.  The  DEIS  should 
emphasize  that  there  are  no  significant  adverse 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  construction 
and  operation  of  Northern  Border  which  cannot  be 
avoided  or  effectively  mitigated. 

Part  I  of  the  DEIS  suggests  at  pare 
10 


It  is  misleading  for  the  DEIS  to 

2 

conclude  as  it  does  at  page  I-^*!0,  and  I  need  to 

3 

clarify  that  I  am  Quoting  from  Part  I,  the  overview 

4 

volume,  that  denial  of  the  proposed  prefect  would. 

5 

and  I  am  quoting,  "...lead  to:  (1)  Us*-  of  other  gas 

6 

supplies;  (2)  substitution  o'*  the  energy  hy  utilizing 

7 

alternative  energy  sources;  (2)  cons: de rat • on  of 

8 

other  routes  or  systems  to  transport  the  Alaskan 

9 

gas  to  markets  in  the  cot e ruinous  United  States;  and 

10 

(*»)  curtailment  of  as  supplies.” 

11 

The  above  statement  1  rad  s  the  reader 

12 

to  the  conclusion  t~at,  in  the  absence  of  the 

13 

proposed  project,  the  United  States  car.  rely  or. 

14 

alternative  energy  sources.  Nort  er  Border’s  -arket 

15 

study  shows  that  Alaskan  gas  will  make  a  substantial 

16 

contribution  to  the  fulfillment  of  the  residential, 

17 

commercial  and  industrial  feed  stock  'n  process  needs. 

18 

However,  despite  optinrstic  assumptions 

19 

w’th  respect  tc  the  amount  -as  supplies  whicl 

20 

jtirMt  become  available  to  the  Northern  Border  market 

21 

area,  there  still  will  tc  a  serious  shortfall. 

22 

• 

Other  sources  of  energy  are  rot  alternatives  to  but 

23 

will  be  needed  ir.  additior  to  th's  project. 

24 

Contrasted  with  the  substantial 

25 

benefits  w!  ich  the  proposed  project  will  bring  to  the 

Q 

1 

1-^37  that  "Hit ‘gat Ion  i ■ h t  best  b?  achieved  by 

2 

the  establ ‘ chaont  of  technical  review  tears  and 

3 

construction  monitor inn  teams  for  various  strecres 

4 

of  the  pipeline.  Such  trams  should  be  financed  by 

5 

the  applicant.  These  tea's  should  include  State  and 

6 

Federal  Fis  and  Wildlife  biologists,  arch rolo - is t s , 

7 

soil  scientists  and  other  resource  personnel  familiar 

8 

local  conditions  and  .alues. " 

9 

The  DEIS  further  suggests  at  page  *t*-0 

10 

that  these  teams,  and  I  ouotc  in  part  "...should 

11 

participate  in  the  selection  of  the  exact  alignment 

12 

of  the  route,  and  the  choice  of  access  routes.  spoJl 

13 

areas,  borrow  areas,  etcetera,  and  ir  the  selecttor 

14 

of  land  reclamation  and  resource  replacement 

15 

alternatives."  Considcrat  on  of  the  nature  of  the 

16 

construction  of  Norther  Border  leads  one  to  conclude 

17 

that  the  above  suggestion  is  unnecessary  and  un- 

18 

des 1 rable . 

19 

The  DEIS  recognizes  at  parr:  *11*1  that. 

20 

and  I  quote  again.  "Applicants  plan  to  jse  conventional 

21 

eauipment  and  construction  procedures  to  build  a 

22 

pipeline  system  in  the  temperate  zone."  End  of  tret 

23 

ouote,  and  such  procedures  are,  and  I  quote  in  part, 

24 

"...well  established  and  known...". 

25 

Section  9  of  the  Northern  Border 

11 
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Environmental  A:£c-ssT?nt  details  tf.e  lar-e  number 

1 

Federal  Safety  Standards  of  the  office  of  Pipeline 

of  federal,  state  and  local  agencies  which  rave 

2 

Safety  of  the  Department  o^  Transportation.  J'9CFR190. 

certain  project  approval  reaui renents .  adiinister 

3 

191  and  192  ar.d  the  Health  and  Safety  Standards  of 

regulations  affect  inf  Northern  Border  or  with  whom 

4 

the  Occupation  Safety  ar.d  Health  Administration, 

Northern  3order  most  consult  concerning  the  construction 

5 

29CFR1910  end  1926,  and  will  implement  the  guide- 

of  the  pipeline. 

6 

lines  of  the  Federal  Power  Commission,  18CFR2.69.  for 

The  establis  -lent  of  the  review  teams 

7 

the  planning,  locatin’.,  clearing  and  maintenance  of 

surrest cd  in  tie  DEIS  would  largely  duplicate  the 

8 

rights  of  way  and  construction  of  above  ground 

responsibilities  of  the  listed  agencies. 

9 

facilities. 

Rights  of  way  are  obtained  from 

10 

Performance  in  accordance  with 

private  lard  owners  cither  through  negotiations  or 

11 

construction  specifications  will  be  determined  first 

established  legal  procod  res  snd  the  proposed  review 

12 

by  the  contractor's  experienced  supervisors  in 

trams  would  have  no  authority  on  +  v-e  private  lands 

13 

charge  of  the  crews  of  the  pipeline  spread  which 

through  v;i  ich  ost  of  Norther  Border  is  rooted.  I 

14 

perform  the  several  stages  of  construction  including 

might  say  that  wo  estimate  that  ninety  two  percent  o'" 

15 

richts  of  way  clearing,  pipe  stringing,  trenching, 

Northern  Border  w!ll  be  routed  over  agricultural 

16 

bending,  line  up,  weld'rg,  coating,  lowering  in, 

lands. 

17 

hydrostatic  testing  and  clean  up  and  restoration. 

The  established  procedures  for 

18 

In  addition.  Northern  Border  will 

constructing  a  pipeline  sue1-  as  Northern  Border  will 

19 

provide  on  each  spread  a  team  of  approximately 

avoid  or  effectively  mitigate  any  potent  la]  adverse 

20 

fifteen  inspectors,  each  qualified  by  training  and 

environmental  effects.  Construction  specifications 

21 

experience  t  determine  thst  a  respective  stage  of 

will  b*3  developed  in  detail  and  competent  pipeline 

22 

construction  is  accomplished  5n  accordance  with  the 

construct'or.  contractors  will  be  contracted  to  build 

23 

specifications.  In  particular,  the  clean  up  and 

the  pipeline  in  accordance  with  those  specifications. 

24 

restoration  inspector  along  with.  Northern  Borders’ 

Northern  Bolder  will  comply  with  the 

25 

r’r-: .t  of  way  representative  will  determine  that  *hc 

1? 

13 

land  is  restored  in  accoi-dar.cc  with  land  owner 

1 

^astern  United  States.  The  substantial  beneficial 

requirements.  The  r.dlvidual  ’r.specior  vjill  report 

2 

environmental  effect  of  the  avo'labUit;-  ar.d  use  of 

to  a  chief  inspector  or  res'dert  engineer  in  charge 

3 

these  volumes  0"  natural  -as  will  far  outweigh  the 

of  the  inspect-' on  team. 

4 

relatively  insignificant  adverse-  env  I  ronmental 

Inspect 'on  team  ir.  the  f-'eld  v;’ll  be 

5 

effect  which  will  result  from  the  construction  and 

supervised  and  coordinated  by  the  corrorcff 

6 

operation  of  the  proposed  transmission  fecilit'es. 

construction  ^unct'or  to  further  assure  compliance 

7 

Natural  strongly  ur.mes  the  Department 

w'tr  specifications  and  regulatory  r^-ouircr.cn^n . 

8 

of  the  Interior  to  recognize  the  above  points  in  its' 

When  the  comprehensive  regulations  ar.d 

9 

Final  Environmental  Inpact  Statement  and  make  '-very 

standards  developed  for  the  construct1 on  of  natural 

10 

effort  to  expedite  the  necessary  approvals  for  the 

gas  pipelines,  the  experience  of  the  industry  In 

11 

Arctic  Gas  Project. 

pipeline  construction  and  the  thousands  of  xJDes  of 

12 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Arr. 

pipelines  which  have  beer,  constructed  in  the  United 

13 

Are  there  any  questions  from  the 

States  arc  considered,  there  is  no  demons t rat cd 

14 

panel? 

need  for  the  review  teams  s.-^  ested  In  the  DEIS. 

15 

MR,  TULLOSS :  I  have  none. 

Such  teams  could  easily  delay  project  completion  and 

16 

MR,  SEDGLEY:  I  don't  think  so. 

timely  delivery  of  needed  ras  supplies.  It  Is  not 

17 

JUDGE  COOK:  No  questions. 

reasonable  for  the  consumer  *o  pay  the  cost  of 

18 

MR.  ARR:  I  might  say  again,  parenthetically. 

delays  wh*efc  could  result  fro-  the  activity  of  rev ‘cm 

19 

v:c  at  Northern  Border  are  working  on  detailed 

teams  essentially  duplicating  the  responsibilities 

20 

comments  on  the  seventeen  volume  Impact  statement. 

of  existing  agencies  and  regulations. 

21 

Those  will  tc  presented  at  the  Washington  hearing 

In  summary,  the  Arctic  Gas  Project 

22 

along  with,  the  remarks  of  another  representative 

would  make  critically  needed  supplies  of  natural  ^as 

23 

will  make. 

available  to  reside rst'al,  commercial  and  high  priority 

24 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you  very  much.  Mr.  Arr. 

industrial  consumers  In  the  western,  midvestern  and 

25 

Our  next  speaker  will  be  Mr.  Shorb 

1U 
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UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 

My  name  is  Merle  W.  Arr .  I  am  employed  by  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
of  America  (Natural)  as  Manager,  Environmental  Affairs.  I  have  a  Bachelor  of 
Science  Degree  in  Chemistry  from  Missouri  Valley  College  in  Marshall,  Missouri,  a 
Master  of  Business  Administration  Degree  from  the  University  of  Chicago,  and  am  a 
Registered  Professional  Engineer  in  the  State  of  Illinois. 

Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Company  of  America  is  a  wholly-owned  subsidiary  of 
the  Peoples  Gas  Company,  an  Illinois  Corporation,  Headquartered  in  Chicago.  The 
family  of  companies  comprising  the  Peoples  Gas  Company  is  made  up  of  four  operating 
subsidiaries  functioning  as  an  integrated  system  engaged  in  the  exploration,  produc¬ 
tion,  purchase,  transmission,  storage,  distribution  and  sale  of  natural  gas.  These 
operations  are  carried  out  in  12  southwest  and  midwest  states  for  the  benefit  of 
scxse  14  million  customers. 

Natural  is  the  gas  supply  and  transmission  arm  of  the  Company  and  is  re¬ 
gulated  by  the  Federal  Power  Cocoission.  Today  Natural  owns  and  operates  approxi¬ 
mately  11,000  miles  of  pipelines  which  move  gas  from  all  production  areas  of  the 
southwest  and  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  to  49  gas  distributing  utilities  in  the  upper  mid¬ 
west  . 


The  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  (Arctic  Gas  Project)  proposes 
to  build  a  natural  gas  pipeline  from  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska  through  the  MacKen- 
zie  Valley  of  Canada,  connecting  with  systems  which  would  serve  markets  in  the 
western,  midwestern  and  eastern  United  States. 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  (Northern  Border)  is  the  part  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  pipeline  system  which  will  transport  natural  gas  from  the  United  States  - 
Canadian  Border  to  the  Midwestern  and  Eastern  markets. 

Natural  is  one  of  six  major  United  States  interstate  pipeline  companies 
participating  in  both  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  and  Northern  Border. 

Natural's  comments  will  address  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  in  general  and 
Northern  Border  in  particular. 

The  Arctic  Gas  Project  will  make  substantial  volumes  of  natural  gas  avail¬ 
able  to  residential,  commercial  and  high  priority  industrial  consumers  in  the  western, 
midwestern  and  eastern  United  States.  The  reader  who  carefully  considers  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  (DOI)  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  in  its  en¬ 
tirety  should  reach  the  conclusion  that  the  benefits  which  will  result  from  the 
availability  and  use  of  these  volumes  of  natural  gas  far  outweigh  the  minimal  ad¬ 
verse  environmental  impacts  which  nay  result  from  the  construction  and  operation  of 
the  proposed  natural  gas  transmission  facilities. 

However,  most  readers  will  not  be  able  to  read  the  entire  DEIS  much  less 
consider  it  carefully.  Further,  the  potential  and  possible  adverse  impacts  are 
discussed  in  such  detail  that  even  the  careful  reader  will  find  it  difficult  to  de¬ 
termine  the  relative  insignificance  of  the  actual  impacts  expected  and  to  put  them 
in  context  with  the  substantial  benefits  of  the  proposed  project. 

Natural  believes  it  imperative  that  the  DEIS  and  particularly  the  Execu¬ 
tive  Highlights,  from  which  most  people  will  receive  their  impressions  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  project,  should  contrast  the  relatively  insignificant  adverse  impacts  which 
will  result  from  the  proposed  project  with  the  substantial  benefits  which  will  re- 
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Page  3 

suit  from  the  use  of  the  volumes  of  natural  gas  which  it  will  make  available. 

The  DEIS  and  the  Executive  Highlights  fail  to  convey  to  the  reader  the 

aware  of  their  existence.  Even  where  a  pipeline  right-of-way  is  well  defined 
through  a  forested  area,  it  is  usually  difficult  to  locate  the  pipeline  within  the 

cricical  need  for  Alaskan  gas  in  the  lower  48  states  and  the  role  it  will  play  in 

right-of-way.  A  substantial  industry  is  occupied  with  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 

fulfilling  energy  requirements  and  related  economic  needs.  The  total  of  all  pre¬ 
sently  projected  natural  gas  supplies  from  all  sources,  in  addition  to  the  supplies 
to  be  made  available  by  this  project,  will  not  be  sufficient  to  meet  projected  re- 

electronic  devices  which  are  needed  to  locate  buried  pipelines  precisely.  The  ad¬ 
verse  environmental  impact  of  a  pipeline  is  primarily  a  short-term  impact  limited 
to  the  construction  phase  and  for  the  short  post-construction  period  necessary  to 

sidential,  commercial  and  high  priority  industrial  requirements.  Without  the  pro¬ 
posed  project.  Northern  Border  estimates  that  the  United  States  will  lose  12  to  15.5 
billions  of  dollars  in  Gross  National  Product  and  519,000  to  670,000  jobs  annually. 

It  is  misleading  for  the  DEIS  to  conclude  as  it  does  at  page  1-540  that 

restore  the  land  surface  within  the  right-of-way.  The  DEIS  should  emphasize  that 
there  are  no  significant  adverse  environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  construe- 
Tion  and  operation  of  Northern  Border  which  cannot  be  avoided  or  effectively  mitigated 
Part  I  of  the  DEIS  suggests  at  page  1-437  that  "Mitigation  might  best  be 

denial  of  the  proposed  project  would  "....lead  to:  (1)  Use  of  other  gas  supplies; 

''  %)  \  -  ,'J _ ,  ,1  J  k,  kt—  rl 

(2)  Substitution  of  the' energy  by  utilizing  alternative  energy  sources;  (3)  Consi- 
deration  of  other  routes  or  systems  to  transport  the  Alaskan  gas  to  markets  in  the 

achieved  by  the  establishment  of  technical  review  teams  and  construction  monitoring 
teams  for  various  stretches  of  the  pipeline.  Such  teams  should  be  financed  by  the 
Applicant.  These  teams  could  Include  State  and  Federal  Fish  and  Wildlife  biologists. 

co-terminous  United  states;  and  (4)  Curtailment  of  gas  supplies."  The  above  state- 

archeologists,  soil  scientists  and  other  resource  personnel  familiar  with  local  con- 

ment  leads  the  reader  to  the  conclusion  that,  in  the  absence  of  the  proposed  pro- 

ditions  and  values." 

ject,  the  United  States  can  rely  on  alternative  energy  sources.  Northern  Border’s 
market  study  shows  that  Alaskan  gas  will  make  a  substantial  contribution  to  the  ful¬ 
fillment  of  residential,  commercial  and  industrial  feedstock  and  process  needs.  How¬ 
ever,  despite  optimistic  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  gas  supplies  which 
might  become  available  to  the  Northern  Border  market  area,  there  still  will  be  a 
serious  shortfall.  Other  sources  of  energy  are  not  alternatives  to,  but  will  be 

The  DEIS  further  suggests  at  page  1-440  that  these  teams  " .  should 

participate  in  the  selection  of  the  exact  alignment  of  the  route,  in  the  choice  of 
access  routes,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  etc.,  and  in  the  selection  of  land  recla¬ 
mation  or  resource  replacement  alternatives."  Consideration  of  the  nature  of  the 
construction  of  Northern  Border  leads  one  to  conclude  that  the  above  suggestion  is 

unnecessary  and  undesirable. 

needed  in  addition  to  this  project. 

Contrasted  with  the  substantial  benefits  which  the  proposed  project  will 

The  DEIS  recognizes  at  page  1-414  that  "Applicants  plan  to  use  conventional 
equipment  and  construction  procedures  to  build  the  pipeline  system  in  the  temperate 

bring  to  the  United  states  are  the  adverse  environmental  impacts  which  will  result 

zone."  and  that  such  procedures  are  "....  well  established  and  known  . 

from  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  facilities. 

The  American  Gas  Association  reported  some  263,000  miles  of  gas  transmis- 

Section  9  of  the  Northern  Border  Environmental  Assessment  details  the 
large  number  of  Federal,  state  and  local  agencies  which  have  certain  project  approval 

sion  pipelines  in  the  United  states  as  of  December,  1974.  Pipelines  literally  criss¬ 
cross  this  country  and  are  usually  well-marked  at  road  crossings,  yet  few  people  are 

requirements,  administer  regulations  affecting  Northern  Border  or  with  whom  Northern 
Border  must  consult  concerning  the  construction  of  the  pipeline.  The  establishment 
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of  the  review  teams  suggested  in  the  DEIS  would  largely  duplicate  the  responsibili- 

Inspection  teams  in  the  field  are  supervised  and  coordinated  by  the  cor- 

ties  of  the  listed  agencies. 

porate  construction  function  to  further  assure  compliance  with  specifications  and 

Rights-of-way  are  obtained  from  private  landowners  either  through  nego- 

-regulatory  requirements. 

tiations  or  established  legal  procedures  and  the  proposed  review  teams  would  have 

When  the  comprehensive  regulations  and  standards  developed  for  the  con- 

no  authority  on  the  private  lands  through  which  most  of  Northern  Border  is  routed. 

struction  of  natural  gas  pipelines,  the  experience  of  the  industry  in  pipeline  con- 

The  established  procedures  for  constructing  a  pipeline  such  as  Northern  Border 

struction  and  the  thousands  of  miles  of  pipelines  which  have  been  constructed  in  the 

will  avoid  or  effectively  mitigate  any  potential  adverse  environmental  effects. 

United  States  are  considered,  there  is  no  demonstrated  need  for  the  review  teams 

Construction  specifications  will  be  developed  in  detail  and  competent  pipeline 

suggested  in  the  DEIS.  Such  teams  could  easily  delay  project  completion  and  timely 

construction  contractors  will  be  contracted  to  build  the  pipeline  in  accordance  with 

delivery  of  needed  gas  supplies.  It  is  not  reasonable  for  the  consumers  to  pay  the 

those  specifications. 

costs  of  delays  which  could  result  from  the  activities  of  review  teams  essentially 

Northern  Border  will  comply  with  the  Federal  Safety  Standards  of  the  Of- 

duplicating  the  responsibilities  of  existing  agencies  and  regulations. 

fice  of  Pipeline  Safety  of  the  Department  of  Transportation,  49  CFR  190,  191  and  192, 

In  summary,  the  Arctic  Gas  Project  would  make  critically  needed  supplies 

and  the  Health  and  Safety  Standards  of  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administra- 

of  natural  gas  available  to  residential,  commercial  and  high  priority  industrial 

tion,  29CFR  1910  and  1926,  and  will  implement  the  guidelines  of  the  Federal  Power 

consumers  in  the  western,  midwestem  and  eastern  United  States.  The  substantial 

Commission,  18CFR  2.69,  for  the  planning,  locating,  clearing  and  maintenance  of 

beneficial  environmental  effect  of  the  availability  and  use  of  these  volumes  of  na- 

rights-of-way  and  construction  of  above-ground  facilities. 

tural  gas  will  far  outweigh  the  relatively  insignificant  adverse  environmental  ef- 

Performance  in  accordance  with  construction  specifications  will  be  deter- 

feet  which  will  result  from  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  transmis- 

mined  first  by  the  contractor's  experienced  supervisors  in  charge  of  the  crews  of  the 

sion  facilities. 

pipeline  spread  which  perform  the  several  stages  of  construction  including  rights-of- 

Natural  strongly  urges  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  recognize  the 

way  clearing,  pipe  stringing,  trenching,  bending,  line-up,  welding,  coating,  lowering- 

above  points  in  its  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  make  every  effort  to 

in,  hydrostatic  testing  and  cleanup  and  restoration. 

expedite  the  necessary  approvals  for  the  Arctic  Gas  Project. 

In  addition.  Northern  Border  will  provide  on  each  spread  a  team  of  approxi- 


mately  15  inspectors,  each  qualified  by  training  and  experience  to  determine  that  a 

respective  stage  of  construction  is  accomplished  in  accordance  with  the  specifica- 


tions.  In  particular,  the  cleanup  and  restoration  inspector  along  with  Northern 

Border's  right-of-way  representative  will  determine  that  the  land  is  restored  in  ac- 


cordance  with  landowner  requirements.  The  individual  inspectors  will  report  to  a 

chief  inspector  or  resident  engineer  in  direct  charge  of  the  inspection  team. 
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Responses  to  Coaencs  received 
fro*  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Company  of  America 
Septeaber  25,  1975 


Present  and  anticipated  future  possible  shortages  of  natural 
gas  and  curtailments  on  its  use  in  the  conterminous  United 
States  have  become  the  subjects  of  vital  concern  not  only  to 
the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Company  of  American  but  also  to 
members  of  Congress,  many  gas  companies  and  distributors,  and 
customers  needing  the  gas  for  industrial  or  residential  use. 

This  has  been  paricularly  true  of  gas  supplies  allocated  for  the 
north-central  and  northeastern  parts  of  the  country.  Most  of  those 
concerned  believe  that  none  of  the  alternative  energy  sources  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Draft  and  Final  EIS  can  be  considered  truly  viable 
substitutes  for  the  gas  to  be  supplied  by  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  within  the  time  frame  of  the  proposed  project 
The  fact  that  the  alternative  energy  sources  might  supply  the  same 
amount  of  energy  as  the  Alaska  gas  would  not  mean  that  they  would 
be  readily  substitutable  in  many  or  all  of  its  uses.  The  Alaska 
gas  supply  would  be  considered  only  a  partial  solution  to  present 
or  future  gas  shortages  and  should  be  augmented  by  other  sources 
of  supply  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

These  problems  have  been  considered  in  the  Final  EIS  in  the 
Alternatives  Volume  in  Section  8-A-3,  Postpone  Decision  on 
Application,  pages  5—7,  Section  8-B,  United  States  Energy 
Resources,  pages  9—18,  and  Section  8— C,  Alternative  Domestic 
Natural  Gas  Supply  Systems,  especially  pages  18-40. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Washington,  D.  C. 

October  2,  1975 
by  Mr.  James  D.  McKinney 
representing 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company 
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STATEMENT  OF  MR.  JivMES  D.  McXIRWEY ,  JR. 

NORTHERN  DORDSR  PIPELINE  COMPANY 

HP,.  KcHIKITEY :  Your  Honor,  representatives  of  the 
Department  of  the  Interior,  roy  naxo  ia  James  D.  McKinney,  Jr., 
730  15th  Street,  II. VI.,  Vashisgtoa,  D.  C.  I  aa  Counsel  for  ana 
appear  hero  today  on  behalf  of  the  Northern  Bor Jar  Pipeline 
Coztpeny. 

As  you  are  aware,  c-s  an  integral  part  of  the  Arctic 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  and  Delivery  System,  Northern 
Border  proposes  to  construct  and  operate  a  1600  mile  pipeline 
extending  fr on  the  Koritana-Sankatchewan  International  Boundary 
near  Mcnchy,  Saskatchewan  to  Doloo&t,  Pennsylvania  ea3t  of 
Pittsburgh. 

Since  approximately  six  percent  of  the  proposed 
Northern  Border  route  traverses  Federal  lands ,  Northern  Border 
has  made  application  to  the  Department  of  Interior  for  a  right- 
of-way  peruit  to  cross  those  lands  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  tha  Mineral  Leasing  Act. 

Northern  Border  also  has  made  application  to  tha 
Federal  Pcver  Ccrmission  for  a  certificate  of  public  conveni¬ 
ence  and  necessity  to  construct  and  operate  its  proposed 
pipelino  system. 

Northern  Border  has  submitted  an  amended  application 
which  shows  that,  when  constructed,  the  proposed  pipeline 
initially  will  receive  in  oxces3  of  1-1/2  billion  cubic  feet 


of  gas  and  transport  that  gas  for  redelivery  to  six  major 
natural  gas  pipeline  companies  serving  very  large  areas  of 
the  Midvc-stern  and  Eastern  United  States. 

Prior  to  October  27,  1975,  Northern  Border  will  file 
comprehensive  written  coucaents  on  tiioea  portions  of  the  DBIS 
^  !j  relating  to  its  project.  Northern  Border  recognizes  the 
7  )!  herculean  effort  undertaken  by  tlia  EIS  Task  Force  in  prspara- 
6 J:  tion  of  the  draft  statement.  It  is  a  comprehensive  assess- 

i'. 

9 
VO 

u 


rr.ent  which  has  analysed  in  substantial  detail  the  possible 
.  impacts  respecting  the  proposed  project. 

But  this  vary  fact  gives  rise  to  tv:o  very  important 

i!  • 

I;  considerations  which  we  believe  have  become  obscured  within 

•;  the  sheer  bulk  of  the  17-volvmc  DEIS.  We  believe  that  should  ’ 

i  f 
be  appanint  to  who  has  to  make  a  decision  respecting  this 

’  project. 

ii  L 

Northern  Border  therefore  believes  the  relative  extend 

•j 

of  the  physical  impact  of  tha  natural  gas  pipelines  involved 
■’  should  bo  rore  clearly  identified  at  the  outeet  of  the  Overview 


;0  {i  volume,  and  more  importantly  in  the  "Executive  Highlights,"  in 
:'0  f.  order  to  place  in  reasonable  perspective  an  objective  consider- 
r.i 


i 

.!  ation  of  the  environmental  irroact  of  the  nroject. 

The  Northern  Border  pipeline,  like  the  other  pipelines 


fi 


'  in  the  Arctic  Gas  project,  will  be  buried  in  a  ditch  apprexi- 


l 


nately  3ix  feet  v;ida  and,  in  ceneral,  the  surface  and  any  i 

'  ! 
{’.affected  subsurface  structures  will  be  restored  to  at  least  \ 
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*  :!  their  pre-existing  condition.  The  area  along  the  right-of-way  j 

„  il  .  ,  i 

*-  disturbed  during  construction  will  be  revegetated,  ar.d  only  a  ; 

-  ;  narrow  right-of-way,  about  40  feet  wide,  will  be  kept  clear  of 

r  '■  I 

*•'  trees,  tall  shrubs  and  brush. 

-  il  I 

i>  Ij  The  remainder  will  be  reverted  to  its  previous 

Ij 

v  use  or  condition.  In  the  farm  or  grazing  lard  through  which  j 

{;  ; 

V  !1  the  majority  of  the  pipeline  will  pass,  the  entire  rlght-of-  • 

ii  ! 

6  I;  way  can  revert  to  its  previous  usage.  The  compressor  stations  ! 

0  and  other  above-ground  facilities  will  be  located  many  miles  J 
CD  ;!  apart  end  require  very  little  land  when  compared  to  the  area 
traversed  and  much  larger  area  served  by  the  project. 

j:  i 

12.  ■*  Comoressor  stations  will  be  .located  more  than  50 

i;  ! 

tt  !,  miles  apart  and  each  station  will  require  approximately  20 

*-■.  :  acres;  block  valve  installations  will  be  located  approximately 

■  :  : 

!}  every  20  miles  between  compressor  stations  and  each  such 

i*  | 

.2  installation  will  require  1/10  of  an  acre. 

j 

77  There  are  13  delivery  and  emergency  delivery  points  j 

7 ,  j  proposed,  and  each  will  require  4-6  acres.  Those  communica- 

ii  i 

t ion3  towers  which  are  net  located  on  compressor  station  sites  ) 

! 

;Tj  J  will  require  four  acres  and  will  be  located  approximately  18 
j.  i  miles  opart.  j 

'  7  j  The  remainder  of  the  project,  i.e.  ,  the  pipeline 

;  3  itself,  will  be  buried.  In  addition,  operation  of  the  Northern  ' 

t  ! 

•  ,  border  facilities  will  comply  with  requisite  noise  and  air 

'  -  quality  standards  in  all  jurisdictions. 


n  || 


i  ) 


!i  i 

Hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles  of  natural  gas  trana- 
-  mission  systems  have  been  constructed  in  the  United  States 

j.  "  » 

3  j.  during  the  past  50  years,  and  the  impact  of  pipeline  cor.3truc- 

•3  ?!  tion  and  operation  is,  therefore,  easily  and  reliably  predict- 

j; 

5  V  able.  j 

(j  i  Approximately  263,000  mile3  of  natural  gas  trans- 

i,  » 

7  ‘  mission  pipeline  were  constructed  in  the  United  States  as  of 

ji  i 

0  |j December  31,  1974.  Thera  ware  an  additional  67,000  miles  of 

g  'natural  gas  gathering  and  field  lines. and  approximately  646,000 

jj 

70  ."miles  of  distribution  lines.  | 

During  the  many  year6  of  experience  in  pipeline  ( 

12  ii  construction,  ethods  have  been  developed  to  avoid  or  effectively 

!i  ! 

73  I!  mitigate  any  undesirable  impacts.  To  illustrate  the  minimal 

(;  .  .  • 

\fr  -t  nature  of  the  physical  impact  of  a  pipeline,  it  is  necessary 

jq  1  only  to  look  at  a  map  of  the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles  of 

i! 

i;3  5*  natural  gas  and  other  pipelines  which  crisscross  this  country, 

i  : 
^7*  •;  and  at  the  same  time  consider  the  ordinary  citizen  is  normally 

!j  ; 

ij  wholly  unaware  of  their  physical  existence  although  he  should 

Ii  * 

bo  manifestly  aware  that  he  can  heat  his  hojae,  cook  his  food,  ' 

Ij.  i 

m  many  instances  obtain  employment,  and  anjov  a  myriad  of 

ii  "  i 

-,'j  \\  banof its  because  of  their  existence  and  operation. 

c>  Jj  In  this  regard,  while  the  DEIS  sets  forth  in  much 

*  Ii  ! 

«3  ;  detail  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  possible  environmental 

f! 

o.'  impacts  of  the  project,  persons  reviewing  it  should  have  a 
,  .  :  reasonable  understanding  from  the  beginning  concerning  the  I 


\  general  impact  of  the  project  in  relationship  to  the  benefits 
,rj  :j  provided. 

Northern  Border  believes  the  DEIS  should  make  clear 
i.  >;  that  in  actuality  there  are  no  significant  adverse  impacts 
V  arising  from  uka  project  which  cannot  be  avoided  or  effectively 
0  mitigated.  Indeed,  the  principal  and  overriding  impact  of 
7  the  project  is  to  provide  critically  needed  volumes  of  natural 
s  i;  to  consumers  in  a  large  and  populous  area  of  the  United 
.g  i  States. 

10  l  The  second  principal  point  Northern  Border  wants  to 

77  .  emphasize  is  thau  it  is  equally  important  to  piece  any  consi- 
■ ...  deration  of  the  environmental  impact  of  this  project  in  per- 
73  spective  to  the  substantial  benefits  it  will  bring  to  resi- 
dential,  commercial  and  high  priority  industrial  consumers 

■j 

tv,  in  a  very  large  part  of  the  country,  including  its  industrial 
(• 

7-  heartland. 

U  •{  Again,  an  essential  point  that  should  be  recognized 

ij  I 

...  !•  from  the  outset  in  the  DEIS  is  that,  even  if  all  presently 

'  .  1 

ty  j!  projected  natural  gas  supplies  from  whatever  source  are  in 
£71  •  fact  available  from  the  inception  of  this  project,  all  such 

ii  | 

supplies  will  be  required  just  to  meet  the  residential, 

i 

t.-t  Jj  commercial  and  high  priority  industrial  requirements .  And 

even  in  that  eventuality,  there  will  bo  a  substantial  shortfall.  | 

j 

For  example,  based  upon  Federal  Power  Commission  i 

I 

estimates,  just  to  make  up  fcho  projected  decline  to  1905  in 


i  ;!  natural  gas  production  in  the  lover  40  states,  it  would 
-  ,  require  over  five  projects  of  the  magnitude  here  proposed,  or 
l  ;  approximately  one  hundred  standard  sized  ccal  gasification 

Ji  .  . 

plants. 

i»  :  The  critical  need  for  the  substar.t5.al  gas  supplies 

C.  ,•  that  will  be  made  available  by  the  project  is  supported  in 
7  jj  the  comprehensive  market  evidence  submitted  by  Northern  Border 
G  i  and  generally  contained  in  the  Northern  Border  volumes  of  the 
0  |j  DEIS . 

10  !j  Without  this  project,  the  United  States  faces  the 

;2  jj  loss  of  between  $12  and  $15.5  billion  annually  in  Gross 

72  National  Product  (measured  in  1974  dollars)  and  the  loss  of 

73  J-  between  519,000  and  670,000  jobs  annually  with  the  attendant 

74  jj  human  suffereir.g  resulting  therefrom. 

|j  But  the  unemployed  will  not  be  the  only  ones 

fj 

tG  ij  affected.  Residential  consumers  also  would  be  curtailed  in 
77  j|  many  areas  and  forced  to  bear  the  economic  burden  of  conversion 

70  )!  to  o tlier  toms  of  energy,  assuming  other  forms  of  energy  are 

H 

j:  available  and  environment  a  1  ly  acceptable,  an  assumption  for 

■  Ij 

73  ;(  which  there  is  no  basis. 

il 

2?  j  Even  then,  that  course  would  have  a  serious  adverse 

2?.  Jj  in»pact  on  the  total  energy  picture  ar.d  unnecessarily  increase 
:-Z  dependence  on  foreign  oil.  Tho  equivalent  amount  of  energy 
r  •  purchased  j.n  the  form  of  crude  oil  from  foreign  countries  would 
?m,  :  involve  $1.3  to  $1.7  billion  of  U.S,  collars  annually. 
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I 


While  the  DEIS  recognises  the  need  for  the  gac  here 

l; 

£  ■:  involved,  it  is  more  than  mere  understatement  for  it  to 

ii 

t  >.  concluclo  at  page  1-540  that  if  the  project  is  denied:  "Thi3 
4  i  would  i2 ad  to:  (1)  Usa  of  other  gas  supplies;  (2)  Substitution 

I' 

£!  ;  of  the  energy  by  utilising  alternative  energy  sources;  (3) 


P 


.  Considerati.cn  of  other  rovites  or  systems  to  transport  the 

i  :! 

<  :  Alaskan  gas  to  markets  in  the  conterminous  United  States;  and 

{i 

3  j:  (4)  Curtailment  of  gas  supplies." 

P  J|  The  tenor  of  the  above-quoted  statement  conveys  no 

if 

'J  j!  urgar.cy  and  tends  to  engender  a  sense  of  false  reliability  on 


i-  '■?  alternative  gas  or  other  energy  supplie 


Irrespective  of 


12  i!  whatever  estimates  of  the  extent  of  the  gas  shortage  roav  be 

I! 

jo,  |j  considered,  there  ere  no  acceptable  alternatives  to  this 
I 

j]  project. 


IV 


First,  the  gas  supplies  here  involved  are  required 


i! 


jg  {]  for  the  highest  priority  of  usage  irrespective  of  complete 
jy  [j  success  in  obtaining  all  other  projected  natural  gas  supplies. 
1 

•jo  ji  Second,  reference  to  utilization  of  alternative 

ii 

-9  }{  energy  sources  avoids  any  comparative  consideration  at  that 

i! 

79  point  of  either  the  technical  or  economic  availability  of  any 

J 

2|  i  alternative  energy  sources  or  the  political  or  environmental 

I 

<,■>  r  consequences  to  the  United  States.  The  market  for  Alaskan  gas 
is  tlie  residential,  commercial  and  high  priority  induutrir.l 

•j 

,s<  markets  where  denial  of  gas  service  at  best  results  in 
- ■  ■. extensive  and  expensive  conversion  of  facilities,  and  at  worst 


:  i!  will  impair  the  health,  safety  and  economic  well-being  of 

•i 

the  market  area  affected. 

I! 

*  }•  Thirdly,  reference  to  other  routes  or  systems  to 

)' 

**  '*  transport  the  Alaskan  gas  again  avoids  any  comparative  consi¬ 


:: 


deration  of  the  technical  or  economic  feasibility  and  environ- 

.  ;l 

f'  j!  mental  Impact  of  any  such  alternatives.  Such  consideration 
V  jj  would  reflect  the  clear  superiority  of  the  proposed  pro  j  ecu 
3  ii  and  emphasize  as  v;oll  the  face  that  it  is  exclusively  supported 

1J 

9  |  by  all  of  the  presently  known  shippers  of  the  natural  gas  hero 


"o  ; 


I 


involved. 

It,  likewise,  is  the  onJ.y  project  before  DOI  for 
consideration.  Any  other  project  would  require  suns tan tial 
additional  delays  even  assuming,  arguendo,  it  could  be . shown 
to  be  feasible,  delays  which  would  accentuate  the  need  for 


'•Z  »j  curtailment  of  service  v;ith  the  attendant  economic  environmental 

H 

'C  ,,  and  physical  burden  upon  the  American  people. 


V/ 


1 


The  mere  statanant  that  without  the  project  "curtail- 


73  !]  ment  of  gas  siioolics  will  occur"  scarcely  identifies  the  nature 

II 

'0  •]  of  thic  effort  in  terms  of  Gross  National  Product,  unemployment, 

!i 

.'•?  *1  increased  coots  of  energv  to  consumers  and  the  actual  physical 
2!  Jj  diocomfort  and  human  suffering  which  will  obtain. 

j,  Northern  Border  emphatically  urges  that  the  foregoing 

1  points  fca  clearly  set  forth  in  the  "Executive  Highlights"  and 
2-J  at  the  baginning  of  Part  I  of  the  DEIS. 

;  j  -i  There  in  one  other  important  matter  which  should  be 


jl 

t  discussed  in  these  comments.  At  page  1-4  37  of  Part  I  cf  the 

2  ‘DEIS,  the  suggestion  ic  made  that  "...  Mitigation  might 
li 

2  ,  best  be  achieved  by  tho  establishment  of  technical  review  teams 
4  I  and  construction  monitoring  teams  for  various  stretches  of  the 
L  pipeline."  The.  DEIS  indicates  that  the  puroo3e  of  the 
Q  ■  suggested  teams  at  page  I.-440  would  be  as  follows:  "The 
!  recommended  technicals rc\r.f. c: -r  teams  should  participate  in  the 
selection  of  the  exact  alignment  of  the  route,  in  the  choice 
£  |i  of  access  routes,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  etc.,  and  in  the 

ij 

CO  i;  selection  of  land  reclamation  or  resource  replacement  altema- 

! 

i  j  !l  tives .  " 

ji 

\2.  :j  While  we,  of  course,  speak  as  a  partisan  applicant, 

13  we  genuinely  believe  that  responsible  analysis  will  clearly 
■  demonstrate  that  the  foregoing  suggestion  i3  both  unnecessary 
and  undesirable. 

First,  Section  9  of  the  Northern  Border  Environmental 
Assessment  details  the  virtually  endless  number  of  federal, 
state  and  local  agencies  which  have  certain  project  approval 
'9  |]  requirements,  which  determine  or  administer  regulations 

i( 

29  affecting  Northern  Border,  or  with  which  Northern  Border  must 


Td 


17  | 

I 


!  consult  prior  to  and  during  the  construction  phase. 


Review  of  this  section  of  the  Northern  Border  Environ- 


.,9  j:  mental  Assessment  will  quickly  establish  that  federal,  state 

ii 

,,,  jj  and  local  agencies  already  have  responsibilities  respecting  an 
l!  extremely  broad  range  of  facilities  location  and  construction 


•i procedures  and  requirements  for  areas  within  their  jurisdiction 
,!  There  is  no  valid  reason  to  establish  teams  who  i.i  many  cacec 
.  duplicate  their  responsibilities. 

In  addition,  the  actual  right-of-way  must  be  obtained 

!! 

for  the  most  part  from  private  landowners  end  the  remainder 
j;  from  either  federal,  state  or  local  governments.  Each  landovme 
whet  icr  private  or  governmental,  will  negotiate  concerning 

I; 

conditions  required  in  conjunction  with  the  grant  cf  right-of- 


tO  If  negotiations  for  right-of-way  are  unsuccessful , 

;j 

: 1  j  resort  to  federal  or  state  couri3  is  required  in  condemnation 

ii 

<2  {j  proceedings .  Thus,  for  the  principal  oortion  cf  the  pipeline, 

|  5 

73  |j  tiro  technical  review  and  construction  monitoring  reams  would 
j,;  j;  have  no  lnxfful  authority. 

’£3  It  is  both  unnficeo3arv  and  extreme lv  imoractica1  to 

ii  '  ' 

;CS  If  superimpose  upon  the  existing  structure  of  federal,  state, 

ji 

77  local  and  private  landowner  authority,  still  another  orgap.iza- 

70  !,  tion  which  v;ould  have  no  authority  beyond  the  federal  lands 

it 

'lfor  which  DCI  has  responsibility  for  issuing  right-of-way  per- 


21  i. 


I'mits. 

§ 


Also  important  to  any  consideration  of  the  proposed 


teams  is  an  understanding  of  the  normal  precautions  taken  to 

ji 

,  Insure  that  natural  gas  pipeline  facilities  will  be  constructed 

i* 

in  accordance  with  r.peoificationo  which  will  largely  avoid  or 
^effectively  mitigate  any  undesirable  environmental  impact. 
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I: 


Construction  specifications  will  be  developed  in 
extensive  detail#  and  contracts  between  Northern  Border  and 

;•  .  f 

U  '  construction  contractors  will  expressly  require  careful 

!;■  j 

•2  .  implementation  of  those  specifications.  i 

‘  i 

,  They  v/ill  include  the  measures  necessary  to  insure  j 

c  ;; the  mitigation  set  forth  in  Section  4  of  Northern  Border’s 

s;  i 

7  I.  Environmental  Assessment.  They  also  v;iil  include  imolementation 

ij  ! 

3  «. of  the  guidelines  prescribed  by  the  FPC  and  to  be  followed 

!•  i 

P  bvby  natural  gas  companies  in  the  planning#  locating,  clearing, 

|i  i 

-  -  i,  and  maintenance  of  right-of-way  and  construction  of  above- 

"  ij  ■  j 

11  i  ground  facilities.  This  is  18  C.F.R.  Section  2.69. 
ys  Performance  in  accordance  with  construction  speci-  i 

~  i:  i 

' fications  will  be  determined  first  bv  the  contractor’s  e::peri- 

!•  j 

5.1  lienced  supervisors  in  charge  of  the  crews  of  the  pipeline 

.spread  which  perform  the  several  stages  of  construction 

i  I 

(> including  rights-of-way  clearing,  pipe  stringing#  trenching#  ! 

I. banding,  line-up,  welding,  coating,  lowering  in,,  hydrostatic 

!‘  ! 

I.  testing  and  cleanuo  and  restoration. 

ij  \ 

}'  In  addition,  Northern  Border  will  orovide  an  insnec-  1 

si  *  ‘  j 

'  ,  ,tion  team  for  each  construction  spread  consisting  of  appro::i-  , 
. -  j  matoly  15  people  qualified  by  training  and  experience  to 

it  : 

-provide  independent  inspection  of  ell  aspects  of  the  construc- 

'  ‘  i:  i 

•  tion  of  the  pipeline. 

v ,  •  A  separate  hydrostatic  test  will  be  performed  on 

,,,  1  each  segment  of  the  pipeline  to  insure  that  the  pipeline  is 


ij 

3 


s  |! ready  for  service.  Any  problems  encountered  during  the  hydro- 

2  ;j  static  test  will  be  corrected  and  another  hydrostatic  test  on  j 
J.  j  any  affected  segnont  will  be  conducted  prior  to  operating 

the  pipeline. 

Finally#  r.s  shown  in  Section  9  of  the  Northern 
G  Border  Environmental  Assessment#  Northern  Border  will  comply  j 
7  with  the  multitude  of  federal,  stats  and  local  health  and 

ji  j 

3  *!  safety  regulations  end  codes  there  set  forth. 

o  '.j  These  include,  inter  alia,  the  Federal  Safety 

'j  j|  Standards  prescribed  by  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  of  the 
*1  ||  Department  of  Transportation  and  the  Occupational  Health  and 
'o  'I  Safe tv  Standards  together  with  the  Safety  and  Health  Regula- 

:j  '  [ 

;j  tions  for  Construction  prescribed  by  the  Department  of  Labor. 
r  -  I;  in  light  of  the  comprehensive  structure  of  the  regu- 

lation  and  standards  develoDsd  for  the  construction  of  natural 

i) 

V(3  :j  gas  pipelines  and  substantial  experience  in  the  industry  in 

,y  j  pipeline  construction,  there  plainly  is  no  sound  or  compelling 

,3  |j reason  to  inject  still  another  regulatory  requirement  into  the 
U  ' 

■jg  !•  already  complicated  process  of  constructing  this  vitally  needed  , 

;0  j!  pipeline. 

Hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles  of  natural  gas  pipe¬ 
lines  have  bean  constructor!  in  these  United  States  without  the 

•  -  ji 

j  benefit  of  the  suggested  teams,  and  at  best  we  believe  such 


1  teams  are  unnecessary ;  but  equally  important,  they  easily  could 


|  create  unreasonable  delays  adding  substantial  additional  costs 


’  ji  to  the  project. 

In  this  tine  of  rapidly  escalating  energy  costs, 

G  j  the  con  3  vicar  ern  ill  afford  to  bear  the  cost  of  delays  occa- 

d  ,j  sioned  bv  technical  review  cr  construction .monitoring  teams 
ii 

“•  [■  which  have  never  before  been  required  for  the  ccnr.truction  of 
<5  :  natural  gas  pipelines  in  tills  country,  and  which  would  have 

7  lino  authority  respecting  roost  of  the  land  traversed. 

{] 

S  j;  I  don’t  mean  to  imply  in  any  way  that  in  crossing 

D  -I  federal  land  Norther  Border  or  any  other  applicant  does  not 

ji 

*0  ;]have  to  comply  fully  with  whatever  specifications  the  Depart- 

i! 

Vi  ;;ment  of  Interior  may  seek  to  impose.  We  are  siatDly  saying,  you 
(j 

■ S2  !;do  not  have  tc  impose  another  set  of  teams  to  review  this 


£3  •! process 

M  l! 


Northern  Border  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 


'.£5  present  this  statement  here  today,  and  urges  that  its  comments 

ii 

'3  -be  reflected  in  the  final  statement. 

'■/  j|  JUDGE  COOK:  Any' questions  from  the  Panel? 


MR.  MIRKSS*  Mr.  McKinney,  in  the  early  part  of  your 


'2  ^statement  you  wore  sneaking  to  the  right-of-way  and  tho  fact 

! 

; o  .that  some  of  it  would  be  available  for  normal  uses.  How  much 

8 

2\  j-WLll  your  company  be  retaining  under  their  legal  control? 


2* 


MR.  McKINNEY :  It  would  only  be  under  legal  control 


y\  J  the  only  land  that  is  purchase  in  foe#  first  of  all,  is  for 

\\ 

y -j  '•  compressor  stations.  All  of  the  rest  of  the  right-of-way  is 
• ^  .an  easement  to  cross  the  land. 

*  \i 

ii 


i  ) 


We  don't  have  fee  rights  to  that  right-of-way,  but 
do  have  access  to  it.  There  is  a  40-foot  right-of-way  that  is 

^  ;  kept  frao  of  shrubs  and  tree3  in  areas  that  are  not  cultivated. 

f 

.’  As  to  the  amount  of  land  that  would  be  retained  — 

i?  *,  that  we  would  have  access  to  crocs  over  —  I’m  not  sure  of 
v  j:  that. 

7  !'  MR.  MLTiRXES:  Will  your  easement  cover  more  than  this 

S  |l  40  or  50  feet? 

9  j|  MR.  KcKINNZY :  Initially  it  will. 

MR.  KX11SE3:  What  do  you  anticipate  your  initial 
12  i,  easements  will  ba? 

il 

MR.  KcKINNSY:  One  hundred  feet,  I  think. 

MR.  MIRXE3:  Thank  you. 

24  Ij  JUDGE  COOK:  Are  there  any  other  questions?  Thank 

jyou  very  much,  Mr.  McKinney. 

Our  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Joseph  Weiler,  Texas  Eastern 
Transmission  Corporation  atid  Tran swe stern  Pipeline  Company. 

Mr.  Weiler? 


'o  i! 
*  '<• 


ii 

Hi 

ij 


r.O 

Z\ 

A 

22  j 
3  ii 

I 

r-4  ji 
(I 

,  !' 
r, 

ii 

i: 


(Statement  follows) 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company 
at  the  Washington,  D.C.  Public  Hearing 
October  2,  1975 

ARCTIC  GAS 

1  Comment  noted  -  The  entire  Overview  Volume  has  been  revised  RESPONSE 

to  incorporate  the  suggested  change. 

TO 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

3.  This  topic  has  been  expanded  on  pages  1-9,  Alternatives 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 

PART  V 

4.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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These  comments  are  filed  by  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  ("Northern 
Border")  to  identify  and  support  requested  additions,  corrections  and  modif¬ 
ications  respecting  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Envi¬ 
ronmental  Impact  Statement  ("DEIS")  prepared  by  the  United  States  Department 
of  the  Interior  ("DOI")  and  dated  June,  1975. 

Summary 

At  the  outset  of  these  comments,  two  important  considerations  need 
emphasizing  because  they  have  become  obscured  within  the  sheer  bulk  of  the 
17-volume  DEIS: 

(1)  First,  the  relative  extent  of  the  physical  impact  of  the  natural 
gas  pipelines  involved  should  be  more  clearly  identified.  The  Northern 
Border  pipeline,  like  the  other  pipelines  in  the  Arctic  Gas  project, 
will  be  burled  in  a  ditch  approximately  six  feet  wide  and,  in  general, 
the  surface  and  any  affected  subsurface  structures  will  be  restored  to 
at  least  their  pre-existing  condition.  The  area  along  the  right-of-way 
disturbed  during  construction  will  be  revegetated,  and  only  a  narrow 
right-of-way,  about  40  feet  wide,  will  be  kept  clear  of  trees,  tall 
shrubs  and  brush,  the  remainder  reverting  to  its  previous  use  or 
condition.  In  the  farm  or  grazing  land  through  which  most  of  the 
Northern  Border  pipeline  will  pass,  the  entire  right-of-way  can  revert 
to  its  previous  usage.  The  compressor  stations  and  other  above-ground 
facilities  will  be  located  many  miles  apart  and  require  very  little 
land  when  compared  to  the  area  traversed  and  much  larger  area  served 
by  the  project. 1/  Operation  of  the  facilities  will  comply  with  all  re- 
'  quisite  noise,  air,  and  water  quality  standards. 

Hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles  of  natural  gas  transmission  systems 
have  been  constructed  in  the  United  States  during  the  past  fifty  years, 
and  the  impact  of  pipeline  construction  and  operation  is,  therefore, 
easily  and  reliably  predictable. 2/  Moreover,  during  those  many  years  of 


1/  The  proposed  Northern  Border  System  as  proposed  in  the  Amended  Application  of 
September  26,  1975  will  include  the  construction  of  12  compressor  stations 
and  87  microwave  towers.  Northern  Border  has  also  filed  an  alternative  fully 
powered  system  for  illustrative  purposes  only  and  Applicant  does  not  propose 
to  construct  the  additional  facilities.  However,  Northern  Border  deems  it 
prudent  to  purchase  the  required  additional  compressor  station  sites  at  this 
time  to  guarantee  their  availability  In  the  event  that  the  fully  powered 
system  becomes  necessary.  The  additional  15  sites  will  be  purchased  at  this 
time  and  microwave  towers  will  be  constructed  on  the  sites.  The  remaining 
lands  will  be  unaltered  and  will  be  available  for  leasing  back  to  the  original 
landowner.  The  land  use  requirement  for  construction  of  the  microwave  towers 
has  been  included  in  the  response  to  the  DEIS.  The  additional  land  use 
requirement  for  the  potential  future  compressor  station  sites  has  not  been 
addressed  since  the  lands  will  not  be  altered. 
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experience  in  pipeline  construction,  methods  have  been  developed  to 
avoid  or  effectively  mitigate  any  undesirable  impacts.  To  illustrate 
the  minimal  nature  of  the  physical  impact  of  a  pipeline,  it  is  neces¬ 
sary  only  to  look  at  a  map  of  the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles  of 
natural  gas  and  other  pipelines  which  crisscross  this  country,  and 
at  the  same  time  consider  that  the  ordinary  citizen  is  normally 
wholly  unaware  of  their  physical  existence.3/  although  he  should  be 
manifestly  aware  that  he  can  heat  his  home,  cook  his  food,  in  many 
instances  obtain  employment,  and  enjoy  a  myriad  of  benefits  because 
of  their  existence  and  operation. 


(2)  Second,  it  is  equally  important  to  place  any  consideration  of  the 
environmental  impact  of  this  project  in  perspective  to  the  substantial 
benefits  it  will  bring  to  residential,  commercial  and  high  priority 
industrial  consumers  in  a  very  large  part  of  the  country,  including 
its  industrial  heartland.  The  essential  point  that  must  be  recognized 
from  the  outset  in  the  DEIS  is  that,  even  if  all  presently  projected 
natural  gas  supplies  from  whatever  source  are  in  fact  available  from 
the  inception  of  this  project,  all  such  supplies  will  be  required  just 
to  meet  residential,  commercial  and  high  priority  industrial  require¬ 
ments.^/  And  even  in  that  eventuality,  there  will  be  a  substantial 
shortfall.  For  example,  based  upon  Federal  Power  Commission  ("FPC") 
estimates,  just  to  make  up  the  projected  decline  to  1985  in  natural 
gas  production  in  the  lower  48  states,  it  would  require  over  five  (5) 
projects  of  the  magnitude  here  proposed,  or  approximately  one  hundred 
(100)  standard  sized  coal  gasification  plants. 


Without  the  Northern  Border  project,  the  United  States  faces  the  loss 
of  between  $12  and  $15.5  billion  annually  in  Gross  National  Product  (mea¬ 
sured  in  1974  dollars)  and  the  loss  of  between  519,000  and  670,000  jobs 
annually  with  the  attendant  human  suffering  resulting  therefrom.5/  But 
the  unemployed  will  not  be  the  only  ones  affected.  Residential  consumers 
also  would  be  curtailed  in  many  areas  and  forced  to  bear  the  economic 
burden  of  conversion  to  other  forms  of  energy,  assuming  other  forms  of 


2/  There  were  approximately  263,000  miles  of  natural  gas  transmission  pipeline 
constructed  in  the  United  States  as  of  December  31,  1974.  There  were  an 
additional  67,000  miles  of  natural  gas  gathering  and  field  lines  and  approx¬ 
imately  646,000  miles  of  distribution  lines  (American  Gas  Association  1974 
Gas  Facts,  p.  50.) 

3/  While  landowners  along  the  right-of-way  may  be  aware  of  the  construction  of 
the  pipeline,  the  construction  itself  takes  place  for  the  most  part  within 
a  very  limited  period  of  time  (four  weeks  at  any  single  point). 

4/  The  critical  need  for  the  substantial  gas  supplies  that  will  be  made  avail¬ 
able  by  the  project  Is  supported  in  the  comprehensive  market  evidence  sub¬ 
mitted  by  Northern  Border  and  generally  contained  In  the  Northern  Border 
volumes  of  the  DEIS. 

5/  This  estimate  is  slightly  lower  than  that  contained  In  Section  8.5  of 
Northern  Border's  Environmental  Assessment  and  reflects  the  range  of 
volumes  which  Northern  Border  would  transport  through  the  facilities  set 
forth  in  the  amendment  to  Northern  Border's  application  In  Docket  No. 
CP74-290  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Conmission  on  September  26,  1975. 


energy  are  available  and  environmentally  acceptable,  an  assumption  for 
which  there  is  no  basis.  Even  then,  that  course  would  have  a  serious 
adverse  impact  on  the  total  energy  picture  and  unnecessarily  increase 
dependence  on  foreign  oil.  The  equivalent  amount  of  energy  purchased 
in  the  form  of  crude  oil  from  foreign  countries  would  Involve  $1.3  to 
$1.7  billion  of  U.S.  dollars  annually. 6/ 

A  statement  of  the  foregoing  considerations  at  the  outset  of  the  DEIS  and 
the  "Executive  Highlights"  is  essential  to  place  in  reasonable  perspective  any 
objective  environmental  assessment  of  the  project.  While  the  DEIS  sets  forth 
in  much  detail  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  possible  environmental  Impacts  of 
the  project,  persons  reviewing  It  should  have  a  reasonable  understanding  from 
the  beginning  concerning  the  general  impact  of  the  project  in  relationship  to 
the  benefits  provided.  Northern  Border  believes  the  DEIS  should  make  clear 
that  in  actuality  there  are  no  significant  adverse  impacts  arising  from  the 
project  which  cannot  be  avoided  or  effectively  mitigated.  Indeed,  the  principal 
and  overriding  Impact  of  the  project  is  to  provide  critically  needed  volumes  of 
natural  gas  to  consumers  in  a  large  and  populous  area  of  the  United  States. 

The  "Executive  Highlights"  are  particularly  deficient  in  that  they  do  not 
emphasize  the  critical  role  that  Alaskan  gas  will  play  in  fulfilling  energy  and 
thus  economic  requirements.  This  section  is  inconsistent  not  only  with  the 
comprehensive  market  showing  of  the  applicants  but  also  the  conclusions  appear¬ 
ing  in  the  main  body  of  the  DEIS. 

To  establish  a  framework  for  assessing  the  gravity  of  the  need  for  Alaskan 
gas  in  the  lower  48  states,  the  initial  step  is  to  recognize  the  current  gas 
supply-demand  imbalance.  Natural  gas  production  in  the  lower  48  states  peaked 
out  In  1973,  declining  by  1.3  Tcf  or  six  percent  in  1974.  This  Is  equivalent 
to  two  percent  from  1974.  Curtailments  by  pipelines  have  increased  resulting 
In  reduced  levels  of  service  to  existing  customers.  This  overall  decline  In 
natural  gas  supplies  is  projected  to  continue  in  the  foreseeable  future  as  evi¬ 
denced  by  the  increase  In  the  number  of  present  FPC  curtailment  hearings.  On 
July  22,  1975,  the  House  Government  Operations  Committee  approved  a  subcommlt- 
ted  report  on  "federal  preparedness  to  deal  with  the  natural  gas  shortage  emer¬ 
gency  this  coming  winter."  This  Congressional  report  attempts  to  document  the 


6/  This  assumes  imported  crude  oil  at  Its  present  landed  cost,  excluding  the 
Import  tariff,  of  $12  per  barrel . 
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scope  and  seriousness  of  the  present  national  natural  gas  shortage  emergency. 
The  report  recognizes  that  natural  gas  curtailments  over  the  coming  winter  of 
1975-76  will  create  emergency  situations  affecting  many  industries,  especially 
in  the  Midwest  and  East.  More  specifically,  the  report  states: 

"Nearly  50  percent  of  American  Manufacturing  depends  upon 
natural  gas  far  in  excess  of  one-half  its  fuel -based  energy. 

These  industries  represent  at  least  one-half  of  the  manu¬ 
facturing  value  added,  shipments,  and  employment  outlets  of 
the  American  economy. 

Industry  with  in  excess  of  80  percent  dependence  upon  gas, 
but  faced  with  severe  curtailments,  include  chemicals,  pet¬ 
roleum  refining,  fertilizers,  sugar,  metal  cans,  steel  pipe 
and  tubing,  oil-field  machinery,  and  nonferrous  metals.  Any 
disruption  of  these  basic  industries  as  a  result  of  curtailed 
gas  supply  will  have  a  twinfold  disastrous  effect  --  increasing 
unemployment  and  reducing  productivity.  Attendant  price 
increases  also  can  be  anticipated. 

*  *  * 

Conservation  efforts  are  limited  in  application  and  effect, 
and  when  viewed  in  terms  of  industrial  adoption,  propose 
serious  disruptions  in  manufacturing  activity. 

Of  the  25  largest  natural  gas-using  industries  in  manufacturing 
(accounting  for  70  percent  of  total  use,  excluding  utilities), 
alternative  fuel  capability  exists  only  in  petroleum  refining 
and  steel . 

In  gas-intensive  processes,  such  as  steel,  where  natural  gas 
Is  essential  (for  billet  reheating  and  heat  treating  as 
examples),  curtailments  can  cause  sharp  decreases  in  production." 

The  report  further  states  that  federal  agencies  "are  not  prepared  at  this 
time  with  advance  plans  to  cope  with  adverse  effects  on  employment  and  indus¬ 
trial  production  even  in  areas  where  they  know  now  will  be  hard  hit.  There  is 
too  much  of  a  'wait  and  see'  attitude."  The  report  concludes  that:  "the  eco¬ 
nomic  health  and  national  security  of  the  Nation  are  endangered  because  of  the 
potential  adverse  effects  on  employment  and  industrial  production."  As  for  the 
decade  ahead,  the  FPC  Bureau  of  Natural  Gas  has  estimated  that  gas  production 
will  decline  to  13.8  trillion  cubic  feet  in  1985  from  22.5  Tcf  in  1973  if  re¬ 
serve  additions  follow  the  1968  to  1973  pattern. 7/  This  would  be  a  decline  of 
39  percent  if  trends  continue,  and  is  equivalent  to  12  percent  of  total  energy 
consumption  during  1974  in  the  United  States. 


7/  "A  Realistic  View  of  U.S.  Natural  Gas  Supply,"  December,  1974. 
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Just  to  make  up  the  projected  decline  to  1985  would  be  a  herculean  effort. 

As  previously  stated,  it  would  require  over  five  projects  of  the  magnitude  here 
proposed,  or  approximately  100  standard  sized  coal  gasification  plants. 

Although  the  DEIS  states  at  page  1-14  of  Part  I  that  "(T)  here  is  now 
increased  recognition  that  the  gas  shortage  Is  serious  and  probably  of  long 
duration,"  and  at  page  1-519,  makes  an  effort  to  describe  the  benefits  of  the 
natural  gas  supplies  to  be  made  available  by  the  project,  neither  statement 
signals  the  absolutely  critical  need  for  the  gas  supplies  here  involved.  The 
DEIS  simply  fails  to  convey  the  sense  of  urgency  that  should  be  foremost  in  the 
mind  of  anyone  considering  this  project. 

While  the  DEIS  recognizes  the  need  for  the  gas  here  involved,  It  is  more 
than  mere  understatement  to  conclude  at  page  1-540  that  if  the  project  is  denied: 
"This  would  lead  to:  (1)  Use  of  other  gas  supplies;  (2)  Substitution  of  the 
energy  by  utilizing  alternative  energy  sources;  (3)  Consideration  of  other  routes 
or  systems  to  transport  the  Alaskan  gas  to  markets  in  the  conterminous  United 
States;  and  (4)  Curtailment  of  gas  supplies."  The  tenor  of  the  above-quoted 
statement  conveys  no  urgency  and  is  grossly  misleading  in  that  it  tends  to 
engender  a  sense  of  false  reliability  on  alternative  gas  or  other  energy  supplies. 
Irrespective  of  whatever  estimates  of  the  extent  of  the  gas  shortage  may  be  con¬ 
sidered,  there  are  no  acceptable  alternatives  to  this  project. 

First,  the  gas  supplies  here  involved  are  required  for  the  highest  priority 
of  usage  irrespective  of  complete  success  In  obtaining  all  other  projected  nat¬ 
ural  gas  supplies.  As  shown  in  the  study  submitted  by  Northern  Border  entitled 
"The  Supply  of  Gas  Available  to  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Market  1974-1984" 
Alaskan  gas  will  make  a  substantial  contribution  to  the  fulfillment  of  residen¬ 
tial,  commercial  and  industrial  feedstock  and  process  needs.  However,  despite 
optimistic  assumptions  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  other  gas  supplies  which 
might  become  available  to  the  Northern  Border  market  area,  there  still  will  be 
a  serious  shortfall. 

Second,  reference  to  utilization  of  alternative  energy  sources  does 
not  consider  any  comparative  evaluation  of  either  the  technical  or  eco¬ 
nomic  availability  of  any  alternative  energy  sources  or  the  political  or 
environmental  consequences  to  the  United  States.  Northern  Border  has 
shown  that  the  market  for  Alaskan  gas  Is  the  residential,  commerical  and 
high  priority  industrial  markets  where  denial  of  gas  service  at  best  re- 
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suits  In  extensive  and  expensive  conversion  of  facilities,  and  at  worst,  will 
Impair  the  health,  safety  and  economic  well-being  of  the  market  area  affected. 

Thirdly,  reference  to  other  routes  or  systems  to  transport  the  Alaskan  gas 
again  avoids  any  comparative  consideration  of  the  technical  or  economic  feasi¬ 
bility  and  environmental  impact  of  any  such  alternatives.  Such  consideration 
would  reflect  the  clear  superiority  of  the  proposed  project  and  emphasize  as 
well  the  fact  that  it  Is  exclusively  supported  by  all  of  the  presently  known 
shippers  of  the  natural  gas  here  Involved.  It,  likewise,  is  the  only  project 
before  001  for  consideration.  Any  other  project  would  require  substantial 
additional  delays  even  assuming,  arguendo.  It  could  be  shown  to  be  feasible, 
delays  which  would  accentuate  the  need  for  curtailment  of  service  with  the 
attendant  economic, environmental  and  physical  burden  upon  the  American  people. 

Finally,  the  mere  statement  that  without  the  project  "curtailment  of  gas 
supplies  will  occur"  scarcely  Identifies  the  nature  of  this  effect  In  terms  of 
Gross  National  Product,  unemployment.  Increased  costs  of  energy  to  consumers 
and  the  actual  physical  discomfort  and  human  suffering  which  will  obtain. 

Northern  Border  emphatically  urges  that  the  foregoing  be  clearly  set  forth 
In  the  "Executive  Highlights"  and  at  the  beginning  of  Part  I  of  the  DEIS. 

There  Is  another  important  matter  which  should  be  discussed  at  the  outset 
of  these  corments.  At  page  1-437  of  Part  I  of  the  DEIS,  the  following  sugges- 
tlon  Is  made: 

"...  Mitigation  might  best  be  achieved  by  the  establishment 
of  technical  review  teams  and  construction  monitoring  teams 
for  various  stretches  of  the  pipeline.  Such  teams  should  be 
financed  by  the  Applicant.  These  teams  could  include  State 
and  Federal  fish  and  wildlife  biologists,  archaeologists, 
soil  scientists  and  other  resource  personnel  familiar  with 
local  conditions  and  values." 

The  DEIS  Indicates  the  following  purpose  of  the  suggested  teams  at  page  1-440: 

"The  recommended  technical  review  teams  should  participate 
In  the  selection  of  the  exact  alignment  of  the  route,  In 
the  choice  of  access  routes,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  etc., 
and  In  the  selection  of  land  reclamation  or  resource  replace¬ 
ment  alternatives." 

Responsible  analysis  of  the  applicants'  extensive  environmental  and  route  selec¬ 
tion  studies  Incorporating  an  Interdisciplinary  approach  will  clearly  demonstrate 
that  the  foregoing  suggestion  Is  both  unnecessary  and  undesirable. 
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contractor’s  experienced  supervisors  in  charge  of  the  crews  of  the  pipeline 
spread  which  perform  the  several  stages  of  construction  including  rights-of-way 
clearing,  pipe  stringing,  trenching,  bending,  line-up,  welding,  coating,  lower¬ 
ing  In,  hydrostatic  testing  and  cleanup  and  restoration. 

In  addition.  Northern  Border  will  provide  an  inspection  team  for  each 
construction  spread  consisting  of  approximately  15  people  qualified  by  training 
and  experience  to  provide  independent  inspection  of  all  aspects  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  pipeline.  A  separate  hydrostatic  test  will  be  performed  on  each  seg¬ 
ment  of  the  pipeline  to  insure  that  the  pipeline  is  ready  for  service.  Any 
problems  encountered  during  the  hydrostatic  test  will  be  corrected  and  another 
hydrostatic  test  on  any  affected  segment  will  be  conducted  prior  to  operating 
the  pipeline.  Finally,  as  shown  In  Section  9  of  the  Northern  Border  Environ¬ 
mental  Assessment,  Northern  Border  will  comply  with  the  multitude  of  federal, 
state  and  local  health  and  safety  regulations  and  codes  there  set  forth.  These 
include,  inter  alia,  the  Federal  Safety  Standards  prescribed  by  the  Office  of 
Pipeline  Safety  of  the  Department  of  Transportation,  49  C.F.R.  190,  191  and  192 
and  the  Occupational  Health  and  Safety  Standards  together  with  the  Safety  and 
Health  Regulations  for  Construction  prescribed  by  the  Occupational  Safety  and 
Health  Administration  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  29  C.F.R.  1910  and  1926. 

In  light  of  the  comprehensive  structure  of  regulation  and  standards  devel¬ 
oped  for  the  construction  of  natural  gas  pipelines  and  the  substantial  exper¬ 
ience  of  the  industry  in  pipeline  construction,  there  plainly  is  no  sound  or 
compelling  reason  to  Inject  still  another  regulatory  requirement  into  the 
already  complicated  process  of  constructing  this  vitally  needed  pipeline. 
Hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles  of  natural  gas  pipelines  have  been  constructed 
in  these  United  States  without  the  benefit  of  the  suggested  teams,  and  they  are 
not  required  now.  At  best  such  teams  are  unnecessary,  but  equally  important, 
they  easily  could  create  unreasonable  delays  adding  substantial  additional  costs 
to  the  project.  In  this  time  of  rapidly  escalating  energy  costs,  the  consumer 
can  111-afford  to  bear  the  cost  of  delays  occasioned  by  technical  review  or 
construction  monitoring  teams  which  would  largely  duplicate  responsibilities 
of  existing  agencies  and  regulations,  have  never  before  been  required  for  the 
construction  of  natural  gas  pipelines  in  this  country,  and  which  would  have  no 
authority  respecting  most  of  the  land  traversed. 

There  follow  detailed  comments  on  each  section  of  the  DEIS  with  which 
Northern  Border  is  directly  concerned,  highlighting  principal  comments  con¬ 
cerning  those  sections: 
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First,  Section  9  of  the  Northern  Border  Environmental  Assessment  details 
the  virtually  endless  number  of  federal,  state  and  local  agencies  which  have 
certain  project  approval  requirements,  which  determine  or  administer  regulations 
affecting  Northern  Border,  or  with  which  Northern  Border  must  consult  prior  to 
and  during  the  construction  phase.  Review  of  this  section  of  the  Northern 
Border  Environmental  Assessment  will  quickly  establish  that  federal,  state  and 
local  agencies  have  responsibilities  respecting  an  extremely  broad  range  of 
facilities  location  and  construction  procedures  and  requirements  for  the  areas 
within  their  jurisdiction.  There  is  no  valid  reason  to  establish  teams  to 
largely  duplicate  their  responsibilities. 

In  addition,  the  actual  right-of-way  must  be  obtained  for  the  most  part 
from  private  landowners  and  the  remainder  from  either  federal,  state  or  local 
governments.  Each  landowner,  whether  private  or  governmental,  will  negotiate 
concerning  conditions  required  In  conjunction  with  the  grant  of  right-of-way. 

If  negotiations  for  right-of-way  are  unsuccessful,  resort  to  federal  or  state 
courts  is  required  In  condemnation  proceedings.  Thus,  for  the  principal  por¬ 
tion  of  the  pipeline,  the  technclal  review  and  construction  monitoring  teams 
would  have  no  lawful  authority.  It  is  both  unnecessary  and  extremely  imprac¬ 
tical  to  superimpose  upon  the  existing  structure  of  federal,  state,  local  and 
private  landowner  authority,  still  another  organization  which  would  have  no 
authority  beyond  the  federal  lands  for  which  D0I  has  responsibility  for  issuing 
right-of-way  permits. 

Also  Important  to  any  consideration  of  the  proposed  teams  Is  an  understand¬ 

ing  of  the  normal  precautions  taken  to  Insure  that  natural  gas  pipeline  facil¬ 
ities  will  be  constructed  in  accordance  with  specifications  which  will  largely 
avoid  or  effectively  mitigate  any  undesirable  environmental  Impact.  Construc¬ 
tion  specifications  will  be  developed  In  extensive  detail,  and  contracts  between 
Northern  Border  and  construction  contractors  will  expressly  require  careful 
Implementation  of  those  specifications.  Such  specifications  will  Include  the 
measures  necessary  to  Insure  the  mitigation  set  forth  In  Section  4  of  Northern 
Border's  Environmental  Assessment.  They  also  will  Include  Implementation  of 
the  guidelines  prescribed  by  the  FPC  and  to  be  followed  by  natural  gas  companies 
In  the  planning,  locating,  clearing,  and  maintenance  of  right-of-way  and  con¬ 
struction  of  above-ground  facilities.  See  18  C.F.R.  12.69.  Performance  In 
accordance  with  construction  specifications  will  be  determined  first  by  the 
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1.1.3  NORTHERN  BORDER  PIPELINE 

1.1. 3.1  PURPOSE  (Pages  V-001  to  V-020) 

Page  V-011 ,  Line  11  to  Page  V-012,  Line  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Northern  Border  Pipeline  will  deliver  natural  gas  to  the  six 
companies  through  11  delivery  points  at  an  initial  rate  of  approximately 
1.2  billion  cubic  feet  per  day.  The  delivery  rate  will  Increase  to  2.2 
billion  cubic  feet  per  day  in  the  second  year,  and  the  ultimate  design 
capacity  Is  3.5  billion  cubic  feet  per  day. 

The  design  capacity  of  3.5  billion  cubic  feet  per  day  could  serve  a 
residential  community  with  a  population  of  6,125,000  people  or  1,750,000 
residences. 

The  company  estimates  that  the  30  compressor  engines  will  use  140 
million  cubic  feet  per  day  of  natural  gas  from  the  pipeline  for  fuel  and 
the  company  usage  and  unaccounted-for  losses  will  amount  to  18  million 
cubic  feet  per  day.  Therefore,  the  fuel  estimated  to  be  used  for  operation 
is  158  million  cubic  feet  per  day  and  is  about  4.5  percent  of  the  ultimate 
dally  design  capacity. 

The  estimated  fuel  to  be  used  during  construction  in  BTU  is  equivalent 
to  approximately  98  percent  of  one  day's  ultimate  design  gas  delivery.  The 
estimated  fuel  to  be  used  during  construction  in  BTU  is  equivalent  to 
approximately  0.02  percent  of  natural  gas  delivered  during  an  assumed 
project  life  of  25  years." 

NB  Comment: 

The  following  statements  are  revisions  to  reflect  Northern  Border's  I 
Amended  Application  of  September  1975  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

The  company's  flow  diagrams  show  design  inlet  volumes  to  the  pipe¬ 
line  of  1.655  billion  cubic  feet  per  day,  as  proposed,  and  2.184  billion 
cubic  feet  per  day  when  fully  powered.  These  volumes  reflect  ideal  con¬ 
ditions  with  all  equipment  in  service.  The  delivery  volumes  were  computed  | 
to  reflect  down  time  for  maintenance  of  equipment  and  compressor  fuel  anc 
losses. 

The  Northern  Border  Pipeline  will  deliver  natural  gas  to  the  six 
shipper  companies  through  10  delivery  points  at  a  rate  of  1.530  billion 
cubic  feet  per  day,  less  fuel.  When  fully  powered,  the  delivery  capacity 
could  be  increased  to  2.020  billion  cubic  feet  per  day,  less  fuel 
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PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 
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1.1. 3.1  (Cont.) 

The  fully  powered  capacity  of  2.020  billion  cubic  feet  per  day  would 
serve  a  residential  community  with  a  population  of  approximately  17.3  million 
people  or  about  5  million  residences. 

The  company  estimates  that  the  12  compressor  engines  for  the  average 
daily  delivery  rate  of  1.530  billion  cubic  feet  per  day  available  at  the 
Canadian  border  will  use  25  million  cubic  feet  per  day  of  natural  gas 
from  the  pipeline  for  fuel  and  the  company  usage,  and  unaccounted-for 
losses  will  amount  to  8  million  cubic  feet  per  day.  Therefore,  the  fuel 
estimated  to  be  used  for  operation  is  33  million  cubic  feet  per  day,  and 
is  about  2.2  percent  of  the  average  daily  delivery  rate. 

The  estimated  fuel  to  be  used  during  construction  In  BTU  is  approx¬ 
imately  equal  to  2  days  delivery  at  a  delivery  rate  of  2.020  billion  cubic 
feet  per  day,  0.02  percent  of  the  natural  gas  delivered  during  an  assumed 
project  life  of  25  years. 


Page  V-012,  Lines  10  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  delivery-measuring  stations  are  installed  at  certain  partner 
company  lines  crossed  by  the  proposed  pipeline.  These  stations  provide 
the  means  for  diverting  gas  to  the  company  lines,  measure  the  gas  del¬ 
ivered,  and  remove  the  moisture  from  the  gas  by  heating,  if  necessary." 

NB  Comment: 

Heating  gas  will  not  remove  moisture  from  the  gas.  The  purpose  is 
to  prevent  freezing  of  regulators. 

Page  V-012,  Lines  17  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  is  made,  "The  mainline  block  valve  installation  will 
be  automatically  remote  controlled  power  operated  valves - ". 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  should  read,  "....automatic  self-actuated  valves....". 
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Page  V-012,  Lines  21  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Northern  Border  Pipeline  system  will  include  30  compressor 
stations  which  will  compress  the  natural  gas  to  provide  the  1,680  psig 
(pounds  per  square  inch  guage  )  operating  pressure  for  increased  flow 
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1.1. 3. 2  LOCATION  (Pages  V-021  to  V-037) 

Page  V-021 ,  Line  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"After  entering  North  Dakota  in  Milliston  County  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  should  read:  "...  Williams  County  ..." 

Page  V- 022,  Figure  1.1. 3. 2-1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Project  location  map",  Aberdeen  is  shown  south  of  the  proposed  pipe-  | 
line  route. 

NB  Comment: 

Aberdeen  Is  north  of  the  route. 

Page  V-032,  V-034  and  V-035,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Figure  1.1. 3. 2-2,  "System  Map"  and  Figure  1.1. 3. 2-3,  "Location  of 
Compressor  Stations  and  Microwave  Towers." 

NB  Comment: 

Map  and  table  should  be  revised  to  reflect  data  presented  in  Exhibit 
F,  Amended  Application,  September  1975. 

Page  V-036,  Figure  1.1. 3. 2-4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Measuring  Delivery  Locations" 

NB  Comment: 

In  Figure  1.1. 3. 2-4,  the  state  shown  for  the  measuring  station  at 
Milepost  1309  should  read  Indiana  rather  than  Ohio. 

The  measuring  station  shown  at  Mileposts  1618  and  1619  -  the  counties 
should  read  Westmoreland,  not  Washington. 

Page  V-037,  Lines  1  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  total  of  97  mainline  block  valves  will  be  Installed  along  the 
proposed  pipeline.  One  block  valve  will  be  Installed  at  each  of  the  30 
compressor  station  sites  and  the  six  possible  future  compressor  station 
sites.  The  locations  of  the  other  61  block  valves  to  be  installed  along 
•  e  p  op.^sed  pipeline  will  not  be  determined  until  the  final  design  is 
completed. " 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  of  September  1975  to  the  FPC, 

1-4 


7 


ID 


1.1. 3.1  (Cont.) 

rates.  The  pipeline  will  be  designed  at  such  a  high  pressure  so  that 
much  larger  volumes  of  gas  can  be  delivered  in  the  proposed  diameters  of 
pipe." 

NB  Comnent: 

The  paragraph  should  be  rewritten  to  reflect  the  Amended  Application 

to  FPC  of  September. 1975  as  follows:  "The  Northern  Border  Pipeline - 

U  compressor  stations _ 1  ,435  psig - or  less  to  provide  flow  rates 

to  transport  the  volumes  of  gas  required  In  the  proposed  diameter  of 
pipe." 

Page  V-014,  Lines  4  to  6.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  gas  from  the  proposed  Northern  Border  Pipeline  could  supply 

7  percent  _  Tier  or  9  percent 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  data  supplied  in  the  Northern  Border  Amended  Application 

of  September  1975,  the  statement  should  read:  " - Pipeline,  at  the 

daily  delivery  rate  of  1.530  billion  cubic  feet  per  day,  could  supply 

4.6  percent _ Tier  or  6.2  percent - ". 

Page  V-014,  Lines  7  to  9.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  is  made,  "At  full  planned  design  capacity - could 

supply  15.3  percent - and  27.0  percent....". 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  data  supplied  in  the  Northern  Border  Amended  Application, 
the  statement  should  read:  "When  fully  powered,  -....supply  8.8  percent 
_ and  15.6  percent - ". 
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1.1. 3. 2  (Cont.) 

the  paragraph  should  read:  "A  total  of  100  mainline  block  valves  will 
be  installed  along  the  proposed  pipeline.  One  block  valve  will  be  In¬ 
stalled  at  each  of  the  12  compressor  station  sites  and  U  possible  future 
compressor  station  sites.  The  location  of  the  other  75  block  valves  to 
be  Installed  along  the  proposed  pipeline  will  not  be  determined  until 
the  final  design  Is  complete."  Mainline  block  valves  will  be  equipped 
with  an  automatic  self-actuating  device  to  close  the  valves  In  the  event 
of  a  line  break. 
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1.1. 3. 3  FACILITIES  (Pages  V-038  to  V-054) 

Page  V-038,  Lines  2  to  8,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  system  will  consist  of  1,619  miles  of  mainline 
pipe  up  to  48  Inches  In  diameter,  36  compressor  station  sites,  14 
deliver-measuring  stations,  a  communications  system  requiring 
88  transmission/reception  (microwave)  towers,  and  97  mainline  block 
valves.  The  system  will  operate  at  a  very  high  pressure  of  1,680  psig 
(pounds  per  square  inch  gauge).  The  function  of  these  related  facilities 
is  briefly  discussed  in  Section  I.I.3.I.C." 

NB  Comment: 

The  original  application  on  which  the  above  was  based  was  amended  in 
September  1975.  To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC,  the  statements 
should  read  "...  up  to  42  Inches  . . . ,  12  compressor  ....  13  deli  very- 
measuring  ....  87  transmission/reception  ...,  and  100  mainline  The 

basic  pipeline  is  designed  so  that  the  maximum  allowable  operating  pressure 
(MAOP)  will  be  1435  psig.  The  compressor  piping  and  appurtenances  will  be 
designed  for  1440  psig. 

Page  V-038,  Lines  11  to  20,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  mainline  pipe  will  have  an  outside  diameter  ranging  from 
26  to  48  inches  with  a  wall  thickness  ranging  from  0.434  to  0.800 
inches.  The  basic  pipe  material  will  be  American  Petroleum 
Institute  (API)  grade  X70  steel.  The  steel  will  meet  or  exceed  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  (1)  the  American  Petroleum  Institute  Specification  for 
High-Test  Line  Pipe  (API  Spec,  5LX),  Nineteenth  Edition  or  (2)  the  American 
Petroleum  Institute  Specification  for  Spiral-Weld  Line  Pipe  (API  Spec.  5LS), 
Seventh  Edition,  or  both.  The  nominal  strengths  of  this  pipe  has  a  yield 
strength  greater  than  or  equal  to  70,000  psi  and  ultimate  strength  greater 
than  or  equal  to  the  maximum  of  82,000  psi  and  yield  strength  plus  10,000 
psi:" 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC,  the  statements  should  read, 
-"...  from  24  to  42  inches  ...  from  0.368  to  0.930  inches.  The  basic  pipe 
material  ...  grade  X65  steel .  The  steel  will  meet...  Seventh  Edition, 
respectively.  The  nominal  strengths...  greater  than  or  equal  to  65,000 
psi  and  ultimate...  greater  than  or  equal  to  77,000  psi . . . ". 
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Page  V-039.  Table,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  table  reflects  the  48-inch  filing. 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC,  the  table  should  be 


rewritten  to  read: 

Pipe  Size 

O.D. 

Wall 

Thickness 

Inches 

State 

Approximate 

Length 

Miles 

42 

0.644 

Montana 

North  Dakota 

South  Dakota 

Minnesota 

Iowa 

Illinois 

1 ,138 

36 

0.552 

Illinois 

305 

Indiana 

Ohio 

24 

0.368 

Ohio 

176 

West  Virginia 
Pennsylvania 

TOTAL 

1,619 

Paoe  V-039.  Lines 

1  to  14.  DO I -DEIS 

Statement: 

Operating  pressure  and  temperature,  with  reference  to  the  48-inch 
filing. 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
paragraphs  should  read,  "The  natural  gas  will  initially  enter  the  pro¬ 
posed  Northern  Border  Pipeline  at  the  United  States-Canadian  border  at 
a  temperature  of  about  70  degrees  F.  and  a  pressure  of  about  1435  psig. 
During  the  initial  operation,  12  compressor  stations  will  be  in  operation. 
The  average  pressure  leaving  each  compressor  station  will  be  1435  psig 
and  the  flowing  temperature  will  be  56  degrees  F.  Once  all  25  compressor 
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1.1. 3. 3  (Cont.) 

stations  are  in  operation,  the  pressure  leaving  the  stations  will  gener¬ 
ally  be  1435  psig  and  the  flowing  temperatures  will  range  from  46  degrees 
F.  to  111  degrees  F.  in  the  summer.  During  the  winter  the  flowing  temp¬ 
erature  will  range  from  31  degrees  F.  to  97  degrees  F. 


13 


The  basic  pipeline  will  be  designed  for  an  MAOP  of  1435  psig. 

The  compressor  piping  and  appurtenances  will  be  designed  for  1440  psig. 


Page  V-040,  Lines  19  to  23,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  system  initially  will  include  one  compressor  station  located 
only  at  M.P.  785.  By  the  end  of  the  proposed  construction  period  the 
Northern  Border  system  design  provides  for  30  compressor  stations." 

NB  Corment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
statements  should  read,  "The  system  will  include  twelve  compressor 
stations.  In  addition,  thirteen  more  sites  have  been  identified  for 
future  compressor  station  needs." 


/y 


Page  V-041 ,  Figure  1.1 .3.3-1,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  table  reflects  the  48-inch  system  filing. 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
table  should  be  rewritten  as  follows: 


Average  Ambient  Average  Gas  Flowing 

Approximate  Air  Temp  °(F)  Temperature  °(F) 


Milepost 

Summer 

Winter 

Summer 

Winter 

0 

— 

— 

70 

70 

61 

64 

14 

60 

40 

127 

64 

14 

48 

31 

184 

64 

14 

64 

50 

238 

64 

14 

55 

39 

299 

65 

14 

74 

65 

355 

65 

15 

56 

42 

414 

65 

16 

74 

67 

469 

66 

16 

52 

38 
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Average  Ambient  Average  Gas  Flowing 

Approximate  Air  Temp  °(F)  Temperature  (F) 

Milepost  Summer  Winter  Summer  Winter 


529 

67 

17 

70 

64 

581 

66 

18 

61 

51 

634 

66 

19 

71 

67 

691 

66 

20 

63 

56 

747 

66 

21 

71 

69 

801 

66 

21 

61 

54 

858 

66 

22 

76 

76 

915 

68 

23 

62 

55 

971 

70 

23 

74 

71 

1027 

71 

25 

57 

47 

1084 

71 

27 

66 

60 

1138 

— 

— 

59 

50 

1201 

— 

— 

61 

53 

1262 

69 

29 

52 

40 

1324 

69 

30 

62 

51 

1384 

69 

30 

55 

43 

1443 

— 

- 

66 

66 

1619 

— 

— 

50 

38 

Page  V-042,  Lines  6  to  8.  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Each  compressor  station  will  have  a  rating  of  30,000  horsepower, 
except  the  one  at  Milepost  1619,  which  will  be  rated  at  13,500  horsepower. 

NB  Comment: 

To  agree  with  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
statement  should  read,  "Nine  compressor  stations  will  have  a  rating  of 
30,000  horsepower  each  and  three  will  be  rated  at  13,500  horsepower  each." 

Page  V-045,  Line  7,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  gas  heating  equipment  to  remov^  moisture  from  gas  if 
**equired,  ..." 
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1.1. 3. 3  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment:  » 

The  statement  should  read,  "...  gas  heating  equipment,  if  required,  I  l~7 
is  to  prevent  freezing  of  regulators  at  delivery  points  ...“. 


Page  V-049,  Lines  4  and  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  is  made,  "The  valve  will  be  automatically  remote 
controlled  power  operated." 

NB  Conwent: 

Northern  Border  does  not  intend  to  remotely  control  mainline  valves; 
therefore,  the  statement  should  read,  "The  valves  will  be  automatically 
self-actuated." 
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Page  V-049,  Lines  6  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  total  of  97  mainline  block  valves  will  be  installed  along  the  pro¬ 
posed  pipeline.  One  block  valve  will  be  installed  at  each  of  the  30  com¬ 
pressor  station  sites  and  the  six  possible  future  compressor  station  sites 
The  locations  of  the  other  61  block  valves  to  be  installed  along  the  pipe¬ 
line  will  not  be  determined  until  the  final  design  and  exact  location  of 
the  route  are  completed." 


NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1974,  the 
statements  should  read,  "A  total  of  100  mainline  block  valves  will  be 
installed  along  the  proposed  pipeline.  One  block  valve  will  be  installed 
at  each  of  the  12  compressor  station  sites  and  the  13  possible  future  com¬ 
pressor  station  sites.  The  locations  of  the  other  75  block  valves  to 
be  installed  along  the  pipeline  will  be  determined  during  the  final 
design  when  exact  location  of  the  line  is  established." 


Page  V-049,  Lines  21  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  powerline  will  be  required  for  each  valve  site  to  furnish 
power  for  the  operator.  A  receiver/transmi tter  will  be  installed  at 
each  valve  for  control  of  operations  and  monitoring." 


1.1. 3. 3  (Cont.) 


NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  does  not  Intend  to  employ  electrical  power  to  operate 
or  monitor  mainline  valves  because  the  valves  will  have  automatic  self- 
actuated  controls. 

Page  V-050,  Lines  5  and  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  valve  will  also  Include  an  electric  motor  for  the  power 
operator. " 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  should  read,  "The  valve  will  Include  an  automatic 
self-actuating  gas  operator." 
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1.1. 3. 4  LAND  REQUIREMENTS 

(Pages  V-055  to  V-067) 

Page  V-057,  Figure  1.1. 3. 4- 

■1 ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Figure  1.1. 3. 4-1  Indicates  pipe  tonnages  reflecting  the  48-inch 

system  filing. 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to 

FPC  of  September  1975,  the 

table  should  be  revised  as 

follows: 

Figure  1 . 1 .3.4-1 

Pipe  Stockpile 

Locations 

and  Tonnages 

Pipe 

Quantity 

(Tons) 

Approximate 

Acreage 

Cole,  Montana 

39,000 

20 

Nashua,  Montana 

36,000 

20 

Macon,  Montana 

42,000 

20 

Hoffmanvil le,  Montana 

52,000 

20 

Kill  deer,  North  Dakota 

42,000 

20 

Antelope,  North  Dakota 

40,000 

20 

Breien,  North  Dakota 

51,000 

20 

Ashley,  North  Dakota 

45,000 

20 

Wetonka,  North  Dakota 

41,000 

20 

Crocker,  South  Dakota 

40,000 

20 

Castlewood,  South  Dakota 

35,000 

20 

Arco,  Minnesota 

37,000 

20 

Westbrook,  Minnesota 

33,000 

20 

Trlmont,  Minnesota 

30,000 

20 

Lakota,  Iowa 

36,000 

20 

Rockwell,  Iowa 

42,000 

20 

Dewar,  Iowa 

37,000 

20 

Central  City,  Iowa 

35,000 

20 

Grand  Mound,  Iowa 

42,000 

20 

Normandy,  Illinois 

41,000 

20 

Grand  Ridge,  Illinois 

33,000 

20 

Papineau,  Illinois 

31 .000 

20 

Royal  Center,  Indiana 

37,000 

20 

Warren,  Indiana 

36,000 

20 

1-1? 

1.1. 3. 4  (Cont.) 

Pipe 

Quantity 

Approximate 

(Tons) 

Acreage 

Buckland,  Ohio 

35,000 

20 

Richwood,  Ohio 

29,000 

20 

Mt.  Vernon,  Ohio 

24,000 

20 

Postboy,  Ohio 

13,000 

20 

Power,  West  Virginia 

15,000 

20 

Jeanette,  Pennsylvania 

19,000 

20 

Pages  V-065  to  V-067,  Lines  1  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Section  1.1.3.4-B:  Plant,  Station  and  Related  Facilities  Site 
Acreage  outlines  land  requirements  for  various  project  installations 
derived  from  the  applicant's  original  filing.  The  values  are  based  on 
original  requirements  for  30  compressor  stations,  6  possible  future  com¬ 
pressor  station  sites,  and  88  microwave  towers. 

NB  Conment: 

The  proposed  Northern  Border  System  as  proposed  in  the  Amended  Applica¬ 
tion  of  September  26,  1975,  will  include  the  construction  of  12  compressor 
stations  and  87  microwave  towers.  Northern  Border  has  also  filed  an  alterna¬ 
tive  fully  powered  system  for  illustrative  purposes  only  and  Applicant  does 
not  propose  to  construct  the  additional  facilities.  However,  Northern  Border 
deems  it  prudent  to  purchase  the  required  additional  compressor  station  sites 
at  this  time  to  guarantee  their  availability  in  the  event  that  the  fully  pow¬ 
ered  system  becomes  necessary.  The  additional  15  sites  will  be  purchased  at 
this  time  and  microwave  towers  will  be  constructed  on  the  sites.  The  remaining 
lands  will  be  unaltered  and  will  be  available  for  leasing  back  to  the  original 
landowner.  The  land  use  requirement  for  construction  of  the  microwave  towers 
has  been  included  in  the  response  to  the  DEIS.  The  additional  land  use  require¬ 
ment  for  the  potential  future  compressor  station  sites  has  not  been  addressed 
since  the  lands  will  not  be  altered. 

The  following  table  shows  the  total  land  requirements  for  each 
ancillary  facility  appropriate  to  the  alternative  42-inch  system  per  the 
amended  filing  of  September  1975. 
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Feature 

Estimated 

Acres 

Compressor  station  sites 

240 

Conmuni cation  towers 

300 

Mainline  block  valves 

6 

Delivery-measuring  stations 

26 

TOTAL 

572 

The  total  amount  of  land  required  for  the  proposed  compressor  station 
sites  In  each  of  the  states  for  the  alternative  42-inch  system  is  shown  in 
the  following  table: 


State 

Acres 

Montana 

20 

North  Dakota 

40 

South  Dakota 

40 

Minnesota 

20 

Iowa 

40 

Illinois 

40 

Indiana 

20 

Ohio 

20 

West  Virginia 

0 

Pennsylvania 

0 

TOTAL 

240 

The  land  required  per  the  alternative  42-inch  system  for  the  75 
towers  not  at  compressor  station  sites  is  4  acres  per  site;  it  is  tabu¬ 
lated  below  by  the  states: 


State 

Acres 

Montana 

32 

North  Dakota 

48 

South  Dakota 

32 

Minnesota 

24 

Iowa 

52 

Illinois 

28 

Indiana 

36 

Ohio 

32 

West  Virginia 

4 

Pennsyl vania 

12 

TOTAL 

300 
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1.1. 3. 5  SCHEDULE  (Pages  V-068  to  V-076) 

Pages  V-068  to  072,  Parts  A  and  B,  DOI-DEIS  Staterent: 

A.  Duration  and  Phasing  of  Project  Construction 

B.  Individual  Facility  Construction  Times 

NB  Comment: 

These  parts  need  to  be  recomposed  to  reflect  the  amended  application 
of  September,  1975  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

Part  A  should  read: 


A.  Duration  of  Project  Construction 

The  proposed  Northern  Border  Pipeline  System  will  be  constructed  In 
order  that  facilities  will  be  ready  for  operation  July  1,  1980. 


A  spread  is  a  discrete  construction  unit  (men  and  equipment)  respon¬ 
sible  for  construction  of  one  or  more  segments.  A  segment  is  a  par¬ 
ticular  continuous  length  of  pipeline  to  be  installed  in  a  given  con¬ 
struction  season.  All  of  the  pipeline  and  related  facilities  will  be 
completed  during  two  summer  seasons  and  two  months  of  a  third  season. 
The  first  summer  season  construction  will  consist  of  laying  approx¬ 
imately  40%  of  the  pipeline  and  the  second  will  incorporate  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  pipeline,  construction  of  compressor  stations,  communi¬ 
cation  systems  and  delivery-measuring  stations.  The  system  maps,  fig¬ 
ure  1.1. 3. 2-1  and  2  Indicate  the  pipeline  segments  and  system  com¬ 
ponents  to  be  constructed: 


2V 


Periods  of  pipeline  construction  are  scheduled  during  the  following 
months : 

May  1978  through  November  1978 
May  1979  through  November  1979 
May  1980  through  June  1980 

This  schedule  does  not  contemplate  any  winter  construction.  The  con¬ 
struction  will  involve  fifteen  segments,  six  working  In  the  summer  of 
1978  and  nine  working  In  the  sunrner  of  1979  plus  May  and  June  of  1980. 

B.  Individual  Facility  Construction  Times 

1.  Compressor  Stations 

All  compressor  stations  will  be  constructed  from  May  1979  through 
June  1980.  The  construction  time  for  a  compressor  station  is  estimat¬ 
ed  to  be  six  months. 

1  .  1C 


1.1. 3. 4  (Cont.) 

The  land  required  for  the  13  Delivery  points  proposed  wroer  the 
Alternative  42-inch  system  is  tabulated  below  by  state: 


State  Acres 
South  Dakota  2 
Minnesota  2 
Iowa  4 
Illinois  6 
Indiana  4 
Ohio  2 
Pennsylvania  6 
TOTAL  26 


The  land  requirement  for  each  of  the  mainline  block  valve  installa¬ 
tions  along  the  pipeline  is  about  3, OCX)  square  feet.  A  tota'  z*  'X 
block  valves  will  be  installed  along  the  pipeline,  12  of  w * ch  will  be 
installed  on  the  proposed  compressor  station  sites  obviating  additiona* 
land  requirements.  The  total  land  involved  will  be  apcrov-iretely  6  acres. 

Permanent  access  roacs  will  be  required  for  come ^s so r  stations  arc 
microwave  towers,  but  will  be  constructed  as  rear  as  possible  to  existing 
roads,  so  that  land  requirements  should  be  xinina'. 

Page  V-D67,  Lines  17  arc  15,  XI-DEIS  Stateme-i: 

"There  will  be  no  construction  camps  required  for  this  project." 

NB  Conwent: 

The  statement  should  read,  “Construction  carps  are  anticipated  by 
Nortnem  Border  for  the  segments  in  Montana,  North  Dakota  and  northern 
South  Dakota." 
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1.1. 3. 5  (Cont.) 

2.  Conmuni cation  lowers 

All  of  the  coranuni cation  towers  will  oe  constructed  *ro®  May  1975 
through  April  1980.  Each  tower  will  be  corpleted  in  approximately 
six  to  eight  weeks. 

3.  Delivery-Measuring  Stations 

The  del ivery-neasu ring  stations  will  be  completed  in  conjunction  with 
the  construction  of  the  mainline  spreads. 

Page  v-073  ,  L;res  15  to  21,  XI-DEIS  State-e-f 

“The  clearing  and  grading. .. oust  be  completed  prior  to  ac-ta'  co r- 
struction." 

The  statement  is  made  as  an  Iter  3  under  *C*.  Time  re<3;**'"ed  'o r  rre- 
paratory  Functions." 

NB  Corner*: 

This  is  a  misconception  of  construction  activities  and  Iter  3  should 
be  deleted  here  since  It  is  covered  in  Section  1.1. 3. 6,  Construction  Pro¬ 
cedures.  Clearing  and  grading  is  the  first  ~ajor  function  o'  construction 
and  it  is  not  required  that  the  total  right-of-way  be  cleared  and  evaded  as 
is  inferred.  The  work  is  carried  out  in  such  a  Manner  that  grading  is  com¬ 
pleted  so  that  it  does  not  interfere  with  or  impede  the  ditching  and  string 
ing  operations. 

?aqe  V-074,  Lines  14  arc  "5,  DII-XIS  State-e-: 

"Six  possible  future  compressor  station  sites  have  been  identified  ... 
NB  Corner t: 

To  reflect  the  amended  F.P.C.  Application  o'  September  1975,  the  state 
nent  should  read  ’’hirteen  possible  future  ... 
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1.1. 3. 6  CONSTRUCTION  PROCEDURES  (Pages  V-076  to  V-lll) 

Page  V-076,  Lines  15  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"(The  fabrication  or  manufacture  of  the  pipe  will  begin  soon 
after  the  Individual  pipeline  spread  contractor  has  been  given  notice 
to  proceed  with  the  work 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  is  erroneous  and  should  be  deleted. 

Fabrication  or  manufacture  of  pipe  will  have  commenced  prior  to 
pipeline  spread  contractors  being  given  notice  to  proceed  with  the  work. 
Page  V-076,  Lines  20  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Once  the  trench  is  ready  for  pipe  installation,  the  pipe  will  be 
bent  to  conform  to  the  contour  of  the  trench  and  the  individual  units 
will  be  lined  up  and  welded  over  the  trench." 

NB  Comment: 

Delete  "over  the  trench".  This  is  then  consistent  with  normal 
practice  and  conforms  with  the  statement  on  Page  V-084. 

Page  V-103,  Table,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: _ 

Table  heading  is  "Typical  48-inch  spread." 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
table  heading  should  read,  "Typical  42-inch  Spread". 

Page  V-104,  Table,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Table  of  "Major  Materials  and  Supplies"  indicates  two  phases  of  con¬ 
struction  reflecting  the  48-inch  system  filing. 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
table  should  read: 


1.1. 3. 6  (Cont.) 

Major  Materials  and  Supplies 


Mainline  Spreads 

Gasoline  (gallons) 

Diesel  Fuel  (gallons) 

Lube  Oil  (gallons) 

Grease  (pounds) 

Welding  Rods  (pounds) 

Major  River  Crossing  Spreads 

6,340,000 

12,480,000 

208,000 

142,000 

4,500,000 

Gasoline  (gallons) 

140,200 

Diesel  Fuel  (gallons) 

1,850,000 

Lube  Oil  (gallons) 

7,150 

Grease  (pounds) 

9,130 

Welding  Rods  (pounds) 

19,200 

Page  V-105,  Table,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Table  of  "Summary  of  Major  Materials..."  indicates  1.5  million  tons 
of  steel  for  the  48- inch  system  filing. 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  table 
should  indicate  1.1  million  tons  of  steel. 

Page  V-105,  Lines  13  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

28  "...will  consist  of  30  compressor  stations,  88  communication  towers, 

14  delivery-measuring  stations,  and  an  estimated  97  mainline  block  valves. 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  FPC  Application  of  September  1975,  the  state¬ 
ment  should  read  "...will  consist  of  12.  compressor  stations,  87  conwuni- 
cation  towers,  J_3  delivery  measuring  stations. .  .estimated  100  mainline 
block  valves." 
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1.1. 3. 6  (Cont.) 


Page  V-108,  Lines  16  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Approximately  496,000  gallons  of  water  would  be  required  to  test  a 
1-mile  section  of  the  48-inch  pipeline.  The  difference  in  elevation  along 
the  proposed  route  will  require  the  testing  of  segments  of  about  20  miles 
in  length.  The  water  required  for  testing  such  a  length  of  48-inch  pipe¬ 
line  would  be  about  9,920,000  gallons." 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
statement  should  read  "Approximately  380,000  ...  of  the  42- inch  ... 

The  length.  The  water  ...  length  of  42-inch  ...  about  7,600,000  gallons." 


Page  V-109,  Table,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Construction  Manpower  Estimates",  reflects  two  phases  of  construc¬ 
tion  for  the  48- inch  system  filing. 

NB  Conment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
estimate  should  be  revised  to: 

Type  of  Spread  Total  Manpower 

Total  Mainline  Spreads  5330 

Total  Major  River  Crossing  Spreads  1 060 

Total  6390 

Page  V-109,  Lines  18to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"There  will  be  30  compressor  stations  ...  The  average  number  of 
workers  ...  will  be  44  with  a  peak  of  about  70..." 

NB  Comment: 


To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
statement  should  read  "...12  compressor  stations,  average  number  of  work¬ 
ers  36  each  with  a  peak  of  about  60  each..." 


Page  V-110.  Lines  3  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Phase  1"  listing  personnel  utilized  in  Phase  1. 


1.1. 3. 6  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
summary  list  of  workers  should  be  revised  as  follows: 

1619  miles  of  pipeline 

16  months  duration  (May  1978  through  June  1980) 

15  mainline  segments  (5330  people  total) 

12  river  crossing  spreads  (1060  people  total) 

12  compressor  stations  (36  people  each) 

13  delivery  points  (people  included  in  mainline  spread) 
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1.1. 3. 7  OPERATIONAL.  MAINTENANCE  AND  EMERGENCY  PROCEDURES 
(Pages  V-113  to  V-129) 

Page  V-113,  Lines  6  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...these  personnel  will  visit  conpressor  and  delivery  sites  only 
once  dally  under  normal  operating  conditions." 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  should  read  "...these  personnel,  during  normal  oper¬ 
ations,  will  visit  compressor  and  delivery  sites  periodically  as  required 
by  operating  conditions." 

Page  V-113.  Lines  22  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  mainline  block  valves  will  be  equipped  with  automatically  con¬ 
trolled  power  operators  and  can  also  be  operated  and  monitored  under 
remote  control." 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  should  read  "The  mainline  block  valves  will  be  equip¬ 
ped  with  automatic  self-actuated  gas  operators." 

Page  V-114,  Lines  2  and  3.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  maximum  pressure  maintained  In  the  pipeline  will  be  1,680  psig. 
NB  Coiment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
statement  should  read  "The  maximum  allowable  operating  pressure  in  the 
pipeline  will  be  1  ,435  psig." 

Page  V-114,  Lines  10  and  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"However,  some  moisture  may  have  to  be  removed  at  the  delivery¬ 
measuring  stations." 
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NB  Comment: 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  there  will  be  the  need  for  moisture  re¬ 
moval  at  the  delivery-measuring  stations,  therefore,  the  statement  should 
be  deleted. 

Page  V-115,  Lines  1  to  8.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statements  reflect  the  48-inch  filing. 
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1.1. 3. 8  FUTURE  PLANS  (V-130  to  V-133) 

Page  V-131,  Lines  22  and  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  applicant  states  that  if  abandonment  becomes  necessary,  the 
pipeline  would  be  removed." 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA  states  (Page  3.3.1,  Section  3.3):  "There  are  no  plans 
for  termination  and  abandonment  of  the  proposed  facilities."  "The  pipe¬ 
line  could  be  left  (If  operations  were  terminated)  in  place  without  in¬ 
hibiting  future  development." 

Page  V-133,  Lines  8  and  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Six  possible  future  compressor  station  sites  have  been  identified 
by  the  applicant,..." 

NB  Cormnent: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
statement  should  read  "Thirteen  possible..." 
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1.1. 3.7  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  to  FPC  of  September  1975,  the 
statements  should  read:  "The  pressure  of  gas  entering  the  pipeline  at 
the  Canadian  -  U.S.  border  will  be  controlled  at  the  last  compressor 
station  on  the  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline,  north  of  the  border.  The 
temperature  and  pressure  of  the  gas  In  the  pipeline  will  be  controlled 
subsequently  at  each  of  the  12  compressor  stations.  These  stations  will 
compress  the  natural  gas  to  a  maximum  operating  pressure  of  1,440  psig. 
with  average  gas  flowing  temperatures  varying  from  48  to  63°F.  in  the 
summer,  and  31  to  56°F.  in  the  winter. 

Page  V-115,  Lines  12  and  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Maintenance  personnel  will  visit  compressor  and  delivery  sites  only 
once  daily  under  normal  operating  conditions." 

NB  Comment: 

Refer  to  conment  above  concerning  similar  statement  on  Page  V-113, 
Line  6.  Personnel  will  visit  conpressor  and  delivery  sites  as  required 
under  normal  operating  conditions. 

Page  V-115,  Lines  21  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  section  reflects  the  48-inch  system  filing. 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  amended  filing,  the  section  needs  to  be  modified,  in¬ 
cluding  the  flow  diagrams.  Figures  1.1. 3. 7-1  through  -4. 

Page  V-128,  Line  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Block  valves  will  be  automatically  remote  controlled  and  power 
operated. . ." 

NB  Comment: 

Statement  should  read  "...block  valves  will  be  automatically  self- 
actuated.  . ." 
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PART  II 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

Many  Individual  sections  within  this  portion  of  the  DEIS  are  taken 
almost  verbatum  from  the  NB-EIA.  One  significant  difference  is  apparent; 
the  Northern  Border  El  A  addresses  a  corridor  within  which  the  Proposed 
Route  is  located.  A  corridor  Is  defined  in  the  NB-EIA  as  "the  width  of 
the  strip  of  land  covered  by  the  aerial  photographs,  approximately  4-1/2 
to  5  miles  wide."  These  maps  were  included  in  the  NB-EIA  in  Volume  7. 

The  Proposed  Route  was  defined  by  NB  as  "that  band  of  land  through  which 
the  right-of-way  will  pass." 

Throughout  the  NB-EIA  the  description  of  the  environment  is  keyed 
to  the  Proposed  Route,  or  the  100  foot  right-of-way,  as  it  is  located 
within  the  corridor.  However,  the  environment  is  not  constrained  by 
geographical  boundaries  and  to  accommodate  this  consideration  an  area 
described  as  the  Study  Area  was  defined  by  NB.  The  Study  Area  was  de¬ 
fined  as  "a  broad  and  variably  defined  area  which  encompasses  a  sufficient 
area  to  satisfy  a  particular  aspect  of  environmental  or  ecological  concern." 

The  DEIS  report  was  organized  more  in  a  study  area  concept.  The  re¬ 
port  did  not  focus  on  the  environmental  aspects  of  the  pipeline  route 
alignment  proposed  by  NB,  but  more  on  the  general  area  in  which  the  Pro¬ 
posed  Route  would  pass.  As  a  result,  many  of  the  potential  impacts  cited 
by  the  DEIS  exist  within  the  Study  Area  and  also  within  the  corridor,  but 
are  not  encountered  by  the  Proposed  Route. 

The  Proposed  Route  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA  was  studied,  with  an  inter¬ 
disciplinary  approach,  from  the  air,  on  the  ground,  by  means  of  stereo¬ 
aerial  photography,  and  from  topographic  maps.  It  was  reviewed  with  federal, 
state  and  local  agencies  to  incorporate  their  concerns.  The  results  of  this 
planning,  studying  and  evaluation  always  focused  on  the  refinement  of  the 
Proposed  Route. 

The  DEIS,  In  addressing  the  pipeline  route  in  broader  terms,  has 
plased  emphasis  on  environmental  concerns  that  have  been  either  avoided 
or  mitigated  in  the  planning  of  the  NB  Proposed  Route. 

The  DEIS  is  significantly  deficient  in  providing  references  to  sub¬ 
stantiate  its  statements.  The  tenor  of  the  report  is  to  establish  the 
worst  case  condition  and  then  to  dismiss  the  matter,  as  not  being  a  problem, 
in  one  abrupt  sentence.  This  tends  to  place  the  subject  totally  out  of 
perspective  and  it  then  becomes  most  difficult  for  the  reader  to  accurately 
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assess  the  problem.  A  typical  example  of  this  is  found  in  the  section 
dealing  with  geologic  hazards.  In  this  section,  earthquakes,  faulting, 
landslides,  subsidence,  erosion,  sedimentation,  meander  migration,  flood¬ 
ing,  corrosion,  and  swelling  clays  are  discussed  in  the  context  of  geo¬ 
logic  hazards.  Most  of  the  discussions  presented  are  detailed,  with  ex¬ 
tensive  explanatory  background  material.  Several  of  these  discussions 
notable  faulting,  earthquakes,  subsidence,  and  swelling  clays  are  incom¬ 
plete  and  leave  the  reader  with  the  impression  that  the  enumerated  haz¬ 
ards  apply  to  the  proposed  project,  when  In  fact  they  are  all  or  in  part 
dismissed  at  the  end  of  the  narrative. 

The  DEIS  greatly  overestimates  the  expanse  of  prairie  pothole  country 
traversed  by  the  Proposed  Route.  The  actual  mileage  traversed  by  the 
Proposed  Route  is  approximately  121  miles  rather  than  the  270  miles  indi¬ 
cated  in  the  DEIS. 

In  the  section  describing  land  use,  the  DEIS  overlooks  the  existing 
and  future  residential  land  use  pattern  data  that  was  included  within  the 
NB-EIA.  The  DEIS  cites  specific  areas  in  Ohio,  West  Virginia  and 
Pennsylvania  as  potential  areas  of  impact  due  to  residential  expansion. 

The  NB-EIA  included  an  evaluation  of  existing  and  future  land  use  trends 
for  these  areas  and  included  future  land  use  maps  for  these  areas  in 
Volume  6  of  the  EIA.  This  evaluation  was  utilized  in  planning  the  Pro¬ 
posed  Route. 

The  DEIS,  in  describing  the  cultural  resources,  archaeological  and 
historic  sites  is  inconsistent  in  its  use  of  words  like  "corridor", 

"route"  and  other  terms  indicating  proximity  of  sites  to  the  Proposed 
Route.  It  refers  to  sites  one-half  mile  or  more  distant  from  the  route 
as  being  in  the  path  of  the  100  foot  right-of-way.  It  places  emphasis 
on  sites  in  North  Dakota  and  West  Virginia  and  gives  the  impression  that 
these  sites  are  more  important  than  sites  in  the  other  eight  states. 

The  DEIS  subsection  on  ambient  air  quality  generally  summarizes  the 
introduction  and  state  subsections  of  the  NB-EIA  and  contains  the  air 
quality  data  presented  in  the  NB-EIA  Atmospheric  Environment  Study.  The 
DEIS  omits  the  NB-EIA  discussion  of  the  regulatory  aspects  of  air  pollu¬ 
tion,  the  evaluation  of  air  quality  in  non-urban  areas,  and  the  figures 
containing  the  specific  meteorological  data  required  for  dispersion  analysis. 
No  attempt  was  made  in  the  DEIS  to  evaluate  the  existing  air  quality  at  the 
proposed  compressor  station  sites  or  anywhere  along  the  Proposed  Route. 
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2. 1.3. 2  TOPOGRAPHY 

2. 1.3. 2. E  General  Drainage  Characteristics 
Page  V-214,  Lines  5  and  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  valley  walls  are  nearly  200  feet  high  and  roughly  vertical  at 
the  crossing." 

NB  Comment: 

Careful  routing  of  the  proposed  route  as  shown  on  the  Trenton  SW 
(11)  and  Buford  (12)  topographic  maps  (quads)  as  shown  in  the  NB-EIA 
avoids  these  cliffs.  A  series  of  broken  ramps  are  followed  down  the 
broad  valley  of  Six  Mile  Creek,  west  of  Marley,  to  avoid  the  north  wall. 
The  alluvial  valley  of  an  unnamed  creek  is  followed  up  onto  the  south 
bench. 
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The  DEIS  includes  a  paragraph  on  five  river  crossings  at  which  It  states 
a  "sensitive  air  pollution  stluation"  exists. 

Although  there  will  be  a  buildup  of  pollutants  during  construction 
at  the  sensitive  river  crossings  under  certain  meteorological  conditions, 
the  resulting  pollutant  levels  will  not  exceed  any  ambient  air  quality 
standard  or  reach  concentrations  that  produce  adverse  effects  In  humans, 
plants  or  animals. 

The  cornnents  that  follow  address  the  specific  items  within  the  text 
of  Put  II  which  Northern  Border  believes  need  qualification  or  correction. 
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2. 1.3. 3  GEOLOGY 

2. 1.3. 3. B  Lithology  (Pages  V-252  to  V-334) 


2.1 .3.3.B.1  Bedrock 

Page  V-257,  Line  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  the  rock  {quartzite}  is  likely  to  be  encountered  in  trenching 
across  {Cottonwood  County}  ..." 

NB  Corment: 

The  correct  proposed  route  alignment  (topographic  maps  A-62  to 
A-67,  Volume  7  of  the  NB-EIA)  across  southwestern  Cottonwood  and  Murray 
Counties  avoids  the  quartzite  subcrop  under  till  discussed  in  the  text. 
No  quartzite  is  anticipated  in  the  trench  since  the  pipeline  will  be  run 
southwest  of  the  area  discussed  by  the  DEIS. 


3  F 


2.1 .3.3.B.3  Mineral  Deposits 

Page  V-318,  Figure  2.1.3.3-45,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Areas  in  southwestern  Minnesota  are  probably  underlain  by  Sioux 
Quartzite  at  shallow  depth." 

NB  Comment: 

The  figure  shows  the  proposed  route  running  through  Redwood  County 
rather  than  Murray  County,  and  across  central  Cottonwood  County,  Minnesota 
Instead  of  the  southwestern  portion  of  Cottonwood  County. 
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2.1. 3. 3. C  GEOLOGIC  HAZARDS  (Pages  V-335  to  V-375) 

Page  V-335,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  any  geologic  process  may  become  a  hazard  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

Since  the  Northern  Border  route  crosses  relatively  stable  continent, 
most  of  the  hazardous  processes  are  not  found  along  this  route  segment. 
Northern  Border  has  identified  active  areas  along  the  route  and  has  in¬ 
cluded  mitigatlve  measures  into  the  project  planning. 

Page  V-339.  Lines  18  and  19.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  in  any  given  area  an  earthquake  of  somewhat  greater  intensity 
than  the  maximum  so  far  recorded  can  occur  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
pipeline. " 

NB  Comment: 

Although  an  earthquake  slightly  more  intense  than  those  so  far  re¬ 
corded  at  any  locality  can  occur  within  the  life  of  the  project,  such  a 
rare  event  will  not  damage  the  pipeline  along  the  Northern  Border  route. 

Solid  welded  pipeline  has  the  flexibility  to  conform  to  moderate 
earth  movements.  Northern  Border  will  be  designed  to  withstand  expected 
earthquakes  along  the  route  of  the  pipeline.  Pipelines  have  been  operated 
In  the  areas  traversed  by  the  Northern  Border  route  for  many  years  with  no 
known  instance  of  damage  as  a  result  of  earthquakes. 
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Page  V-344,  Lines  9  to  12.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Most  (earthquakes)  have  been  in  the  vicinity  of  Anna,  Shelby 
County,  Ohio,  and  some  of  these  have  reached  Intensities  of  VII  and 
VIII.  They  caused  moderate  to  considerable  damage  in  structures,  and 
were  felt  over  an  area  of  50,000  to  250,000  square  miles." 

NB  Comment: 

The  only  area  where  quakes  of  Mercalll  VII  or  greater  are  likely  Is  In 
western  Ohio.  Here  an  area  of  roughly  35  miles  traversed  by  the  route  may 
likely  experience  moderate  to  considerable  damage.  However,  "damage"  re¬ 
fers  to  buildings  and  larger  aboveground  structures.  Even  the  worst  case 
Mercalll  IX  quake  predicted,  would  not  pose  a  hazard  to  the  pipeline. 
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Page  V-345,  Line  16  to  Page  V-346,  Line  28,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Geologic  strata  and  surface  materials,  such  as  alluvium,  landfill, 
glacial  lake  bottoms,  which  "amplify"  groundshaking  and  can  subside, 
compact  or  fail  in  other  ways  are  discussed.  Areas  along  the  proposed 
route  incorporating  such  materials  are  not  identified  except  for  35 
miles  of  glacial  lake  beds  near  Aberdeen,  South  Dakota. 

NB  Comment: 

The  only  areas  along  the  proposed  route  where  a  likelihood  of  sig¬ 
nificant  shaking  occurs  are  in  Montana  along  the  Brocton-Froid  Zone  and  in 
central  Ohio.  In  both  areas  stable,  consolidated  sediments  which  are  not 
subject  to  the  adverse  shaking  amplification  effects  discussed  in  the  DEIS 
underlie  the  pipe. 

Page  V-347,  Line  1  to  Page  V-354,  Line  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

A  discussion  of  faulting  and  earthquakes  Is  presented.  Two  faults  are 
identified  in  Montana,  both  of  which  may  be  active  and  cross  the  proposed 
route. 

NB  Comment: 

The  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (68)  of  November  22,  1974 
addresses  the  Brockton-Froid  fault,  which  may  cross  the  proposed  route. 

The  maximum  likely  movement,  3",  is  not  a  hazard  to  the  pipeline. 

The  Hinsdale  fault  Is  known  to  exist  In  Montana,  but  is  not  known  with 
certainty  to  cross  the  proposed  route.  No  more  than  3"  of  movement  is  likely 
to  occur  along  this  fault.  Examination  of  aerial  photographs  of  the  appro¬ 
priate  area  shows  no  surface  trace  of  the  Hinsdale  fault  across  the  pro¬ 
posed  route. 

Page  V-355,  Line  1  to  Page  V- 360,  Line  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Landslides,  especially  v»  the  rangelands  and  Appalachian  Platea 
are  discussed.  It  defines  "landslides",  "rockfalls",  "debris  flows", 
and  "mud  flows". 

NB  Comment: 

The  applicant  will  ensure  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline  through 
sound  geologic  engineering  practices,  and  will  avoid  landslide 
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areas  in  the  Appalachian  Plateau,  the  midwestern  river  bluffs,  and  the 
rangelands  portion  of  the  proposed  route.  Localized  landslide  hazards  will 
be  site-evaluated  and  avoidance  and  preventative  measures  taken.  The  final 
construction  procedures  and  restoration  program  implemented  for  any  portion 
of  the  proposed  route  will  meet  the  overall  goal  of  achieving  a  physically 
and  ecologically  stable  system.  It  is  clearly  In  the  interest  of  the 
Northern  Border  to  prevent  slides  as  part  of  construction. 

Landslides  in  the  categories  of  rockfalls,  rockslides,  and  mudflows 
in  the  western  portion  of  the  proposed  route  are  addressed  in  the  NB/EIA, 
Section  2.1.4.  The  NB-EIA,  Section  1.5.2-C  describes  the  trenching  process 
in  general.  The  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (38),  of  November  22,  1974 
describes  the  short  length  of  time,  on  the  average,  the  trench  will  be 
open  (10  days),  and  indicates  that  areas  of  rapid  erosion,  will  be  open 
for  even  shorter  times.  The  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (37),  of 
November  22,  1974,  discusses  methods  which  may  be  used  to  control  slides. 

Page  V-360,  Line  9  to  Page  V-364,  Line  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Subsidence,  due  to  4  sources:  underground  mines,  fluid  removal ,lime- 
stooe  sglution,  and  compaction  of  loose  sediments  is  discussed.  It  states 
that  only  underground  mines  are  known  to  have  actually  caused  subsidence. 

NB  Comment: 

The  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (22)  of  November  22,  1974  and 
Section  2.1.2  of  the  EIA  address  the  hazards  of  underground  mine  sub¬ 
sidence.  Final  alignment  will  consider  subsurface  mines.  Although  the 
DEIS  discusses  several  possible  areas  of  subsidence  at  length,  it  correctly 
Identifies  underground  mines  as  the  only  areas  that  are  known  to  have 
actually  caused  subsidence.  No  areas  along  the  proposed  route  show  active 
karst  solution  features. 

The  areas  crossed  by  the  proposed  route  with  muck  or  other  organic 
deposits,  which  can  subside,  have  insufficient  thicknesses  of  each  sedi¬ 
ment  to  cause  appreciable  subsidence. 


2. 1.3. 3. C  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Section  2.1.4,  Page  2. 1.4-1;  Section  3.1.1-B.l,  Page 
3.1.1-59;  Section  B.2,  Page  3.1.1-61;  Section  3.1.1-B.3,  Page  3.1.1-63; 
address  the  soil  erosion  Impact  and  identify  areas  where  runoff  hazards  are 
extreme.  The  applicant  recognizes  the  problems  associated  with  erosion  and 
will  incorporate  erosion  and  sedimentation  controls  in  the  construction 
specifications. 

A  detailed  response  to  this  same  topic  is  presented  in  the  response 
to  Page  V-922.  Lines  13-25,  Section  3. 1.3. 2. 

Page  V- 367,  Line  1  to  Page  V-368,  Line  10.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Flooding  and  flood  scour  Is  discussed.  The  discussion  ends  by  re¬ 
porting  that  only  the  larger  rivers  can  show  scour  to  more  than  8  feet. 

NB  Comment: 

Scour  depth  measurements  are  not  now  available  but  will  be  incorporated 
into  the  designs  of  crossings.  All  crossings  will  be  made  below  the  scour 
depth. 

Page  V-368,  Line  11  to  Page  V-369,  Line  8.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Only  one  river  is  discussed  specifically  for  meander  migration 
and  the  DEIS  does  not  indicate  any  degree  of  importance  for  this  hazard. 

NB  Comment: 

Meandering  of  streams  occurs  In  alluvial  reaches  where  water  volume 
exceeds  its  sediment  capacity  at  less  than  bankful  1  flow.  The  meanders 
generally  move  downstream  in  a  relatively  predictable  way  and  should  not 
therefore  pose  a  hazard  to  engineering  works  such  as  pipelines.  The  stream 
crossings  are  chosen  to  avoid  sudden  flood  meander  cutoffs. 

The  Wapsipinicon  River,  however,  presents  a  meander  cutoff  hazards  be¬ 
cause  of  its  heavy  flood  depositional  load.  This  problem  will  be  evaluated 
at  the  time  of  final  design. 


Page  V-364,  Line  23  to  Page  V-366,  Line  26,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Erosion,  in  general,  is  addressed.  Areas  of  severest  erosion  are 
identified.  Sheet,  rill,  streambank,  and  accelerated  erosion  from  the 
pipeline  trenching  and  right-of-way  disturbance  are  all  discussed. 


Page  V-369,  Line  9  to  Page  V- 372.  Line  15.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

D0I  discusses  external  corrosion  of  pipes  and  structures  due  to  direct 
and  electrolytic  attack.  Two  sources  of  direct  erosion,  acid  and  sodium 
sulfate,  are  identified.  Acid  corrosion  commonly  results  from  acid  mine 
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drainage,  notable  in  high-sulfur  coal  regions  of  the  Appalachians,  north¬ 
east  Montana-North  Dakota,  and  northern  Illinois.  Sulfate  bearing  rocks, 
which  In  solution  produce  acids  that  can  attack  concrete,  occur  in  north¬ 
eastern  Montana-western  North  Dakota. 

NB  Comnent: 

Acid  mine  drainage,  as  an  agent  of  corrosion,  is  a  concern  in  the 
Appalachian  coal  region.  Protective  measures  will  be  taken.  The  Lebo 
shale,  a  sulfate-bearing  formation  in  Montana,  undergoes  a  facies 
(lithologic)  change  before  the  proposed  route  is  crossed,  and  does  not 
present  a  problem.  Modern  pipe  coatings  and  cathodic  protection  systems 
such  as  those  used  in  the  industry  will  be  used  to  prevent  corrosion  of 
the  pipeline.  Concrete  structures  will  be  protected  against  corrosion 
where  required. 

The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (59)  of  November  1974  discussed 
the  Lebo  shale  and  western  strip  mines.  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (62)  of 
November  22,  1974  locates  and  discusses  areas  of  acid  mine  drainage. 

Page  V-371 ,  Line  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  the  corrosion  is  generally  referred  to  as  "electrolytic  corrosions"." 
NB  Comment: 

Substitute  "galvanic"  for  "electrolytic" 

Page  V-372,  Line  14  to  Page  V-373,  Line  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Degradation  of  groundwater  by  the  proposed  route  project  is  discussed. 
Special  concerns  are  expressed  for  trenching  through  sediments  containing 
sulfate-rich  Glauber  salt  deposits  in  the  Lebo  shale.  The  DOI-DEIS  dis¬ 
misses  most  of  the  hazards  and  does  not  identify  specific  areas  of  concern. 

NB  Comment: 

Glauber  salt  deposits  are  not  significant  along  the  proposed  route  be¬ 
cause  the  Lebo  shale  changes  facies  (rock  type)  where  It  crosses  the 
proposed  route,  and  is  not  highly  sulphatic. 

Page  V-373,  Line  15  to  Page  V-374,  Line  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement : 

"Piping"  (subsurface  water  erosion)  and  settlement  along  the 
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2. 1.3. 4  SOILS  (Pages  V-376  to  V-499) 

Page  V- 376,  Lines  3  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Because  of  the  nature  of  the  pipeline  project,  the  greatest  physi¬ 
cal  impacts  will  relate  in  one  way  or  another  to  the  soil  resource.  The 
clearing  of  the  right-of-way,  the  excavation  of  the  pipeline  trench,  the 
construction  of  access  roads,  and  the  building  of  related  operations  fa¬ 
cilities  will  all  require  severe  disturbance  of  the  soil.  Once  the  soil 
Is  disturbed  it  will  be  subject  to  wind  and  water  erosion,  will  produce 
particulate  matter  to  pollute  air  and  water,  and  will  create  significant 
adverse  impacts  to  flora  and  fauna  components  of  the  ecosystems 
encountered. " 

NB  Comment: 

This  introductory  paragraph  overstates  the  potential  adverse  effects 
of  the  pipeline  project  without  mentioning  the  measures  that  will  be  taken 
to  mitigate  them.  The  problems  broached  here  by  the  DEIS  have  been  addressed 
and  dismissed  in  the  NB  response  to  Section  3. 1.3. 4,  Soils,  of  the  DOI-DEIS. 


2. 1.3. 3. C  (Cont.) 

pipeline  Is  addressed.  Also  discussed  is  the  stability  of  backfilled 
material  and  "slaking"  of  some  rock  types. 

NB  Comment: 

The  response  to  the  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (3)  of  December  12,  1974 
addressed  excessive  water  migration  along  the  pipeline.  It  indicates  that 
sack  breakers  or  impermeable  plugs  will  be  spaced  along  the  pipeline  to  stop 
subsurface  flow.  The  spacing  of  such  breakers  and  plugs  will  be  dependent 
on  slope  angle  and  length. 

Clay,  silt  and  similar  pipe  bedding  materials  are  minor  pipeline 
problems,  in  some  situations,  precisely  because  they  do  undergo  slaking. 

The  pipeline  will  be  constructed  in  such  fashion  as  to  assure  the  integrity 
of  the  structure,  and  this  may  include  replacement  of  clay,  silt  or  coals 
by  sand,  gravel  or  carbonate  rock  backfill  in  areas  where  slaking  of  clays 
presents  a  threat  to  the  lines'  integrity  or  support.  Overall,  clay 
bedding  and  slaking  are  very  minor  problems  and  are  unlikely  to  impact  the 
pipeline's  integrity. 

Page  V-374,  Lines  11  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Damage  can  be  caused  by  heaving,  the  affect  of  which  is  essentially 
similar  to  loss  of  support."  in  the  discussion  of  "swelling  clays". 

NB  Comment: 

Bentonites  ("swelling  clays")  are  present  along  the  proposed  route, 
especially  in  Montana;  however,  they  do  not  pose  a  threat  to  the  lines' 
integrity,  but  may  present  a  slope  stabilization  problem.  The  rangelands 
plan  in  the  construction  procedures  will  address  stablization  of  bentonitic 
soils.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (58)  of  November  1974  addresses 
the  point  of  pipeline  stability  in  bentonites  and  eliminates  these  soils  as 
a  threat  to  pipeline  integrity. 
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2. 1.3. 5. A  Water  Resources  (Pages  V-502  to  V-547) 

Page  V-512,  Lines  16  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Scour  during  floods  and  deposition  during  extended  low  flow  periods 
have  presented  some  problems  to  local  residents." 

NB  Comment: 

Refer  to  NB-EIA,  Volume  3,  Page  2.4.2-24,  Lines  31  to  32.  The  DEIS 
fails  to  say  that  although  this  was  a  problem  at  one  time,  the  problem  is  no 
longer  serious.  The  pipeline  will  be  buried  below  scour  depth. 

Page  V-516,  Line  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"About  70  percent  of  the  22,000  square  mile  drainage  area  [James  River] 
Is  In  South  Dakota." 

NB  Comment: 

Refer  to  NB-EIA,  Volume  3,  Page  2.4.2-33,  Line  32  and  33.  "The  James 
River,  crossed  (by  the  route)  near  Aberdeen  In  Brown  County,  drains  almost 
10,000  square  miles  ..." 

Page  V-521,  Line  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  includes  Minnesota  In  the  discussion  of  the  Upper  Missouri 
River  Basin  Hydrology. 

NB  Comment: 

Refer  to  NB-EIA,  Volume  3,  Page  2.4.2-45,  Minnesota,  in  the  Upper 
Mississippi  River  Basin. 

Page  V-531,  Figure  2.1,3.5-17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Flow  Analysis  of  the  Mississippi,  Rock  and  Iroquois  Rivers. 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  Figure  lacks  a  reference  source  and  cannot  be  compared  to 
NB-EIA,  Volume  3,  Page  2.4.2-68,  Table  2. 4. 2-6. 


2-12 


2-13 


482 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  II  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  II  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


2. 1.3. 5. B  Groundwater  (Page  V-547  to  V-570) 

Page  V-555,  Lines  9  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Alluvial  deposits,  expecially  those  along  perennial  streams,  are 
easily  recharged  and  are  obvious  and  readily  accessible  sources  for  Imme¬ 
diate  groundwater  development.  Most  of  them  are  either  supplying  water 
or  have  a  water  supply  potential.  They  are  found  in  narrow  bands  along 
the  James,  Vermillion  and  Big  Sioux  and  their  principal  tributaries. 

NB  Comment: 

Refer  to  NB-EIA,  Volume  3,  Page  2.4.2-38,  Lines  15  to  18.  "The  sedi¬ 
ments  of  Glacial  Lake  Dakota  along  the  James  River  are  somewhat  Imperme¬ 
able  except  where  old  beaches  line  the  edges.  Some  water  can  be  obtained 
from  these  surface  sands,  although  recharge  Is  limited."  The  DEIS  state¬ 
ment  also  contradicts  a  previous  statement  In  Section  2.1.3.5-A  of  the 
DOI-DEIS.  In  the  surface  water  section  they  state,  "The  James  River  and 
Its  tributaries  receive  little  or  no  substained  groundwater  Inflow...." 


2. 1.3. 5. C  Municipal  Water  Supplies 

Page  V-570,  Lines  20-24;  and  Page  V-571 ,  Lines  1-3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Surface  water  supplies  are  a  subject  of  concern  If  degradation  Is  pos¬ 
sible  as  a  result  of  pipeline  construction.  They  are  considered  as  degrad¬ 
able  If:  (1)  the  proposed  route  traverses  a  drainage  tributary  to  the 
municipal  supply,  (2)  the  surface  supply  Is  not  more  than  50  miles  down¬ 
stream  along  that  drainage  from  the  location  of  the  proposed  route,  and 
(3)  a  potential  exists  for  a  significant  Increase  in  the  quantity  of  sus¬ 
pended  sediment  and  the  total  dissolved  solids  as  a  result  of  pipeline  con¬ 
struction." 

NB  Comment: 

Vulnerability  of  municipal  water  supplies  to  degradation  depends  upon 
many  more  factors  than  the  distance  of  a  pipeline  stream  crossing  from  a  sur¬ 
face  reservoir.  Stream  discharge,  bathymetry-,  engineering  techniques  used, 
nature  of  bottom  sediments  and  other  inputs  of  potential  contaminants  are  a 
few  of  the  other  variables  Involved.  Also,  it  Is  exteremely  unlikely  that 
the  effects  of  pipeline  construction  will  be  observed  50  miles  downstream 
especially  when  compared  to  natural  background  sediment  levels. 

Page  V-571,  Lines  3-5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Municipal  groundwater  supplies  are  not  considered  to  be  potentially 
degradable  to  a  significant  degree  by  pipeline  construction  as  they  are  ob¬ 
tained  from  bedrock  aquifers." 

NB  Comnent: 

This  statement  is  correct.  However  in  Section  3.1.3.5.B.3,  "Effects  on 
Municipal  Ground  Water  Supplies",  the  DEIS  implies  that  there  will  be  problems. 

2. 1.3. 5- D  Water  Quality 
No  comnent  to  be  made . 
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2. 1.3. 6  VEGETATION  (Pages  V-598  to  V-153) 

2. T . 3.6. B  Component  Plant  Coimiunltles 
Page  V-609  to  V-628.  DOI-DEIS  Statement- 

The  DO I  discusses  component  plant  cormiunltles  for  (1)  Montana,  North 
Dakota.  South  Dakota;  (2)  Northeast  South  Dakota  and  Southwest  Minnesota; 
(3)  Southwest  Minnesota  to  Western  Indiana;  and  (5)  Eastern  Ohio,  West 
Virginia,  and  Western  Pennsylvania. 

NB  Comment: 


Parts  of  the  Information  given  in  the  DEIS  can  be  found  In  the  NB-EIA 
Sections  2.2.4-B.2.  2.2.4-B.3,  2.2.4-B.4,  2.2.5-B.2.  2.2.5-B.3,  2.2.6-B.2  ’ 
and  2.2.6-B.3  which  describe  rangelands,  wetlands  and  woodlands. 


An  original  feature  of  the  DEIS  Is  the  Inclusion  of  the  range  clas¬ 
sification  of  the  S.C.S.  on  Page  V-611  to  V-624  and  data  on  forage  production 
at  these  range  sites.  The  classification  Includes  detail  on  soils  and  slope 
However,  no  clear  relationship  Is  established  between  the  bulk  of  these  site 
data  and  the  terrestrial  vegetation  along  the  route  (In  Part  2.1. 3. 6)  or  the 
Impact  on  the  terrestrial  vegetation  (in  Part  3.1. 3.6).  It  Is  not  possible  t< 
determine  from  the  DEIS  statement  which  range  site  types  are  traversed  by  the 
pipeline  route.  The  statement  does  not  describe  the  NB-EIA  corridor  but 
appears  to  be  a  treatment  of  a  vast  study  area.  A  description  of  the  pipe¬ 
line  corridor  Is  found  In  NB-EIA,  Volume  3,  Section  2.2.4-C,  2.2.5-c  and 
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2. 1.3. 6. D  Unique,  Sensitive  and/or  Threatened  Ecosystems 
Page  V-635  to  V-639.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  discusses  unique,  sensitive  and/or  threatened  ecosystems. 
Isolates  the  prairie  pothole  region  as  unique,  and  gives  a  wetland  des¬ 
cription  and  classification.  Drainage  bottoms  on  floodplains  are  regarded 
as  sensitive  ecosystems. 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA  isolates  a  greater  range  of  unique  and/or  sensitive  areas. 
Including  unique  ecosystems,  than  the  DOI-DEIS.  The  NB-EIA  describes 
special  areas  in  Volume  3,  Section  2.2.4-B.10,  2.2.5-B.7  and  2.2.6-B.9  and 
it  describes  special  values  and  sensitivities  In  Volume  3,  Section  2.2.4-B.ll, 
2.2.5-B.8  and  2.2.6-B.10.  These  sections  were  fundamental  In  the  design  of 
the  route.  In  addition  to  a  large  and  varied  number  of  public  lands,  the 
NB-EIA  draws  specific  attention  to  restricted  habitats  In  the  mixed  grass 
prairie  region:  potholes  and  wetlands,  badlands,  trail  lands,  woodlands  on 
floodplains,  and  rare  stands  of  coniferous  forest;  the  tall  grass  prairie 
region:  remnant  prairie,  potholes  and  wetlands,  upland  woodland  and  bottom¬ 
land  hardwood  forests;  the  eastern  broadleaf  forest  region:  remnant  prairie, 
wetlands  and  floodplain  forest. 
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2. 1.3. 6. E  Threatened  and  Endangered  Species 
Page  V-639  to  V-640,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Statements  are  contained  in  a  section  on  threatened  and  endangered 
species  of  vegetation. 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  draws  attention  to  a  new  (1974)  publication  on  endangered 
plants,  but  notes  that  It  would  be  difficult  to  ascertain  their  occurrence 
along  the  proposed  route.  The  DOI-DEIS  Indicates  the  presence  of  a  unique 
comujnity  along  Pecumsaugan  Creek  in  Illinois. 

The  practical  conclusion  of  this  section  (that  endangered  or  threatened 
species  are  more  likely  to  occur  In  unique  or  rare  communities  than  where 
natural  habitat  is  common)  was  incorporated  in  the  design  of  the  proposed 
route.  For  this  reason,  unique  communities  were  avoided  where  possible. 

As  indicated  in  the  NB-EIA,  no  endangered  plants  are  known  to  be  impacted 
by  the  proposed  project. 

Page  V-639,  Lines  10  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  states  that  "The  proposed  pipeline  route  will  traverse 
approximately  270  miles  of  prairie  pothole  country  in  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota  and  Minnesota." 

NB  Conment: 

It  is  stated  in  the  NB-EIA  that  the  proposed  route  passes  through  about 
5  miles  of  prairie  pothole  country  in  North  Dakota  (Volume  4,  Section  3.1.2, 
Page  3.1.2-23),  more  than  60  miles  in  South  Dakota  (Volume  4,  Section  3.1.2, 
Page  3.1.2-31),  and  56  miles  in  Minnesota  (Volume  7,  Figures  A-139  -  A-143). 
Thus,  the  proposed  route  traverses  the  prairie  pothole  region  for  about  120 
miles. 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  II  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 

2. 1.3. 7. B  Habitat  Requirements  and  Limiting  Factors  on  Major  and/or 
Characteristic  Species 

Page  V-663,  Lines  18  and  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Pronghorn  densities  vary,  but  a  population  level  approaching  1.5 
animals  per  square  mile  would  be  good  in  the  pipeline  area." 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  does  not  convey  the  fact  that  pronghorn  antelope  are 
gregarious,  and  that  at  given  points  in  time  their  density  is  many  times 
higher  in  certain  localities  and  that  they  will  be  absent  from  most  of  the 
route.  The  NB-EIA,  Vol .  3,  Page  V-224  to  V-233  indicates  a  resident  popu¬ 
lation  of  2,000  animals.  The  Malta  District  Office  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  has  stated  that  the  average  size  of  the  herd  amounted  to  1,954 
faS  antelope  during  the  1961-1971  period  in  the  3,000  sq.  mile-area  which 

stretches  from  Glasgow  to  Harlem.  This  region  includes  the  Frenchman  Creek 
and  Rock  Creek  drainages  which,  during  normal  winters,  may  be  utilized  by 
1,000  to  1,500  animals.  In  this  more  restricted  area,  average  density 
may  then  approach  1-2  antelope  per  square  mile  at  that  time  of  the  year. 
Anywhere  else  along  the  route,  densities  will  be  considerably  lower  and 
the  chance  of  interaction  between  the  project  and  antelope  is  low. 

Page  V-667,  Line  25  to  Page  V-668,  Line  1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Snowshoe  hares  occur  along  the  Missouri  River  bottoms  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  pipeline.  Populations  are  small  and  its  basic  requirement  Is  woods 
and  brush." 

NB  Conment: 

Populations  are  small  because  the  pipeline  route  does  not  pass  through 
the  normal  range  of  the  snowshoe  hare. 
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2. 1.3. 7. C  Unique,  Sensitive  and/or  Threatened  Populations  (Page  V-686  to  V-690) 
Page  V-686,  Lines  2  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Statement  concerns  unique,  sensitive  and/or  threatened  populations 
of  wildlife. 

NB  Comment:  j 

Endangered  and  rare  species  have  been  described  in  NB-EIA  Vol.  3, 

Sections  2.2.4-B.9,  2.2.5-B.6  and  2.2.6-B.8.  Essentially,  the  same  species 
are  under  consideration.  The  DEIS  adds  species  which  are  considered  rare 
in  Ohio.  The  reason  for  their  exclusion  in  the  NB-EIA  is  given  in  Vol.  3, 

Page  2.2.6-40:  "The  State  of  Ohio  is  preparing  a  list  of  rare  and  endangered 
species." 

The  DEIS  draws  attention  to  a  unique  community  on  Pecumsaugan  Creek  in 
Illinois,  which  includes  white  pine,  arbor  vitae,  a  rare  grass  (Muhlenbergia 
cuspidata)  and  timber  rattle  snakes.  The  grass,  which  is  rare  in  Illinois, 
occurs  from  Montana,  south  to  Kansas. 

Page  V-686,  Lines  8  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  endangered  Indiana  bat  also  ranged  widely  across  the  country 
traversed  by  the  route.  In  Illinois,  critical  hibernation  habitat  for  this 
species  is  located  in  an  abandoned  mine  within  1,000  feet  of  the  route." 

NB  Conment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Vol.  2.  Page  2.2.5-31,  and  Vol.  4,  Page  3.1.2-44  refer 
to  the  Indiana  bat  as  an  endangered  species  which  will  not  be  affected 
by  the  project  since  construction  does  not  lead  to  the  destruction  of  caves. 

The  limestone  caverns  (abandoned  mine)  are  at  least  2,000  feet  away  from  the 
proposed  route  and  disturbances  due  to  blasting,  if  necessary,  can  be  miti¬ 
gated  by  controlling  the  blasting  charges. 

Page  V-687,  Lines  2  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Trautman's  catfish,  Noturus  trautmani,  however,  occurs  only  in  Big 
Darby  Creek,  a  tributary  of  the  Scioto  River  in  Ohio  which  is  crossed. 
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2. 1.3.7.  C  (Cont.) 

This  species  Is  now  under  consideration  for  endangered  species  status  along 
with  four  mollusks  also  indigenous  to  Big  Darby  Creek.  Obviously,  the 
particular  environment  of  Big  Darby  Creek  is  a  critical  factor  in  the  per¬ 
petuation  of  this  group  of  unusual  species." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  statement  is  true;  however,  the  proposed  route  does  not  cross 
Big  Darby  Creek. 

Page  V-688,  Lines  12  to  26,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  identification  of  endangered  aquatic  invertebrates  is  still  in 
an  early  exploratory  stage.  There  are  none  on  the  Federal  endangered 
species  list.  The  tuberculed-blossom  pearly  mussel  of  the  Ohio  River, 
the  Higgens  Eye  pearly  mussel  of  the  Mississippi  River  and  the  pink  mucket 
pearly  mussel  of  the  Muskingum  River  have  been  proposed  as  endangered  and 
were  listed  In  the  Federal  Register  Vol.  39;  No.  202;  October  17,  1974. 

The  proposed  route  makes  river  crossings  within  the  potential  range  of 
these  species.  The  Mississippi,  the  Illinois,  the  Wabash  and  the  Ohio 
were  among  the  rivers  that  once  supported  extensive  mussel  fisheries  but 
pollution,  dredging  and  other  factors  have  almost  eliminated  these  endeavors. 
The  State  of  Ohio  now  lists  16  mussel  species  as  being  endangered.  Improve¬ 
ment  of  water  quality  and  protection  of  remaining  mussel  beds  from  undue 
disruption  are  important  elements  in  maintaining  and  restoring  mussel 
populations.  The  existence  of  significant  mussel  populations  at  crossing 
sites  could  only  be  determined  by  actual  field  sampling." 

NB  Comment: 

The  presence  of  these  mussel  populations  in  the  vicinity  of  crossing 
sites  is  improbable.  Organic  and  inorganic  pollution,  dredging  activities, 
and  prior  streamside  and  instream  constructions  have  already  markedly  altered 
fa<j  the  existing  environment  at  these  crossing  sites. 
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2. 1.3. 11. B. 2  Current  Land  Use-Industrial 


Page  V-805,  Lines  13  to  16.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  does,  however,  pass  through  about  16,000  feet  of  an  area  proposed 
as  a  future  industrial  park  along  the  east  bank  of  the  Mississippi  River 
in  Rock  Island  County,  Illinois." 

NB  Comment: 

Measurement  of  this  area,  as  shown  in  the  NB-EIA  Volume  7  shows  this 
area  to  be  approximately  15,000  feet. 

Page  V-805,  Lines  16  and  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  will  touch  the  southern  edge  of  the  Quad-Cities  nuclear  power 
station  located  in  this  proposed  industrial  park.” 


NB  Coment: 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  2,  Section  2.1.1-F-8,  Page  2.1.1-208, 
Lines  31  and  32,  "The  Route  passes  1,000  feet  south  of  the  property  line 
of  the  nuclear  plant  through  a  small  portion  of  wooded  flood  plain." 


7/ 


Page  V-805,  Lines  18  to  24.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  pipeline  would  also  lie  adjacent  to  the  proposed  Commonwealth 
Edison  Nuclear  power  site  in  LaSalle  County,  Illinois.  Several  areas  pro¬ 
posed  as  industrial  on  county  planning  maps  are  crossed  or  touched  by  the 
pipeline.  These  include  an  area  in  LaSalle  County,  Illinois  between  La¬ 
Salle  and  Utica  and  one  in  Wabash  County,  Illinois  near  Wabash.  There 
may  be  other  potential  industrial  lands  crossed  by  the  pipeline  that  are 
not  identified  on  available  county  planning  maps." 


NB  Coment: 

The  conmunity  Utica  should  be  North  Utica  as  shown  on  NB-EIA  aerial 
photos,  and  as  stated  in  other  NB-EIA  discussions. 

Wabash  County  is  not  in  Illinois.  Aerial  photos,  etc.  show  it  in 
Indiana.  The  proposed  industrial  land  use  area  is  in  Wabash  County, 
Indiana  near  Wabash. 
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2. 1. 3.11. B. 4  (Cont.) 

that  their  growth  will  not  affect  the  proposed  pipeline.  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  I 
Section  3.1.3). 


2. 1.3. 11.  B. 4  Current  Land  Use-Residential  (Page  V-807) 

Page  V-807,  Lines  2  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Statements  relate  the  existing  and  future  residential  land  use  pat¬ 
terns  along  the  proposed  pipeline  route.  Areas  specifically  identified 
were  West  Bedford,  Coshocton  County,  Ohio,  and  a  residential  area  along  the 
Ohio  River  in  Brook  County,  West  Virginia  through  which  the  route  will 
pass.  Houston,  McGovern,  and  Wickeman  Manor,  Victory  Hills  along  the 
Monongehela  River,  and  Baines  Hills,  Mount  Vernon,  Jeanette  and  Penn,  all 
in  Pennsylvania  are  also  mentioned.  These  areas  were  identified  as  areas 
with  the  potential  of  residential  expansion,  located  near  the  route. 

NB  Cement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  ignored  statements  relevant  to  the  selection  and  routing 
of  the  proposed  pipeline.  The  location  of  the  proposed  route  through  these 
counties  was  based  on  an  evaluation  of  existing  and  future  land  use  trends, 
and  the  overall  route  is  compatible  with  existing,  anticipated  and  proposed 
land  use  features. 

As  an  example,  future  land  use  map  presented  in  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  6, 
shows  that  no  future  residential  land  use  is  planned  for  the  Town  of  West 
Bedford,  Coshocton  County,  Ohio  or  along  the  Ohio  River  in  Brook  County, 
West  Virginia  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  pipeline. 

In  relationship  to  the  residential  development  of  the  area  between 
Houston  and  McGovern,  the  following  statement  appeared  in  the  NB-EIA 
Section  3.1.3:  "It  would  appear  that  the  Route  could  interfere  with  urban 
development  if  these  two  towns  grew  toward  each  other  across  the  1/3  mile 
strip  which  now  separates  them.  However  over  the  past  10  years,  most  new 
development  has  occurred  in  valleys  northwest  of  McGovern  and  west  of 
Houston.  It  is  unlikely  that  the  towns  will  merge  because  the  terrain  be¬ 
tween  them  is  hilly  and  forested."  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Section  3.1.3,  page  5, 
3.1.3-335). 

In  interviews  with  planners  from  the  Pittsburgh  Regional  Planning 
Association,  it  was  learned  that  the  small  communities  along  the  rivers 
were  originally  mining  communities  and  are  currently  losing  industry  and 
population  growth.  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Voline  5,  Section  3.1.3,  page  3.1.3-338). 

The  relationship  of  proposed  projects  route  and  existing  and  future 
residential  development  of  corrunities  such  as  Baines  Hill,  Mount  Vernon, 
Jeanette  and  Penn,  Pennsylvania  were  also  evaluated,  and  it  was  concluded 
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2. 1.3. 11.  B. 5  Current  Land  Use 

Page  V-807,  Lines  20  to  26,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  statements  relate  to  the  possibility  of  future  surface 
subsidence  at  a  proposed  quarry  area  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Illinois 
River,  LaSalle  County,  Illinois  and  its  potential  hazard  to  the  proposed 
pipeline. 

NB  Coment: 

Subsidence  is  a  problem  associated  with  underground  mining  and  not 
with  a  quarry  site. 
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2. 1.3. 11. B. 7  Current  Land  Use-Federal  &  State  Reserves  (Paqes  V-812  to 

V^8TT) 

Page  V-813,  Lines  12  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  acting  as  a  service  organization, 
assists  in  the  management  of  the  931,223  acre  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reserva¬ 
tion  and  22,951  acres  of  Turtle  Mountain  Allotments  within  Montana." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation  has  an  area  of  964,864  acres,  not 
931,223,  and  the  Turtle  Mountain  Allotments  total  70,240  acres,  not 
22,951  acres;  also  the  Turtle  Mountain  Allotments  are  in  North  Dakota 
(ref.  Federal  and  State  Indian  Reservations  and  Indian  Trust  Areas;  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  1974).  It  should  be  noted  that  totals  of  such 
were  not  given  in  the  NB-EIA;  in  this  case,  outside  references  were  used. 

Page  V-813,  Lines  16  and  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  pipeline  route  traverses  the  Reservation  from  the  west  to  east 
boundary,  a  distance  of  nearly  88  miles." 

NB  Coament: 

The  distance  the  pipeline  crosses  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation, 
as  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  is  84,  not  88  miles.  This  correction  should  be 
made  in  the  DOI-DEIS. 


Page  V-814,  Figure  2.1.3.11-4,  Page  V-816,  Figure  2.1,3.11-5,  and  Page 

V-817,  Figure  2.U3.11-6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

NB  Comment: 


The  tables  on  public  lands  within  the  Study  Area,  Figures  2.1.3.11-4  - 
Page  V-814,  2.1.3.11-5  -  Page  V-816,  and  2.1.3.11-6  -  Page  V-817  which 
relate  to  public  lands  within  the  western,  mid-state  and  eastern  portions 
of  the  Study  Area  respectively  are  inconsistent  with  those  presented  in 
the  NB-EIA,  Volume  2,  Section  2.1.1-E;  Tables  2.1. 1-1,  2. 1.1-8  and  2.1.1-16 
which  present  similar  data.  The  inconsistency  is  due  to  the  fact  that  the 
DOI-DEIS  figures  are  taken  from  references  dated  1972,  while  those  of  the 
NB-EIA  are  taken  from  references  dated  1971. 

However,  data  presented  in  the  DOI-DEIS  figures  are  also  inconsistent 
with  those  from  which  they  were  referenced.  In  general,  these  inconsistencies 
are  not  major  errors;  however  they  should  be  corrected  in  order  to  form  a 
true  assessment  of  the  pipeline  impact.  The  corrections  are  as  follows: 
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Municipal  and  County  Parks  and  Recreation  Areas 

Minnesota  -  the  33  under  acres  should  be  39 

State  Parks  and  Recreation  Areas 

Montana  -  the  29  under  acres  should  be  20 

North  Dakota  -  the  160  under  No.  should  be  166 

National  Forest  System  Lands 

North  Dakota  -  the  1,106  under  acres  should  be  1,105 
South  Dakota  -  the  1,985  under  acres  should  be  1 ,986 
Minnesota  -  the  360  under  acres  should  be  0.360 
Illinois  -  the  251  under  acres  should  be  248 
Indiana  -  the  173  under  acres  should  be  168 
Ohio  -  the  160  under  acres  should  be  154 
West  Virginia  -  the  954  under  acres  should  be  950 
Pennsylvania  -  the  499  under  acres  should  be  496 

Indiana  Reservations 

Montana  -  the  5,256  under  acres  should  be  5,233 
South  Dakota  -  the  4,979  under  acres  should  be  4,975 
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2. 1.3. 11. E  Land  Use  Planning 

Page  V-829.  Line  1  to  V-834.  Line  3.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  statements  reflect  the  level  of  information  gathered 
regarding  land  use  planning  in  the  Study  Area,  State  and  Counties  and 
throughout  the  proposed  projects  route.  Attention  is  drawn  to  reports 
that  may  affect  the  proposed  project. 

NB  Comment: 


The  general  theme  of  the  DOI-DEIS  indicates  that  only  a  minor  effort 
was  made  during  the  development  of  the  NB-EIA  to  gather  and  evaluate  per¬ 
tinent  reports,  data  and  other  information  that  may  affect  the  proposed 
project. 

In  the  DOI-DEIS,  reports  were  mentioned  regarding  land  use  regulation 
and  existing  and  future  land  use  plans,  as  well  as  economic  development 
plans  that  may  affect  the  proposed  Project,  all  of  which  were  not  men¬ 
tioned  in  the  NB-EIA.  The  following  statement,  taken  from  the  NB-EIA, 
was  apparently  overlooked  by  the  DOI : 

"Data  for  the  county.  Study  Area,  and  Route  analysis  were  gathered; 
information  was  obtained  through  the  study  of  county  highway  and  trans- 
poration  maps;  comprehensive  land  use  plans  were  utilized  wherever 
available  to  describe  and  evaluate  the  probable  future  development  of 
the  county.  Study  Area,  and  Route  and  implication  of  the  plan  upon  the 
project."  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  2,  Section  2.1.1-B,  Page  2. 1.1-4.) 

In  cases  where  data,  reports  and  other  information  were  not  available 
In  written  form,  studies  of  land  use  and  land  use  planning  were  conducted 
by  both  personal  interview  and  telephone  conversations.  Relevant  federal 
agencies  were  contacted  by  telephone;  regional  agencies  which  might  be 
involved  were  contacted  either  personally  or  by  telephone;  relevant 
agencies  of  all  10  states  to  be  crossed  by  the  pipeline  were  visited; 
planning  agencies  of  each  of  the  79  counties  In  the  Study  Area  were 
contacted  by  telephone.  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  2,  Section  2.0.2-B,  Page 
2.0-4.)  All  contacts  were  documented,  a  list  of  which  is  contained  in 
Section  10.  Therefore,  the  selection  of  the  proposed  route  in  the 
affected  counties  was  made  with  consideration  of  all  pertinent  existing 
and  future  proposed  land  use  and  is  compatible  with  existing,  anticipated, 
and  proposed  land  use  features. 


2.1.3.12  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  (Pages  V-838  to  V-859  and  V-863) 

2. 1.3. 12. A  Archaeology 


Page  V- 855,  Line  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Discussion  of  a  list  of  known  sites  "along  the  route." 

NB  Comment: 

This  statement  contradicts  the  heading  which  reads  "along  the  corridor." 
Additionally,  there  is  no  further  statement  as  to  how  this  data  was  obtained, 
although  it  appears  that  it  was  taken  from  the  individual  state  write-ups  in 
the  NB-EIA,  Sections  2.5. 1-C,  2.5.1-D,  2.5. 1-E,  2.5.2-C,  2.5.2-D,  2.5.2-E, 
2.5.3-C,  2. 5. 3-D,  2.5.3-E,  and  2.5. 3-F. 

Only  those  sites  which  were  described  in  the  NB-EIA  as  being  poten¬ 
tially  within  the  proposed  right-of-way  are  discussed  In  the  DOI-DEIS,  and 
only  the  site  names  and  locations  are  included.  As  a  result  there  is  noth¬ 
ing  within  this  section  of  the  DOI-DEIS  to  support  many  of  the  statements 
made  in  the  DOI-DEIS  impact  section  (3.1.3.12). 

Page  V- 856,  Line  1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"(a)  Montana  ...  no  Identified  sites." 

NB  Comment: 

As  it  stands  without  any  substantiating  or  qualifying  statements  this 
sentence  is  misleading.  NB  obtained  data  from  the  Individual  state  files 
for  all  known  sites  within  three  miles  of  the  Proposed  Route  in  1973.  In 
Montana,  there  were  no  known  sites  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
route. 

Page  V-857,  Lines  20  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

(f)  Illinois.  DOI-DEIS  states  that  five  Illinois  sites  "have  been 
located  in  the  path  of  the  pipeline." 

NB  Comment: 

From  existing  data,  it  is  Impossible  to  conclude  that  a  site  Is  speci¬ 
fically  within  the  right-of-way. 


Page  V-858,  Line  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"(h)  Ohio  ...  three  identified  sites." 
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2. 1.3. 12. A  (Contd.) 

NB  Comment: 

There  Is  no  further  clarification  of  the  relationship  between  these 
sites  and  the  proposed  route.  These  sites  were  discussed  In  the  NB-EIA 
Section  2. 5. 3-D,  Pages  2.5.3-19  to  2.5.3-20  and  are  In  close  proximity 
to  the  proposed  route. 


20 


Page  V-863,  Lines  7  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"While  these  four  sites  are  the  only  ones  known  that  lie  directly  in 
the  path  of  the  pipeline  evidence  of  the  archaeological  Importance  Is  seen 
In  that  115  recorded  sites  have  been  identified  In  the  general  study  area." 
NB  Comment: 

This  sentence  is  confusing  and  misleading.  From  the  existing  data. 

It  Is  impossible  to  conclude  that  a  site  "lies  directly  In  the  path  of  the 
pipeline."  "Evidence  of  the  archaeological  importance"  Is  an  Incomplete 
phrase.  Although  it  Is  true  that  there  are  a  large  number  of  recorded  sites 
in  this  region,  it  Is  also  true  that  the  proposed  route  potentially  affects 
very  few  of  them. 
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2.1.3.12  CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

2.1.3.12.6. 2  Specific  Sites  Along  the  Corridor 

Page  V-871 ,  Lines  6  and  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Following  is  a  state-by-state  presentation  of  known  sites.  If  any, 
as  well  as  likely  site  locations  that  He  along  the  route." 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  contradicts  the  heading  which  reads  "along  the 
corridor." 

Page  V-871,  Line  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"(a)  Montana  --  no  identified  sites." 

NB  Corrment: 

This  statement  is  misleading.  Northern  Border  obtained  data  from 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  its  supplements  and  from  the 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office  in  each  state  for  an  area  extending 
three  miles  on  either  side  of  the  route. 

Page  V- 872,  Line  17  through  V-873,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Ill inois-Michigan  Canal.  The  pipeline  crosses  the  canal  be¬ 
tween  LaSalle  and  Utica  on  the  north  side  of  the  Illinois  River  in 
LaSalle.  The  canal  in  this  area  is  now  part  of  the  Illinois  State  Park 
system  and  is  eligible  for  inclusion  into  the  National  Register  of  Histor¬ 
ic  Places  as  part  of  the  Illinois-Michigan  Canal  National  Historic  Land¬ 
mark.  The  exact  boundaries  of  this  canal  are  not  yet  established  and  re¬ 
maining  segments  of  the  canal  are  considered  eligible  for  landmark  status. 
While  the  area  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Illinois  River  pipeline  crossing 
has  many  sites  of  historical  interest,  only  this  one  appears  to  be  direct¬ 
ly  threatened  by  the  pipeline." 

NB  Comment: 

This  section  of  the  canal  may  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  Nat¬ 
ional  Register  however,  the  DEIS  does  not  substantiate  the  fact. 

In  preparing  the  NB-EIA,  the  Illinois  Historic  Site  Survey  was  con¬ 
tacted  and  the  proposed  crossing  location  reviewed  with  them.  Since  the 
proposed  crossing  point  did  not  intersect  a  lock,  it  was  considered  an 
acceptable  location.  The  Illinois-Michigan  Canal  is  not  "directly 
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2. 1.3. 12. B. 2  (Cont.) 

threatened"  by  the  proposed  pipeline  crossing. 


The  crossing  of  the  canal  was  discussed  at  length  In  the  response 
to  Question  No.  (14)  of  the  FPC/D0I  Questions  dated  November  22,  1974.  The 
crossing  can  be  constructed  with  minimum  Impact.  The  canal,  levee  and 
adjacent  terrain  would  be  restored  to  the  original  topography  and  struc¬ 
tural  integrity. 


Page  V-873,  Line  17  through  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement 

"Pennsylvania  -  no  identified  sites.  While  no  known  historic  site 
will  be  crossed  by  the  pipeline,  it  is  evident  that  because  the  study 
area  is  so  rich  in  history  that  unknown  sites  are  likely  to  be  discovered. 
Only  the  North  Buena  Vista  site  less  than  1/2  mile  south  of  the  route  near 
the  Youghlogheny  River  appears  to  be  in  the  vicinity  of  the  pipeline.  ” 

NB  Conroent: 

Northern  Border  has  obtained  data  from  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  and  its  supplements  and  from  the  State  Historic  Preser¬ 
vation  Office  In  each  state  for  an  area  extending  three  miles  on  either 
side  of  the  route.  During  the  alignment  survey,  historic  sites  will  be 
routed  around. 


2.1.3.13  RECREATIONAL  AND  AESTHETIC  RESOURCES  (Pages  V-876  to  V-889) 

2. 1.3. 13. A  Recreational  Facilities,  Areas  and  Resources 
(Pages  V-876  to  V-886) 

Page  V-882,  Lines  24  to  26,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Referring  to  residential  areas  around  Lake  Shafer  the  following  state¬ 
ment  is  made.  "The  Route  will  pass  north  of  the  designated  recreational 
areas  but  through  residential  areas  that  exist  around  the  lake." 

NB  Comment: 

"Lake  Shafer  is  located  in  White  County,  Indiana.  Land  use  within  the 
Route  is  approximately  89%  agricultural  or  undeveloped  land,  9%  woodlands, 
and  2%  roads  and  waterways."  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  2,  Section  2.1.1-F-9; 
page  2.1.1-248,  Lines  5  to  7.)  No  residential  areas  are  crossed  by  the 
proposed  pipeline. 

Page  V-886,  Lines  17  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  reference  to  an  exhibit  farm,  a  main  tourist  attraction  located  in 
the  Round  Hill  Regional  Park,  the  following  statement  appears.  The 
farm  is  located  ...  In  rolling  countryside  that  Is  more  than  half 
wooded.  The  farm  is  located  at  the  southern  end  of  the  park  and  appears 
to  be  in  the  path  of  the  pipeline." 

NB  Comment: 

In  reference  to  the  Round  Hill  Regional  Park,  the  following  statement 
appears  In  the  NB-EIA.  The  impact  associated  with  the  crossing  of  the  park 
is  minimal  because  the  entire  distance  traversed  will  adjoin  an  existing 
utility  right-of-way.  The  overall  Impact  upon  the  park  is  further  reduced 
because  the  area  crossed  is  non-wooded  open  space  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4, 
Section  3.1.1,  Page  3.1.1-49,  Lines  11  to  21.) 

The  pipeline  will  not  cross  the  existing  farm  as  indicated  in  the 
DOI-DEIS. 


2-32 


2-33 


487 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  II  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


2.1.3.14  AMBIENT  AIR  QUALITY  (Pages  V-890  to  V-900) 
2. 1.3. 14- A  Increased  Air  Pollutants 


Page  V- 896,  Lines  13  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Mixing  heights  are  more  shallow  In  the  western  portion  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  route  mainly  because  of  lower  temperatures.  This  situation  does 
not  lead  to  pollution  Incidents,  because  (in  addition  to  fewer  pollutants) 
it  is  offset  by  open  wind  paths,  higher  wind  speeds  and  greater  daytime 
mixing  depths." 


NB  Comment: 


The  DEIS  is  making  a  comparison  between  eastern  and  western  portions  of 
the  proposed  route  but  incorrectly  identifies  the  respective  mixing  heights 
underlined.  In  reality,  as  shown  in  Figure  2. 4. 4-2,  Page  2.4.4-15  and  Fig¬ 
ure  2.4.4-16,  the  average  morning  mixing  heights  are  more  shallow  in  the 
west  with  correspondingly  higher  average  afternoon  mixing  heights  than  in 
the  eastern  portion  of  the  proposed  route.  The  terms  mixing  heights  and 
daytime  mixing  depths  cover  both  morning  and  afternoon  mixing  heights, 
leading  to  confusion  on  the  part  of  the  reader. 


Page  V- 897,  Figure  2.1.3.14-3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Figure  2.1.3.14-3  contains  some  erroneous  information. 


NB  Comment: 

The  Metropolitan  Quad  Cities  AQCR  contains  4,942  square  miles  as  In¬ 
dicated  in  the  NB-EIA  on  Pages  2.4.4-48  and  2.4.4-51.  This  AQCR  also  ex¬ 
periences  one  high  air  pollution  potential  day  as  given  in  the  NB-EIA  on 
Pages  2.4.4-50  and  2.4.4-54.  The  Steubenvllle-Weirton-Wheellng  AQCR  has 
an  area  of  2,516  square  miles  as  shown  on  Pages  2.4.4-76  and  2.4.4-79  In 
the  NB-EIA. 

Compressor  stations  have  been  relocated  and  reduced  in  number  to  12 
as  described  in  the  amendment  to  Northern  Border's  application  in  Docket 
No.  CP74-290  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission  in  September,  1975. 
The  proposed  compressor  stations  are  located  as  shown  below: 
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2.1.3.14.  A  (Cont.) 

"but  some  of  the  largest  industrial  complexes  (e.g.,  the  sourthern  shore 
of  Lake  Michigan)  are  evidently  caused  by  local  climatic  conditions." 


NB  Comment: 

Figure  2.1.3.14-1  contains  a  summary  of  the  monitored  air  quality 
data  along  the  proposed  route  as  taken  from  the  NB  Atmospheric  Environ¬ 
ment  Study.  On  page  1  of  the  study,  it  was  stated  that  the  data  were 
chosen  from  the  reporting  stations  nearest  to  the  compressor  station 
sites.  If  more  than  one  reporting  station  was  available,  the  data  from 
the  station  which  corresponded  to  the  general  population  density  cate¬ 
gory  of  the  site  were  selected.  For  these  reasons,  no  data  were  pre¬ 
sented  that  show  the  levels  of  air  pollutants  that  result  from  emissions 
in  the  industrial  complex  at  the  southern  shore  of  Lake  Michigan.  No 
conclusion  can  be  reached  about  air  pollution  caused  by  the  industrial 
complex  at  the  southern  shore  of  Lake  Michigan  from  the  data  presented 
in  Figure  2.1.3.14-1.  The  importance  of  this  industrial  complex  in  re¬ 
lation  to  the  proposed  route  is  small  since  the  complex  is  over  40  miles 
from  the  proposed  route  and  the  land  use  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
route  is  agricultural,  as  indicated  in  NB-EIA  on  Pages  2. 4. 4-5,  2. 4. 4-6, 
and  2.4.4-58. 


Page  V-898,  Lines  9  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


The  DEIS  states  that  the  correlation  between  emission  density  ranking  and 
population  density  is  approximately  EDR  =  where  ERD  =  emission 

density  ranking  and  PD  =  population  density,  persons  per  square  mile. 

NB  Comment: 


Population  density  does  not  correlate  well  with  all  the  pollutants 
that  make  up  the  emission  density  ranking  as  mentioned  in  Page  2. 4. 4-8  of 
the  NB-EIA.  Therefore,  the  actual  emission  density  rankings  vary  greatly 
from  rankings  determined  from  the  DEIS  formula.  The  relationship  be¬ 
tween  emission  density  ranking  and  population  density  is  not  accurately 
portrayed  by  this  equation.  The  only  result  of  the  inclusion  of  this 
equation  Is  confusion  and  it  should  be  removed  from  the  DOI-DEIS  due  to 
its  Inaccuracy  and  for  the  sake  of  clarity. 
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Air  Quality  Control  Region  Compressor  Stations 

Name  and  Number 


Miles  City 

143 

CS  2 

North  Dakota 

172 

CS  4,6 

South  Dakota 

206 

CS  8,10 

Southwest  Minnesota 

133 

CS  12 

Southeast  Ml nnesota-Lacrosse 
(Minnesota  portion  only) 

128 

- 

North  Central  Iowa 

089 

CS  14 

Northeast  Iowa 

088 

CS  16 

Southeast  Iowa 

091 

- 

Metropolitan  Quad  Cities 

069 

CS  18 

North  Central  Illinois 

071 

- 

Metropolitan  Quad  Cities 

067 

CS  20 

East  Central  Illinois 

066 

- 

Wabash  Valley 

084 

CS  22 

Northeast  Indiana 

081 

. 

Northwest  Ohio 

177 

CS  24 

No  compressor  stations  are  located  in  the  remaining  five  AQCRs 

Page  V-898,  Lines  2  to  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  referring  to  the  general  decline  in  air  quality  from  west  to  east 
along  the  proposed  route,  the  DEIS  states  that  "This  pattern  correlates 
roughly  with  the  degree  of  industrilization  to  the  regions  concerned  and 
is  roughly  inversely  proportional  to  the  severity  of  the  climate  along  the 
route."  ; 

NB  Comment: 

The  second  part  of  the  quoted  sentence  is  unclear  as  It  is  written. 

It  Is  therefore  necessary  to  try  to  interpret  the  intent  of  the  statement. 

The  following  interpretation  is  suggested  for  clarity:  This  pattern  cor¬ 
relates  roughly  with  the  degree  of  industrialization  of  the  regions  con¬ 
cerned  and  with  the  ability  of  the  atmosphere  to  disperse  pollutants.  NB- 
EIA  Pages  2.4.4-13  through  2.4.4-19  were  devoted  to  this  subject. 

Page  V-898,  Lines  6  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  asserts  that  the  zones  of  most  intense  air  pollution  correspond 
to  areas  of  highly  developed  industrialization  (as  shown  in  Figure  2.1.3.14-1), 
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Page  V-898,  Lines  20  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

These  areas  are  in  the  general  region  of  the  proposed  route,  but 
their  air  quality  is  not  indicative  of  the  high  level  of  air  quality 
found  in  the  vicinity  of  the  route. 

NB  Comment: 

The  severely  polluted  areas  associated  with  Chicago  and  Columbus  are 
actually  sufficiently  removed  from  the  proposed  route  so  that  emissions  from 
these  areas  have  a  negligible  effect  on  the  air  quality  along  the  proposed 
route.  This  statement  is  misleading  with  respect  to  Chicago  and  Columbus 
and  should  be  rewritten  provide  what  is  an  acceptable  statement. 

Page  V-89B,  Lines  22  to  23  and  V-899.  Line  1.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  route  crosses  several  rivers  where  high  population  den¬ 
sity  and  conditions  favorable  to  strong  inversions  combine  with  already 
high  pollution  levels  to  create  a  sensitive  air  pollution  situation." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  names  the  Mississippi,  Muskingum,  Ohio,  Monongahela,  and 
Youghiogheny  Rivers  and  also  presents  unidentified  measures  for  each.  None 
of  the  areas  iranediately  adjacent  to  the  five  river  crossings  is  presently 
classified  as  urban  (see  NB-EIA,  Volume  7,  Figures  A-62,  92,  96,  98,  and 
99).  The  nighttime  valley  phenomena  that  can  lead  to  strong  inversions 
were  addressed  in  the  response  to  the  statement  on  Page  V-896  of  the 
DEIS.  High  pollution  levels  currently  exist  only  at  the  Ohio,  Mononga¬ 
hela,  and  Youghiogheny  River  crossings.  The  generalities  made  by  the  DEIS 
in  applying  these  characteristics  to  each  of  the  river  crossings  is  there¬ 
fore  not  necessarily  true.  For  emission  sources  operating  during  the  day¬ 
time  hours,  near  the  valley  floor,  the  potential  for  a  sensitive  air  pol¬ 
lution  situation  is  caused  mainly  by  the  channelization  of  winds  and  re¬ 
strictions  to  horizontal  dispersion  of  pollutants.  This  is  generally 
addressed  in  the  NB-EIA  on  Page  2.4.4-13.  The  distances  given  by  the  DEIS 
correspond  to  the  total  length  of  pipe  needed  at  each  river  crossing  and 
not  the  length  of  the  river  crossing  itself.  This  should  be  clearly  in¬ 
dicated  in  the  DEIS. 
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2. 1.3. 14. B  Sources  of  Pollution 
Page  V-899,  Lines  25  to  27,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  measurements  reported  by  counties  in  AQCR  071  along  the  route 
(Figure  2.1.3.14-4)  are  generally  lower  than  for  AQCR's  farther  east." 

In  Figure  2.1.3.14-4,  Page  V-900,  information  on  dominant  pollution 
sources  and  emission  density  ranking  are  given. 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  statement  refers  to  the  ambient  pollutant  concentration 
given  In  Figure  2.1.3.14-1  instead  of  the  data  given  in  Figure  2.1.3.14-4. 

The  DEIS  must  have  meant  to  say  that  the  ambient  pollutant  concentrations 
reported  by  counties  nearest  the  proposed  route  in  AQCR  067  (Figure 
2.1.3.14-1)  are  generally  lower  than  for  AQCR's  farther  east.  The  DEIS 
incorrectly  refers  to  the  Metropolitan  Chicago  AQCR  as  AQCR  071.  The 
following  are  corrections  to  errors  that  were  found  in  Figure  2.1.3.14- 
4  (see  NB-EIA  state  subsections):  Vis 

Miles  City  AQCR  -  one  power  plant  under  "dominant  pollution  sources" 

North  Dakota  AQCR  -  overall  emission  density  ranking  of  90 
South  Dakota  AQCR  -  overall  emission  density  ranking  of  96 
Southeast  Minnesota  AQCR  -  (Minnesota  portion  of  AQCR  only,  not 
intrastate) 

Mansfleld-Marlon  AQCR  -  there  are  no  fossil  fuel  power  plants  lo¬ 
cated  in  this  AQCR  or  taken  into  account 
in  the  emission  density  ranking.  However 
there  are  four  fossil  fuel  power  plants  in 
nearby  AQCR's  that  affect  air  quality  in  the 
portion  of  the  Mansfield-Marion  AQCR 
traversed  by  the  proposed  route. 

Wabash  Valley  AQCR  -  there  are  four  fossil  fuel  power  plants  lo¬ 
cated  in  this  AQCR  that  were  taken  into  ac¬ 
count  In  the  determination  of  the  emission 
density  ranking.  These  power  plants  are  all 
over  80  miles  from  the  proposed  route  and 
therefore  do  not  affect  the  air  quality  along 
the  proposed  route  (see  NB-EIA,  Page  2.4.4-63). 
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2.1.3.15  (Cont.) 


of  the  site  relative  to  meeting  specified  criteria  for  operation.  In 
addition,  the  24-hour  energy-equivalent  sound  levels,  Leq,  and  the  day- 
night  sound  levels,  L^,  listed  by  the  DEIS  are  questionable  since  they 
functions  of  the  complete  histograms  of  ambient  sound  which  were  not 
provided  in  the  NB-EIA.  Furthermore,  since  l_eq(24)  and  Ldn  are  diurnal 
averages  rather  than  instantaneous  values,  they  are  not  useful  as  a 
baseline  to  assess  noise  impact  which  depends  on  the  amount  by  which 
intrusive  noise  exceeds  ambient  sound  at  any  given  instant. 


are 


% 


Page  V- 908,  Lines  12  to  14  and  Figure  2.1.3.15-3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  worst  case  condition  for  attenuation  is  assumed  to  be  no  wind, 
with  propagation  over  grass  covered  level  fields  for  frequencies  near 
100  Hz.  For  this  case  the  attenuation,  starting  at  100  feet,  is  expected 
to  be: 


Figure  2.1.3.15-3  Atmospheric  Attenuation 
Distance,  Feet  100  200  400  800  1  ,000  2,000  4,000  8,000  10,000 

Attenuation,  db  0  6  13  19  23  32  44  62  70" 


NB  Conment: 


Although  the  general  discussion  concerning  sound  propagation  Is 
correct,  the  values  of  attenuation  with  distance  shown  in  Figure  2.1.3.15-3 
are  questionable  under  the  stated  conditions  of  no  wind,  with  propagation 
over  grass  covered  level  fields  for  frequencies  near  100  Hz.  It  can  be 
shown  by  the  equations  of  Kurze  and  Beranek  (ref.  1),  on  which  the  NB-EIA 
noise  analysis  was  based,  that  those  values  of  attenuation  with  distance 
would  not  correspond  to  frequencies  near  100  Hz,  as  stated,  but  to  fre¬ 
quencies  over  a  range  from  2600  Hz  to  1100  Hz  at  relative  humidities  of 
50  percent  and  10  percent,  respectively. 


Page  V-909,  Lines  11  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  above  attitudinal  effect  Is  superimposed  upon  the  known  effects 
of  noise  on  people  as  given  In  a  recent  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  document." 


1.  Kurze,  U.  and  Beranek,  L.L.,  "Sound  Propagation  Outdoors"  (p.  170),  in 
Noise  &  Vibration  Control,  ed.  L.L.  Beranek,  McGraw-Hill  (1971). 
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2.1.3.15  ENVIRONMENTAL  NOISE  (Pages  V-902  to  V-915) 

Page  V-906,  Lines  10  to  20.  Page  V-907.  Lines  1  t.n  5.  and  Figure  2.1.3.15-2 
DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"To  adequately  assess  environmental  noise  impact,  then,  the  sound 
level  in  db(A)  should  be  incorporated  into  the  L1Q,  L9()  and  Leq  values 
and  then  one  must  determine  the  number  of  people  affected.  Since  there 
are  two  phases  of  this  project,  ambient  sound  levels  are  needed  at: 

(1)  each  compressor  station  site  and  (2)  representative  locations  along 
the  right-of-way.  The  applicant  has  furnished  four  ambient  sound  measure¬ 
ments  from  which  the  existing  noise  environment  must  be  determined.  Two 
were  taken  at  the  sites  of  compressor  stations  10  and  18  in  North  Dakota 
and  Minnesota,  respectively.  Two  others  were  obtained  at  unspecified 
locations  near  Erie,  Illinois,  and  in  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania. 

Figure  2.1.3.15-2  summarizes  these  measurements. 

Figure  2.1.3.15-2  Ambient  Sound  Levels 


Oav 

Night 

Approx. 

ADDrox.  EPA  Goal 

L10  1 

•90 

L10 

L90 

Leq<2<> 

Ldn 

Ldn 

Morton  County,  N.D. 

33 

28 

30 

28 

32 

37 

55 

Murray  County,  Minn. 

34 

26 

30 

21 

33 

37 

55 

Near  Erie,  Illinois 

39 

28 

42 

28 

37 

39 

55 

Allegheny  County,  Pa. 

56 

45 

56 

42 

56 

61 

55 

Although  not  yet  mentioned. 

the 

EPA's 

long  term  goal 

for  environmental 

noise  levels  is  given 

for  comparison. 

We 

can  see  that  the  average  sound 

levels  at  three  of  the  four 

locations 

are 

very  low, 

representing 

an  exceed- 

ingly  quiet  environment,  while  the  Pennsylvania  location  represents  that 
found  in  many  urbanized  communities." 

NB  Comment: 

The  ambient  sound  levels  measured  by  Northern  Border  at  four  different 
locations  along  the  right-of-way  are  representative  of  the  four  types  of 
areas  traversed  by  the  proposed  pipeline.  Measurements  at  each  proposed 
compressor  station  are  unnecessary  until  the  project  receives  FPC  certifi¬ 
cation  and  the  land  acquisition  is  begun.  Ambient  sound  measurements 
would  then  be  made  at  each  site  and  used  to  determine  the  acceptability 
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NB  Comment: 

No  specific  reference  is  included  anywhere  In  the  DOI-DEIS  to 
indicate  which  of  the  many  noise-related  EPA  documents  is  being 
referenced. 

Page  V-911,  Lines  5  to  9.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"HUD  Circular  1390.2.  This  circular  develops  exterior  noise  stand¬ 
ards  for  the  funding  of  new  and  rehabilitated  housing  in  urban  areas. 

The  two  relevant  criteria  are:  Acceptable--does  not  exceed  45  db(A) 
more  than  30  minutes  per  24  hours  and  Discretionary,  Normally  Acceptable-- 
does  not  exceed  65  db ( A )  more  than  8  hours  per  24  hours." 

NB  Comment: 

The  HUD  Circular  1390.2,  Noise  Assessment  Guidelines.  Is  based  on 
the  same  Bolt  Beranek  and  Newman  study  (ref.  2)  used  by  the  NB-EIA  to 
obtain  the  criterion  of  maximum  acceptable  operational  noise  Impact. 

The  document  applies  to  all  land  use  areas,  not  just  to  urban  areas  as  the 
DEIS  Implies. 


2.  Schultz,  T.J.,  HUD  Noise  Assessment  Guidelines  Technical  Background, 
December  1971,  Bolt  Beranek  and  Newman,  Inc.,  Report  2005R,  HUD  TE/NA 
172. 
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PART  III 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

The  DEIS  begins  its  section  discussing  environmental  Impacts  with 
an  incorrect  assumption  which  results  in  an  almost  complete  overstatement 
of  impact  throughout  the  entire  section.  It  states,  "that  the  exact  pipe¬ 
line  route  location,  detailed  engineering  design  specifications  and  spe¬ 
cific  construction  procedures  and  rehabilitation  techiques  are  determinants 
of  impact  that  are  not  fully  known  at  this  stage  of  project  planning," 

The  DEIS  further  states,  "impacts  are  specifically  identified  and  quanti¬ 
fied  where  available  information  permits." 

The  DEIS  completely  overlooks  the  thrust  of  the  NB-EIA  and  the  fact 
that  NB  has  filed  an  application  with  the  FPC  requesting  certification  of 
the  Proposed  Route  in  order  to  construct  the  pipeline  system  as  proposed. 

NB  employed  the  services  of  a  foremost  pipeline  engineering  and  design 
company  and  a  leading  environmental  consulting  firm  to  thoroughly  plan 
the  route.  The  results  of  these  independent  fi rms,  together  with  the  ex¬ 
pertise  of  each  of  the  member  companies  of  Northern  Border,  are  represented 
in  the  information  and  material  supplied  to  DOI  for  use  as  background  data 
for  its  environmental  assessment. 

The  Proposed  Route,  as  shown  in  the  many  volunes  of  the  NB-EIA,  both 
in  text,  maps  and  photographs  has  specifically  identified  the  alignment 
within  a  corridor  4-1/2  to  5  miles  wide.  Specific  areas  of  impact  are 
discussed  within  the  text  of  the  EIA  and  keyed  to  the  maps  in  Volumes  6 
and  7. 

Areas  of  environmental  impact  were  identified  during  the  preparation 
of  the  NB-EIA  by  the  environmental  consultant  and  mitigative  measures  were 
initiated  immediately  in  order  to  minimize  the  level  of  impact  or  to  mod¬ 
ify  the  alignment  so  as  to  bypass  the  area  of  concern.  The  NB-EIA  report 
goes  into  great  depth  to  point  out  the  level  of  detail  that  went  into  the 
planning  of  the  Proposed  Route. 

The  DEIS,  in  failing  to  recognize  the  depth  of  the  planning  and  the 
level  of  detail  supplied  in  the  NB-EIA,  has  not  accurately  identified 
areas  of  impact  and  the  result  is  a  gross  overestimate  of  the  impact  of 
the  proposed  NB  project. 

In  addition,  there  are  several  areas  where  the  facts  are  misinter¬ 
preted  and  the  impact,  as  defined  in  the  DEIS,  is  incorrect.  An  example 
of  this  type  of  error  is  found  in  the  discussion  of  soils.  Soil  association 
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construction.  The  net  effect  of  construction  activities  In  drain  tile 
areas  will,  therefore,  be  minor  and  short-term. 

The  DEIS  greatly  overestimates  the  Impacts  to  wetlands  In  the  prai- 
rle  pothole  region.  It  estimates  that  355  potholes  will  be  Intersected 
In  Montana  and  South  Dakota,  compared  to  about  100  described  by  the  NB- 
EIA.  The  DEIS  Is,  however,  correct  In  expecting  20  Intercepted  potholes 
In  North  Dakota.  The  DEIS  also  overestimates  the  mileages  of  pothole  coun¬ 
try  traversed  by  the  Route,  and  overstates  the  resulting  Impacts  by  fall¬ 
ing  to  recognize  Northern  Border's  Intention  to  abide  by  18  CFR  2.69.  The 
estimates  In  the  DEIS  are  unsubstantiated.  The  numbers  provided  In  the 
NB-EIA  reflect  a  thorough  study  of  recent  air  photo  coverage. 

The  DEIS  describes  the  impacts  on  wildlife  as  generally  quite  sig¬ 
nificant,  whereas  the  NB-EIA  concludes  that  Impacts  on  wildlife  are  gen¬ 
erally  insignificant.  The  reason  for  the  difference  is  that  the  DEIS 
assumes  that  all  habitat  is  stocked  to  capacity.  Thus  projected  losses 
in  animal  life  are  believed  to  be  directly  related  to  the  estimated  total 
loss  In  habitats.  The  habitat  affected  Intermittently  along  the  right- 
of-way  Is  only  a  very  small  part  of  the  total  habitat  which  supports  lo¬ 
cal  populations.  The  size  of  these  local  populations  is  determined  not 
only  by  the  habitat  locally  available,  but  by  other  ecological  and  man¬ 
agement  factors.  Construction  can  be  regarded  as  an  additional  factor 
which  will  render  parts  of  the  right-of-way  unsuitable  for  certain  ani¬ 
mal  species.  However,  the  overall  Impact  Is  generally  Insignificant  be¬ 
cause  of  the  short-term  direct  effect  of  construction  and  the  subsequent 
restoration  of  the  right-of-way. 

The  DEIS  equates  the  loss  of  waterfowl  and  other  wildlife  production 
in  wetlands  along  the  western  part  of  the  Route  to  the  degree  of  care 
taken  by  Northern  Border  and  the  possibility  of  failure  of  the  wetland 
restoration  plan.  This  negative  implication  is  not  consistent  with  North¬ 
ern  Border's  stated  Intention  to  abide  by  18  CFR  2.69  to  restore  wetlands 
and  include  this  requirement  in  the  construction  specifications.  Wetland 
restoration  will  not  present  a  problem  from  the  standpoint  of  drainage. 

The  pothole  region  is  underlain  by  thick.  Impermeable  till  through  which 
penetration  is  highly  unlikely. 

The  DEIS  provides  an  overview  of  the  impact  of  the  pipeline  on  the 
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maps,  a  technical  description  of  soil  series  and  soil  Interpretations, 
were  used  to  evaluate  and  quantify  the  effect  of  pipeline  construction 
on  soils.  The  DEIS  reports  the  extremes  of  each  range  of  described  soil 
characteristics  to  demonstrate  the  potential  impacts  on  the  soil  resource. 
The  extreme  ranges  of  the  soil  Interpretations  were  also  used  to  quantify 
soil  losses  and  soil  damage.  In  developing  amounts  of  soil  loss  and  the 
extent  of  areas  affected,  there  has  been  repeated  duplication  of  soil  se¬ 
ries  tabulations  resulting  in  overstatements  and  inflated  figures  for  un¬ 
favorable  impacts.  Soil  Conservation  Service  charts  and  formulas  which 
were  developed  to  demonstrate  soil  losses  from  wind  and  water  erosion  on 
pasture  and  cropland  areas  over  a  lengthy  period  of  time  were  used  to  de¬ 
velop  short-term  impacts  on  the  narrov  ribbon  of  land  across  the  ten  states 
through  which  the  pipeline  would- pass.  Huge  numbers,  reported  within  the 
DEIS,  when  broken  down  into  unit  areas,  were  often  found  to  be  small  and 
generally  Insignificant.  The  effect  of  pipeline  construction  on  grazing, 
cropland.  Irrigation  and  drainage  Is  overstated  and  no  credit  was  given 
to  the  management  ability  of  the  farmers  and  ranchers  affected. 

The  DEIS  identifies  areas  of  serious  geologic  hazards  such  as  slope 
stability,  faulting,  earthquakes,  landslides,  subsidence,  and  ground 
heaving.  It  overlooks  the  fact  that  these  areas  have  been  considered  and 
that  the  Proposed  Route  has  been  planned  to  avoid  these  problem  areas  and 
mitigative  measures  have  been  proposed  for  those  areas  where  topography 
may  be  a  problem.  It  Is  equally  important  for  Northern  Border  to  protect 
the  Integrity  of  the  pipeline  from  these  potential  disturbances  as  well  as 
the  surrounding  environment. 

The  DEIS  describes  in  great  detail  the  extent  and  significance  of 
drain  tile  systems  located  throughout  most  of  the  region  surrounding  the 
pipeline  corridor  from  North  Dakota  to  Pennsylvania,  and  details  the  im¬ 
pacts  resulting  from  construction.  The  report  overstates  the  extent  of 
construction  impacts  by  describing  regional  drainage  systems  without  re¬ 
gard  to  whether  or  not  their  elements  are  actually  intercepted.  The  re¬ 
port  also  fails  to  recognize  mitigation  measures,  both  in  the  procedures 
proposed  by  Northern  Border  and  in  the  extensive  experience  of  the  member 
companies  of  the  Northern  Border  Consortium,  in  the  construction  and 
operation  of  pipeline  through  areas  with  drain  tile.  The  impacts  will 
be  mitigated  by  maintaining  tile  flow  during  the  construction  period, 
and  by  the  replacement  of  all  tiles  broken  or  intersected  during 
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ecosystems  encountered  and  its  relationship  to  man.  It  is,  in  general, 
an  overstatement  of  impact,  and  neglects  to  consider  the  benefits  which 
will  result  for  man  from  the  proposed  project,  and  fails  to  place  the 
potential  impacts  and  benefits  in  their  proper  perspective.  Since  more 
than  90  percent  of  the  pipeline  route  is  located  on  agricultural  land, 
it  is  important  to  consider  the  impact  in  its  proper  relationship.  The 
alterations  of  the  ecosystems,  as  a  result  of  the  construction  and  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  pipeline  system,  are  no  different  from  those  presently  in¬ 
curred  when  a  farmer  increases  his  land  under  cultivation  resulting  in 
an  increased  level  of  productivity  in  terms  of  the  growth  of  crops.  There 
will  be  no  disruption  of  ecosystems  caused  by  the  construction  and  oper¬ 
ation  of  the  proposed  pipeline  project.  The  impact  is  minor  and  must  be 
reviewed  with  respect  to  the  significant  benefits  resulting  from  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  a  major  new  supply  of  natural  gas. 

The  DEIS  tends  to  overestimate  the  impact  upon  land  use  particularly 
in  the  areas  of  residential,  parks  and  recreation,  and  in  transportation. 
Northern  Border,  in  planning  the  Proposed  Route,  deliberately  avoided  res¬ 
idential  areas.  Regional  and  county  planners  were  contacted  and  their 
comments  and  concerns  were  incorporated  into  the  planning.  The  alignment 
of  the  Proposed  Route, relative  to  land  use,  is  illustrated  on  the  maps 
in  Volume  7  of  the  NB-EIA. 

The  DEIS  states  that  parks  will  have  to  consider  limitations  on  use 
of  the  right-of-way  in  future  planning;  that  parks  will  experience  severe 
impacts  during  construction:  and  that  three  rivers  may  lose  their  poten¬ 
tial  for  Inclusion  in  a  wild  or  scenic  rivery  system  because  of  long-range 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  These  statements  are  inaccurate. 

Prior  to  construction,  Northern  Border  will  consult  with  park  and 
recreation  area  management  to  obtain  the  necessary  permits  and  finalize 
the  routing  through  the  area.  Northern  Border  and  park  management  will 
develop  plans  to  provide  temporary  access  where  necessary  during  construc¬ 
tion  operations. 

The  impacts  on  parks  will  be  localized,  being  limited  in  spatial  ex¬ 
tent  and  time.  Pipeline  construction,  from  clearing  to  restoration,  will 
take  3  to  4  weeks  in  any  one  locality.  The  impact  will  be  limited  to  the 
right-of-way  and  its  immediate  environs  and  there  will  be  no  resulting 
significant  impact  on  the  utilization  of  the  park. 
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The  Proposed  Route  will  not  affect  any  river's  potential  for  Inclu¬ 
sion  In  a  state  or  federal  wild  and  scenic  river  system,  and  will  be  de¬ 
signed  In  accordance  with  18  CFR  2.69. 

The  DEIS,  under  land  use,  addresses  long-term,  adverse  impacts  on 
wildlife  resulting  from  the  clearing  of  the  right-of-way  and  the  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  right-of-way,  devoid  of  brush. 

The  NB-EIA  estimates  indicate  that  the  required  permanent  right-of-way 
through  woodland  amounts  to  about  400  acres.  Only  a  total  of  100  acres  of 
woodland  will  be  permanently  affected  in  the  distance  from  Montana  through 
Indiana.  The  other  300  acres  are  found  along  the  Route  from  Ohio  to 
Pennsylvania  where  woodlands  are  not  a  limiting  factor  and  where  routing 
through  woodlands  has  some  beneficial  effects  on  wildlife.  Nowhere  in 
the  NB-EIA  is  it  indicated  that  the  permanent  right-of-way  will  be  main¬ 
tained  devoid  of  brush.  In  fact,  the  NB-EIA  makes  clear  that  the  right- 
of-way  was  selectively  routed  through  open  areas  and  mostly  farmland  in 
order  to  maximize  on  the  high  degree  of  compatability  with  the  existent 
"open"  land  use  pattern.  As  a  result,  the  Route  affects  a  minimum  of 
natural  habitat  in  an  area  where  wildlife  is  a  secondary  land  use  option, 
where  it  will  have  a  minimal  effect  on  wildlife  populations,  and  where  no 
significant  effect  on  the  diversity  of  natural  comnunities  and  the  aesthetics 
of  a  basically  rural  area  will  obtain. 

The  impact  upon  cultural  resources  is  overstated.  Archaeological  and 
historic  sites  were  considered  in  planning  the  Proposed  Route.  Known  sites 
have  been  identified,  and  the  route  alignment  so  adjusted  to  avoid  these 
sites.  They  are  not  "threatened"  by  the  pipeline.  Modification  of  the 
alignment  will  be  made  during  the  engineering  survey  to  preclude  damaging 
a  significant  site.  A  management  plan  is  being  prepared  by  Northern  Border 
for  use  in  the  field  during  construction  in  the  event  that  a  potential  site 
is  uncovered. 

The  DEIS  presents  a  discussion  on  the  causes  and  consequences  of  a 
large  scale  failure  of  large  diameter,  high  pressure  pipeline.  Six  ex¬ 
amples  of  pipeline  accidents  reported  by  the  National  Transportation  Safety 
Board  are  discussed  in  the  DEIS  discussion.  Not  all  of  these  accidents  are 
pertinent  to  the  Northern  Border  pipeline  because  they  either  deal  with  a 
commodity  other  than  natural  gas,  or  they  deal  with  natural  gas  distribu¬ 
tion  lines  located  in  highly  populated  and  developed  areas.  The  majority 
of  failures  described  are,  in  fact,  of  non-OPS  (Office  of  Pipeline  Safety) 
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the  construction  operations  occurring  intermittently  over  a  period  of 
approximately  4  weeks.  There  will  be  a  noise  impact  on  the  surrounding 
area  which  is  primarily  rural,  but  this  impact  is  short  term  and  transitory. 
The  impact  within  an  area  is  for  the  duration  of  construction  within  the 
area  and  certainly  not  for  the  duration  of  construction  for  the  entire 
pipeline. 

The  DEIS  discusses  potential  effects  of  blasting  during  the  con¬ 
struction  phase  on  nearby  structures.  Northern  Border  has  considered 
blasting  effects  in  the  planning  of  the  alignment  and  does  not  antici¬ 
pate  any  impacts  on  nearby  structures.  Blasting  is  an  activity  that  is 
planned  and  performed  in  accordance  with  comprehensive  federal,  state 
and  local  codes  and  requirements  including  0SHA. 


jurisdictional  lines  and  have  little  relevance  to  gas  transmission  line 
fal lures. 

The  DEIS  also  presents  a  model  for  the  release  of  high  pressure  gas 
from  a  ruptured  pipeline, which  is  erroneous  in  that  it  predicts  the  layer¬ 
ing  of  super-cooled  gas  around  the  rupture.  Such  a  phenomenon  is  not  in 
agreement  with  sound  theoretical  calculations  nor  with  actual  occurrences 
of  such  gas  releases  as  reported  by  the  National  Trnasportatlon  Safety 
Board.  Both  theory  and  experience  indicate  the  rapid  mixing  and  dissi¬ 
pation  of  the  escaping  gas  which  remains  positively  buoyant. 

The  DEIS  generally  overestimates  the  adverse  impact  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  proposed  pipeline  at  the  river  crossings.  The  concentrations 
estimated  in  the  DEIS  are  roughly  four  times  too  high  because  the  fuel 
usage  and  emission  rates  were  overestimated  by  a  factor  of  four.  The 
10-minute  average  concentrations  estimated  in  the  DEIS  are  not  comparable 
to  the  air  quality  standards  or  other  health-effect  levels  cited  in  the 
DEIS  which  represent  longer  averaging  periods.  The  DEIS  made  such  com¬ 
parisons,  and  as  a  result,  erroneously  concluded  that  the  ambient  air 
quality  standards  and  cited  health-effect  levels  would  be  exceeded.  The 
health-effects  levels  of  nitrogen  oxides  compared  to  the  concentrations 
of  nitrogen  oxides  estimated  in  the  DEIS  for  the  river  crossings  are  not 
dangerous  to  human  health.  The  DEIS  erroneously  implies  that  the  proposed 
gas  turbines  cannot  meet  the  emission  standards  of  South  Dakota.  It  fur¬ 
ther  states  that  where  concentrations  of  construction  equipment  are  un¬ 
usually  heavy  and  at  the  sensitive  river  crossings,  mitigative  procedures 
will  have  to  be  adopted  to  prevent  buildup  of  pollutant  to  excessive 
levels.  Mitigative  measures  are  not  required  because  pollutants  will  not 
reach  the  excessive  levels  as  stated  in  the  DEIS,  nor  are  concentrations  of 
construction  equipment  along  the  proposed  route  expected  to  be  any  greater 
than  specified  in  the  DEIS. 

The  DEIS  presents  an  analysis  of  construction  noise  impact  quantita¬ 
tively  in  terms  of  road  traffic  and  right-of-way  construction.  The  esti¬ 
mates  of  population  density,  upon  which  the  impact  projections  are  based, 
appear  to  be  too  high.  The  evaluation  tends  to  lose  sight  of  the  fact 
that  the  pipeline  construction  for  the  most  part  Is  confined  to  the  area  within 
the  right-of-way.  It  does  not  require  massive  movement  of  vehicles  over 
the  surrounding  roadways  as  would  the  construction  of  a  roaAvay.  The  en¬ 
tire  operation  moves  at  a  rate  of  approximately  4,000  feet  per  day,  with 
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3. 1.3.1  CLIMATE  (Pages  V-918  to  V-919) 

Page  V-918,  Lines  3  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"With  the  frost  line  down  to  60"  to  70"  in  the  more  northern  segment 
of  the  route,  winter  or  early  spring  trenching  can  be  much  more  difficult." 

NB  Comment: 

The  revised  schedule  given  in  the  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  45 
(12/12/74)  calls  for  construction  from  May  through  November.  As  a  re¬ 
sult  the  frost  line  will  not  be  a  factor  in  the  trenching  operation. 

Page  V-918,  Lines  5  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Operations  in  springtime,  especially  in  pothole  country,  floodplains, 
and  areas  with  heavy  runoff,  may  lead  to  heavy  equipment  problems  and  soil 
and  vegetation  disturbances. 

NB  Comment: 

The  direct  testimony  of  R.  Evans,  Page  3,  Line  28  and  the  response  to 
FPC/D0I  Question  45  (12/12/74),  indicates  that  the  pipeline  construction 
schedule  is  projected  to  occur  from  May  to  November  in  the  first  two  years.  I? 
This  will  avoid  the  heaviest  spring  meltwaters  in  most  areas,  however  some 
streams  may  intermittently  be  at  high  flood  level  in  May.  Mainline  con¬ 
duction  will  proceed  at  a  uniform  rate  during  the  May  through  November 
terlod  for  the  first  two  years  of  the  schedule.  As  a  result,  only  a  por- 
ion  of  the  construction  will  occur  during  normal  high  water  periods. 

'age  V-918,  Lines  13  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"High  winds  across  the  plains  segments  could  cause  delays  in  construc¬ 
tion  of  corrmuni  cation  towers." 

NB  Comment: 

Communication  tower  construction  is  not  a  critical  time  element,  and 
their  completion  will  not  be  jeopardized  by  occasional  wind  conditions. 

Page  V-918,  Lines  17  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Climatic  stresses  (especially  freeze  and  thaw  heaving),  and  erosion, 
mass  wasting,  mudslides,  and  streambed  scouring,  all  will  affect  the  pipe¬ 
line  and  its  welded  joints.  The  DOI-DEIS  specifies  "major  attention"  to 
design  and  materials  selection. 
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3. 1.3.1  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

The  items  described  by  the  DEIS  as  requiring  major  attention  are  common 
elements  taken  into  account  in  the  location  and  design  of  gas  transmission 
Ion  facilities  and  present  no  "special"  design  considerations.  The  pro¬ 
posed  project  will  be  designed  and  constructed  taking  these  factors  into 
account. 

Page  V-919,  Lines  5  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Micro-climatic  changes,  which  may  be  caused  by  the  project,  include: 
air  quality;  soil-gas  temperature  differentials;  suspended  soil  particles 
(dust);  wind  and  waterborn  dust  and  sediments;  and  accelerated  runoff,  the 
latter  two  considered  from  the  viewpoint  of  soil  organisms. 

NB  Comment : 

The  DEIS  statement  indicates  a  number  of  adverse  micro-climatic  impacts 
will  result.  While  the  above  conditions  will  occur,  they  will  not  result 
in  a  significant  effect.  Micro-climatic  air  quality  changes  are  discussed 
and  dismissed  in  the  DOI-DEIS,  Page  V-1221,  Lines  1  to  15,  in  which  It  is 
Indicated  that  the  thermal  and  topographic  dynamic  output  of  the  pipeline 
is  too  low  to  cause  significant  changes. 
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3. 1.3. 2  TOPOGRAPHY  (Pages  V-1116  to  V-1121) 

3. 1.3. 2. A  Development  of  Erosion  Hazard 
Page  V-920,  Lines  2  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Impacts  on  topography  will  result  directly  from  construction 
activities  and  Indirectly  from  acceleration  of  natural  processes  that 
can  cause  erosion,  sedimentation,  landslides,  rockslides,  rockfalls, 
and  flood  scour." 

NB  Comment: 

No  significant  impact  on  topography  will  result  from  the  proposed 
project.  As  stated  in  the  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (53)  of 
November  22,  1974, 

"The  impact  on  topography  will  be  limited  to  occasional 
cuts  in  those  areas  where  the  physiography  is  such  that 
not  all  cliffs,  steep  slopes  and  crests  can  be  avoided. 

These  areas  have  been  identified  in  Section  3.1  of  the 
Northern  Border  Environmental  Impact  Assessment. 

Steep  cliffs  and  slopes  are  impractical  for  a  large 
diameter  gas  pipeline  and  have  been  avoided  where 
possible.  Terraces,  levees,  and  water  courses  will  be 
restored  to  pre-construction  conditions."  (NB-EIA, 

Page  1-51) 

The  pipeline  route  has  been  selected  to  avoid  highly  erosive  slopes 
and  areas  of  significant  mass  movement  where  possible.  Restoration 
measures  will  be  incorporated  to  control  erosion,  sedimentation,  slides 
and  floodplain  scours.  As  a  result,  no  significant  impact  on  topography 
is  expected  from  the  acceleration  of  natural  processes. 

Page  V-920,  Lines  7  to  19  and  Page  V-926,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Three  geographical  areas  of  erosion  potential,  the  trench  itself, 
outside  the  trench  but  within  the  ROW,  and  outside  the  ROW,  are  identified. 
"Impacts  can  be  expected  from  wind  erosion,  water  erosion  and  erosion 
caused  by  construction  activities." 

NB  Comment: 

These  very  general  statements  will  all  be  addressed  in  the  comments 
immediately  following.  Erosion  control  measures  will  be  employed  during 
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the  construction  of  the  project,  and  permanent  erosion  control  measures 
will  be  incorporated  into  the  restoration  program.  No  significant 
impact  will  result  from  soil  erosion. 

Page  V-920,  Lines  14  to  19,  and  Page  V-921 ,  Lines  1  to  14 

DOI-DEIS  Statement:  - 

Wind  erosion  of  loose  soil  material  is  discussed;  the  dust  results 
from  the  destruction  of  vegetation  cover  along  the  ROW  because  of  the 
grinding  and  churning  of  heavy  equipment  and  because  the  ROW  is  roughly 
parallel  to  the  prevailing  wind  direction. 

The  DOI-DEIS  estimates  that  60  to  480K  tons  would  be  lost  over  the 
entire  pipeline  but  that  intensive  protection  could  reduce  this  to  6  to  48K 
tons.  The  DOI-DEIS  states,  however,  that  all  this  soil  loss  will  have  no 
direct  impact  on  the  pipeline  itself  nor  will  it  damage  the  topography 
along  the  ROW  except  for  slight  drifting. 

NB  Comment: 

The  soil  losses  of  60  to  480K  tons  per  mile  were  developed  from 
DOI-DEIS  Figure  3. 1.3. 4-2  titled,  "Soil  Losses  from  Wind  (Potential) 
Tons/Acre/Year,"  on  page  V-969.  Using  a  factor  of  12  acres  of  right-of- 
vay  per  mile,  5  tons/acre/year  was  converted  to  60  tons  per  mile  and 
53.5  tons/acre/year  became  480  tons  per  mile.  It  is  not  stated  that 
these  quantities  are  the  predicted  losses  over  a  one  year  period.  Using 
the  figure  that  sandy  soil  weighs  100  lb./cu.  ft.,  one  ton  will  cover 
an  acre  0.0055  inches  deep.  Therefore  losses  of  60  tons  per  mile  are 
about  1/32  of  an  inch  and  480  tons  per  mile  are  3/10  of  an  Inch.  These 
figures  are  very  significant  when  applied  to  a  cultivated  field  over  a 
period  of  many  years.  However  in  the  case  of  the  Northern  Border  Project, 
these  rates  will  apply  for  only  about  one  month  and  then  appropriately 
erosion  control  measures  will  be  applied  and  the  total  losses  will  be 
much  smaller. 

The  DOI-DEIS  total  calculated  losses  of  60,000  tons  to  480,000  tons 
are  based  on  the  preceeding  figures  applied  to  an  estimated  1,000  miles 
of  pipeline,  with  the  highest  losses  predicted  to  occur  in  the  650  miles 
of  the  western  portion  of  the  route.  Tabulations  show  that  there  are 
only  66  miles  of  soil  associations  in  this  portion  that  have  high  wind 
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erosion  hazard.  Therefore  a  more  correct  figure  would  be  4,000  tons 
to  32,000  tons  over  a  period  of  one  year.  With  erosion  control  prac¬ 
tices  in  effect,  a  90  percent  reduction  would  reduce  these  figures  to 
400  tons  to  3,200  tons. 

Since  much  of  the  proposed  route  crosses  agricultural  lands,  it 
should  be  noted  that  plowing  of  fields  for  crop  production  has  a  very 
similar  effect  on  wind  erosion  losses.  The  impact  of  wind  erosion  from 
the  pipeline  operations,  including  revegetation  practices,  will  therefore 
be  virtually  identical  to  that  from  a  plowed  field  followed  by  seeding 
and  crop  growth.  Dust  and  soil  control  measures,  in  addition,  will  be 
applied  as  part  of  the  construction  practices  to  further  reduce  the 
wind  erosion  hazard  during  the  period  of  construction.  These  measures 
will  be  in  accordance  with  all  federal  and  state  regulations. 

Page  V-921,  Lines  15  to  26  to  Page  V-922,  Lines  1  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  identifies  the  danger  of  windblown  sand  deflation  in 
dune  topography  and  locates  these  areas  in  northeastern  Montana,  northern 
Illinois  and  northern  Indiana.  Less  than  5  miles  of  the  proposed  route 
Is  Involved.  The  DOI-DEIS  recognizes  the  likelihood  of  a  threat  to  pipe 
Integrity  from  aeolan  surface  deflation  as  being  small  to  negligible. 

NB  Comment: 

The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (66)  of  November  22,  1974 
identifies  sand  dunes  in  these  geographical  areas,  and  specifies  realign¬ 
ment  or  special  construction  procedures  in  the  identified  areas.  The  NB-EIA 
Section  4.0.3-G,  page  4-19,  indicates  that  structural  or  vegetative  wind 
barriers  may  be  used  as  control  in  areas  of  extreme  wind  erosion. 

Page  V-922,  Lines  13  to  25  and  Page  V- 923,  Lines  1  to  10, 

DOl-DEIS  Statement-: 

The  normal  rate  of  runoff  erosion  along  the  ROW  will  be  increased 
by  the  proposed  action,  especially  enhanced  by  vehicle  tracks  and  veg¬ 
etation  losses. 

The  DOI-DEIS  also  indicates  that  the  equation  for  soil  loss  from 
runoff  yields  a  figure  of  over  1/3  million  tons  along  the  ROW,  with 
greatest  potential  in  parts  of  Montana,  North  Dakota,  Illinois  and 
eastern  Ohio,  West  Virginia  and  Pennsylvania. 
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NB  Comment: 


The  NB-EIA,  Section  2.1.4,  Page  2. 1.4-1;  Section  3.1.1-B.l,  Page 

3.1.1- 59;  Section  3.1.1-B.2,  Page  3.1.1-61;  Section  ^.l.l-B.3,  Page 

3.1.1- 63,  addresses  the  soil  erosion  impact  and  identifies  areas  of  particu¬ 
lar  erosion  hazard.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (37)  of 
November  22,  1974,  discusses  the  system  of  dams,  drains,  and  sandbags 
which  will  be  used  as  runoff  checks.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question 

No.  (54)  of  November  22,  1974  discusses  the  prevention  of  slides  and 
flows;  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (22)  of  December  12,  1974,  describes 
revegetation.  Rangeland  and  wetland  restoration  plans  are  being  developed 
to  append  to  the  construction  procedures  for  soil  loss  control  in  those 
critical  regions. 


Northern  Border  recognizes  the  problems  associated  with  erosion  and 
will  incorporate  these  erosion  and  sedimentation  controls  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  specifications. 

While  the  normal  rate  of  erosion  may  be  increased  by  the  proposed 
action,  the  estimates  of  over  1/3  million  tons  of  soil  loss  do  not  take 
into  account  proper  construction  of  the  project,  the  restoration  program, 
nor  the  nature  of  the  impact. 


too 


The  DOI-DEIS  uses  the  "universal  soil  loss  equation  method."  To 
yield  the  1/3  million  tons  figure  (Page  V-976);  this  equation  is: 


A  =  RK  (LS)  CP,  where  A  =  soil  loss 

R  =  rainfall  factor 

K  =  length  of  slope 

L  =  length  of  slope 

S  =  percent  of  slope 

C  and  P  =  management  factors 


In  the  DOI-DEIS  calculations,  the  (CP)  term  is  1,  which  maximizes 
the  figure  for  A,  and  assumes  no  management  factors. 


In  fact,  the  amount  of  erosion  and  its  impact  is  limited  by  the 
nature  of  the  operation  and  erosion  control  measures  implemented  during 
construction  and  by  the  restoration  program.  The  management  factor  is 
more  likely  to  approach  .3,  reducing  the  soil  loss  (A)  to  100,000  tons 
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Page  V- 924,  Lines  14  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  loose  backfilled  material  along  the  trench  is  indicated  to  be 
erodible,  and  together  with  the  lack  of  vegetative  cover,  on  relatively 
steep  slopes,  will  serve  to  accelerate  runoff  waters  down  the  ROW. 

"The  probability  that  accelerated  surface  runoff  will  expose  the  pipeline 
to  external  damage  is  greatest  in  the  western  and  eastern  areas  of  rough 
topography  and  least  through  the  prairies  where  the  land  surface  is 
nearly  level. 

The  possibility  exists,  but  the  likelihood  is  small  that  accelerated 
surface  runoff  will  remove  enough  earth  material  to  cause  serious  loss 
of  pipe  support." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Northern  Border  pipeline  construction  specifications  will 
include  plans  for  backfilling  and  revegetation.  Materials  will  be  back¬ 
filled  in  such  fashion  as  to  minimize  differential  erosion  along  the 
trench  and  to  ensure  the  maintenance  of  covering  material  and  pipeline 
integrity  and  support.  In  sloping  terrain  sack  breakers  or  impermeable 
plugs  will  be  installed  in  the  ditch  and  diversion  terraces  constructed 
to  channel  water  and  minimize  erosion.  Aerial  monitoring  of  the  completed 
pipeline  in  areas  of  high  erosion  will  be  performed  on  a  regular  basis  to 
mitigate  the  indicated  hazards  of  pipeline  exposure  and  support  loss. 

Page  V-924,  Line  25  and  Page  V-925,  Lines  1  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  addresses  stream  channel  erosion  due  to  uneven  backfill. 
It  describes  headward  erosion  and  equilibrium,  and  indicates  that  it  is 
impossible  to  know  where  this  will  occur,  what  tonnage  of  material  is 
Involved,  and  that  It  will  be  undetectable. 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  will  restore  streams  and  their  adjacent  banks  and 
floodplains  to  control  headward  erosion  and  to  protect  the  integrity  of 
the  pipeline  and  its  cover. 

The  NB-EIA,  Section  1.5.2-H,  Page  1-50  describes  the  construction 
practices  for  backfilling  and  restoration  of  streambeds.  The  NB-EIA, 
Sections  3.1.4,  Page  3. 1.4-6,  Indicates  that  erosion  specifications  were 
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along  the  enti re  right-of-way  (1,600  miles)  for  one  year.  As  described 
in  Section  2.1.3.3-C,  the  length  of  time  between  clearing,  grading  and 
initiation  of  restoration  procedures  and  erosion  control  implementation 
is  4  weeks,  with  the  exception  of  microwave  tower  sites,  compressor  sta¬ 
tions  and  major  river  crossings.  Thus  the  line  would  be  subjected  to 
unmanaged  accelerated  erosion  for  only  limited  periods  of  time. 

In  addition,  erosion  control  measures  will  be  implemented  during 
construction  as  an  integral  part  of  the  procedures.  Therefore  the  (CP) 
value  of  1  overestimates  soil  losses  even  for  the  4  week  period. 

The  nature  and  impact  of  the  erosion  must  also  be  considered.  While 
accelerated  erosion  could  occur  over  the  entire  length  of  the  pipeline, 
areas  of  significant  erosion  potential  will  be  limited  to  those  identi¬ 
fied  in  the  NB-EIA  sections  referenced  in  the  opening  paragraph  of  this 
comment.  Those  areas  on  steep  slopes  and  rough  lands,  undisturbed  or 
affected  by  agriculture,  are  already  subjected  to  accelerated  erosion 
rates,  a  fact  not  reflected  in  the  DOI-DEIS  estimates  of  natural  soil 
losses  of  only  5  tons/acre/year  (DOI-DEIS  Figure  3. 1.3. 4-4).  This  figure 
represents  typical  soil  losses  on  good  land  where  adequate  cover  and 
management  exists. 

Page  V- 923,  Lines  11  to  25  and  Page  V-924,  Lines  1  to  13, 

DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Accelerated  erosion  of  earth  materials  beneath  the  soil  by  surface 
runoff  will  occur  where  the  soil  has  been  removed  by  erosion.  The  result 
will  be  gullying  of  slopes  and  increased  cutting  by  small  streams  with 
accompanying  reduction  of  vegetation  and  crop  yield." 

NB  Comment: 

All  the  material  incorporated  in  response  to  Page  V- 922,  Lines  13 
to  25  (immediately  preceeding)  apply  here.  Management  of  surface  erosion 
will  control  subsurface  erosion,  and  in  fact  they  are  not  separate 
problems.  Northern  Border  will  adopt  erosion  control  measures  to  minimize 
all  erosion  impacts. 


3-14 


PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

3. 1.3. 2. A  (Cont.) 

developed  to  mitigate  stream  channel  erosion.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI 
Question  No.  (56)  of  November  22,  1974  provides  profiles  and  trench 
specifications  for  a  long  list  of  rivers  and  includes  scour  depths  and 
discharges.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (4)  of  November  22, 

1974  discusses  instream  construction;  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (43)  of 
November  22,  1974  discusses  backfilling  operations  for  water  courses. 

Page  V-925,  Lines  14  to  25  and  Page  V-926,  Lines  1  to  18, 

DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  discusses  subsurface  hydraulic  erosion,  especially 
"piping"  and  indicates  that  the  backfilled  material  will  be  more  broken 
than  the  original  soil.  Also  discussed  is  the  penetration  of  clay,  silt, 
shale  and  coal  as  pipe  bedding.  These  materials  are  more  erodible  than 
sand,  gravel,  limestone,  and  dolomite.  It  is  suggested  that  backfill 
of  the  latter  material  will  reduce  the  hazard.  "Slaking",  i.e.,  disinte¬ 
gration  of  rock  commonly  caused  by  alternate  wetting  and  drying,  will 
also  Increase  subsurface  erosion.  This  is  characteristic  of  the  first 
group  of  bedrocks  described  above. 

NB  Comment: 

The  response  to  the  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (3)  of  December  12,  1974 
addresses  excessive  water  migration  along  the  pipeline.  It  indicates 
that  sack  breakers  or  impermeable  plugs  will  be  spaced  along  the  pipeline 
to  stop  flow;  spacing  will  be  dependent  on  the  slope  angle  and  length. 

Clay,  silt  and  similar  pipe  bedding  material  constitute  minor  pipe¬ 
line  hazards  in  some  situations  precisely  because  they  do  undergo  slaking. 
The  pipeline  will  be  constructed  in  such  fashion  as  to  assure  the  integ¬ 
rity  of  the  structure,  and  this  may  include  replacement  of  clay,  silt  or 
coals  by  sand,  gravel  or  carbonate  rock  backfill  in  areas  where  slaking 
of  clays  presents  a  threat  to  the  line's  integrity  or  support.  Overall, 
clay  bedding  and  slaking  are  very  minor  hazards  and  are  unlikely  to  im¬ 
pact  the  pipeline's  integrity. 

In  these  lines,  the  DOI-DEIS  indicates  that:  "Experience  elsewhere 
has  demonstrated  that  (piping)  can  cause  pipe  failure  by  removal  of 
support."  This  is  undocumented  in  the  DOI-DEIS. 
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3. 1.3. 2. B  Inducement  of  Landslides  and  Rockfalls  by  Blasting  and 
Trenching 

Page  V-926,  Lines  21  to  25  and  V-927,  Lines  1  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  probability  of  blasting  causing  landslides  along  the  route  is 
recognized  to  be  negligible.  The  probability  that  blasting  will  cause 
rockfalls  along  certain  segments  of  the  route  is  said  to  be  moderate  to 
smal 1 . 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA  notes  on  page  2.1.2-43,  Section  2.1.2-B  that  approx¬ 
imately  80  percent  of  the  proposed  route  traverses  glaciated  areas 
covered  by  till  which  precludes  striking  bedrock  during  construction 
because  of  the  thickness  of  till  coverings.  It  is  therefore  indicated 
that  blasting  will  not  be  required  in  lieu  of  conventional  trenching 
practices  in  glaciated  areas.  The  extent  of  blasting,  overall,  is  very 
small.  The  impacts  are  easily  mitigated  by  the  proper  engineering 
practices  which  will  be  followed  in  all  cases,  and  adherence  to  per¬ 
tinent  federal  and  state  regulations. 

As  an  example,  the  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (46)  of  November 
22,  1974  discusses  the  development  of  blasting  procedures  for  two  specific 
river  crossings,  and  indicates  that  these  will  be  established  when  compre¬ 
hensive  field  and  engineering  studies  have  been  completed. 

Page  V-928,  Lines  3  to  25  and  Page  V-929,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Trenching  as  an  agent  of  landsliding  is  addressed.  It  is  indicated 
that  trenching  may  induce  slides  by  reducing  downslope  support,  or  by 
adding  weight  to  upslope  materials  through  water  impoundment  in  sediments. 
It  is  further  stated  that  a  trench  up  and  downslope  is  less  likely  to 
cause  sliding  than  one  parallel  to  the  base  of  a  slope. 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Section  1.5.2-C  describes  the  trenching  process  in 
general.  The  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (38)  of  November  22,  1974 
describes  the  short  length  of  time,  on  the  average,  that  the  trench  will  be 
open  (10  days),  and  indicates  that  areas  of  rapid  erosion  will  have  shorter 
times.  The  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (37)  of  November  22,  1974 
discusses  methods  which  may  be  used  to  control  slides. 
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The  slumping  hazard  from  a  cross-toe  slope  trench  would  be  mitigated  by 
aligning  the  pipeline  perpendicular  to  topographic  contours  In  hazardous 
(steep)  areas.  The  proposed  route  has  avoided  the  toe  slopes  of  all 
landslide  areas  by  route  selection-  Overall,  site  selection  and  con¬ 
struction  techniques  will  be  used  to  minimize  or  avoid  landslides. 

3. 1.3. 2.  C  Recontourlna  of  Slopes 

Page  V-929.  Lines  17  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Disposal  of  surplus  spoil  from  trenching  and  backfilling  In  centrally 
located  piles  scattered  at  strategic  sites  adjacent  to  the  proposed  route 
would  also  result  in  recontouring.” 

NB  Comment: 

FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (28)  of  November  22,  1974  Indicates  that  dis¬ 
posal  of  surplus  soil  will  not  result  in  recontouring: 

"Although  the  displaced  volume  of  the  pipeline  is 
equivalent  to  approximately  100  million  cubic  feet, 
the  amount  of  surplus  soil  will  be  substantially  less. 

As  an  illustration  of  the  magnitude  of  surplus  soil 
Involved,  the  maximum  amount  of  such  surplus  would  be 
equivalent  to  a  uniform  layer  across  the  width  of  the 
right-of-way  approximately  1.4  inches  deep.  This  max¬ 
imum  amount  Is  expected  to  be  reduced  by  the  use  of 
excess  material  for  recontouring  and  construction  of 
erosion  control  structures,  compaction  of  the  backfill 
In  some  areas  to  a  density  greater  than  the  original, 
and  the  disposal  of  unsuitable  materials  removed  from 
the  trench." 

3. 1.3. 2. D  Permanent  Changes  in  the  Land  Surface 

Page  V-929,  Lines  23  to  25.  Page  V-930,  Lines  1  to  25.  Page  V-931 ,  Line  1. 
DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

It  Is  Indicated  that:  (1)  the  crown  of  spoil  material  over  the 
trench  backfill,  (2)  foundation  and  drainage  pads  for  structures,  (3) 
situations  where  the  trench  cannot  be  backfilled,  (4)  disposal  of  sur¬ 
plus  spoil  In  piles  and,  (5)  cut  and  fills  for  ROW  leveling,  will  all 
comprise  permanent  changes  In  the  land  surface. 
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NB  Comment: 

(1)  The  crown  of  spoil  over  the  trench  backfill  is  intentionally 
placed  there  to  compensate  for  natural  subsidence  of  the  material.  It 
will  ultimately  produce  a  level  surface  over  the  trench.  If  it  were  not 
there,  the  trench  would  eventually  form  a  channel  for  runoff  waters.  The 
crown  will  effect  no  permanent  change  in  the  land  surface. 

(2)  Foundation  and  drainage  pads  such  as  those  used  for  Arctic 
construction  are  not  required  for  the  Northern  Border  project. 

(3)  Northern  Border's  findings  do  not  indicate  situations  where 
the  trench  cannot  be  backfilled.  Vertical  wall  crossings  have  been 
avoided  with  the  present  route  selection. 

(4)  The  comment  for  the  DOI-DEIS  statement  in  Lines  17  to  19, 

Page  V-929  addresses  spoil  surpluses. 

(5)  The  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (53)  of  November  22,  1974 
indicates : 

"No  significant  long-term  alteration  of  the  local 
topography  will  occur.  The  impact  on  topography  will 
be  limited  to  occasional  cuts  in  those  areas  where 
the  physiography  is  such  that  not  all  cliffs,  steep 
slopes  and  crests  can  be  avoided.  These  areas  have 
been  identified  in  Section  3.1  of  the  Northern  Border 
Environmental  Impact  Assessment. " 
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3. 1.3.3  GEOLOGY  (Pages  V-932  to  V-955) 

Page  V-933,  Line  19  and  Page  V-934,  Line  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Exploration  for  those  mineral  resources  that  occur  at  depths  of 
several  hundred  feet  or  more  is  conducted  mainly  by  test  drilling  and 
geophysical  methods.  The  right-of-way  of  the  proposed  pipeline  gener¬ 
ally  will  be  100-feet  wide,  with  an  unspecified  but  significantly 
greater  width  of  the  right-of-way  necessary  locally  in  hilly  terrain, 
especially  in  the  Appalachian  Plateau.  The  width  there  commonly  may  be 
200  feet,  and  perhaps  can  reach  300  feet  in  some  places.  Such  right-of- 
way  widths  do  not  prevent  exploration  as  modern  techniques  include  drill¬ 
ing  at  controlled  angles  and  remote  geophysical  sensing.  The  right-of- 
way  can  be  an  inconvenience  to  exploration  in  that  it  could  serve  as  a 
legal  barrier  to  cross-country  movement  of  drilling  or  geophysical  equip¬ 
ment,  particularly  where  fenced." 

NB  Comment: 

Although  the  construction  right-of-way  may  in  some  cases  be  wider 
than  100-feet,  it  is  doubtful  that  its  width  would  ever  be  greater  than 
200  feet.  In  any  event,  the  only  effect  on  exploration,  except  during 
the  brief  construction  period,  would  be  related  to  the  permanent  right- 
of-way.  The  right-of-way  will  not  serve  as  a  legal  barrier  to  transpor¬ 
tation  of  geophysical  and  drilling  equipment  and  will  not  be  fenced, 
except  at  mainline  block  valves. 

Page  V-934,  Lines  5  to  12.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Production  of  mineral  resources  could  be  reduced  slightly  because  of 
the  proposed  pipeline  having  to  cross,  or  pass  beneath,  access  roads  to 
mines  and  wells,  and  petroleum  or  natural  gas  collection  lines  from  wells. 
Construction  of  the  pipeline  and  maintenance  during  Its  operations  might 
cause  a  brief  shutdown  of  such  facilities  until  the  passage  or  repair  Is 
completed.  The  proposed  route  is  not  known  to  cross  open  strip  mines, 
pits  or  quarries,  whether  active  or  inactive,  so  no  reduction  in  produc¬ 
tion  of  coal,  clay  or  sand  and  gravel  is  foreseen." 

NB  Comment: 

The  proposed  action  will  not  require  the  shutdown  of  any  mines,  wells 
their  access  roads  nor  oil  or  gas  pipeline  lines  as  a  result  of  construc- 
sion. 
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Page  V-934,  Lines  13  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Future  production  of  mineral  resources,  notably  coal,  may  be  nega¬ 
tively  affected  by  construction  of  the  pipeline."  These  effects  would 
result  from  the  obstacle  of  a  raised  berm  (ROW)  in  the  mine  area,  con¬ 
struction  of  underpasses  through  such  berm,  and  the  ROW  area  loss. 

NB  Comment: 

The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (19)  of  November  22,  1974  in¬ 
dicates  that  the  pipeline  route  was  selected  to  avoid  active  areas  of 
mineral  development:  "The  pipeline  route  was  selected  to  avoid  areas  of 
active  mineral  development  and  as  such  the  restriction  on  mineral  resources 
are  minimal  and  are  described  in  Section  3.1.1-B.  However,  where  minerals 
are  encountered,  the  restrictions  which  the  pipeline  will  impose  on  min¬ 
eral  production  include  open-pit  mining  or  quarrying  and  to  a  limited  de¬ 
gree  underground  mining.  The  open-pit  or  strip-mine  may  involve  dedica¬ 
tion  of  a  portion  of  the  resources  under  the  pipeline  itself  and  a  buffer 
strip.  Special  planning,  design  and  construction  techniques  can  be  em¬ 
ployed  to  recover  the  resources." 

The  responses  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (20)  of  November  22,  1974  in¬ 
dicates  that  routing  of  the  proposed  pipeline  was  carefully  studied  and 
selected  in  such  a  manner  as  to  avoid  currently  operating  mines.  Future 
strip-mining  operations  were  equally  considered,  utilizing  the  latest  re¬ 
ports  of  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines  and  consultation  with  coal  geologists  in 
the  respective  states. 

In  fact,  there  are  so  many  areas  of  eastern  Montana,  Pennsylvania, 
and  Illinois  in  which  low-grade  coal  and  lignite  may  be  stripped,  that  the 
loss  of  the  mineral  resources  under  the  ROW  is  insignificant.  Similarly, 
the  additional  cost  of  inefficiency  in  a  strip  mine  emplaced  along  the 
ROW  is  negated  by  the  large  areas  of  available  strippable  coal  and  lignite, 
especially  in  Montana  and  North  Dakota. 


Page  V-935,  Lines  1  to  8  ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Eastern  Montana  and  western  North  Dakota  contain  enormous  quantities 
of  lignite  coal  at  shallow  to  moderately  shallow  depths.  Coal  gasification 
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plants  are  contemplated  or  planned  at  various  localities  within  this  re¬ 
gion,  and  some  reportedly  would  be  located  adjacent  to  or  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  proposed  pipeline.  Undoubtedly  the  proximity  of  a  gas-transporta¬ 
tion  pipeline  to  coal-gasification  sites  would  encourage  that  use  of  the 
coal.  The  impacts  probably  would  be  both  increased  consumption  and  an  in¬ 
creased  rate  of  consumption." 


NB  Comment: 


The  purpose  of  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  project  is  to  deliver  ga: 
from  the  Canadian  Border  to  the  points  of  delivery  indicated  in  the  appli¬ 
cation  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  The  Northern  Border  Pipe¬ 
line  and  ancillary  facilities  have  been  sized  to  transport  only  those  vol¬ 
umes  of  gas  currently  under  contract  from  Prudhoe  Bay.  The  project  does 
not  involve  the  transport  of  coal  gas. 

It  has  been  previously  stated  that  the  magnitude  of  the  gas  shortage 
is  so  great  that  other  gas  supplies  including  coal  gasification  will  be 
utilized  to  their  fullest  extent  with  or  without  this  project.  In  this 
regard,  coal  gasification  is  expected  to  develop  independent  of  this  pro¬ 
ject.  If  in  the  future  the  proposed  Northern  Border  Pipeline  can  be  used 
or  expanded  to  handle  coal  gas,  this  availability  can  only  be  considered 
as  an  overall  benefit  in  meeting  our  country  future  energy  needs. 


!0<1 


Page  V-935,  Line  25  to  Page  V-936,  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


One  potential  effect  on  present  and  future  mineral  resource  produc¬ 
tion  that  must  be  considered  is  the  possible  damage  by  blasting  to  under¬ 
ground  and  surface  mines,  quarries  and  pits;  reservoirs  supplying  mineral 
resources  or  used  for  their  storage;  ground  water  aquifers  and  springs; 
and  wells  and  transmission  or  service  pipelines.  The  potential  hazard  to 
springs,  wells  and  pipelines  perhaps  is  greatest  and  the  probability  that 
it  will  occur  is  considered  to  be  moderate.  The  potential  for  damage  to 
the  yield  of  springs  or  to  rock  fractures  or  aquifers  that  yield  water  to 
wells  is  similar." 


/OS' 


NB  Comment: 


Pipeline  construction  will  require  a  minimum  of  blasting  and  such 
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as  will  be  necessary  will  occur  only  in  areas  of  exposed  or  shallow  bedrock.  ■ 
No  blasting  will  be  conducted  near  active  mines.  Other  quarries,  pits,  I 

and  wells  will  also  be  avoided.  Pipelines  will  be  crossed  by  approved  I 

techniques.  Damage  to  aquifers  and  underground  springs,  resulting  from 
blasting,  is  extremely  unlikely  because  of  the  nature  of  the  aquifer. 

Page  V-936,  Line  10  to  Page  V-938,  Line  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


The  effects  of  pipeline  trenching  on  slope  stability  are  discussed. 
Loss  of  downslope  support,  trench  watering,  and  bedrock  structural  dis¬ 
turbances  are  indicated  as  causes  for  landslides,  rockslides,  rockfalls 
and  mud  flows. 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA  Section  1.5.2-C  describes  the  trenching  process  in  gen¬ 
eral.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (38)  of  November  22,  1974 
describes  the  length  of  time,  on  the  average,  the  trench  will  be  open  (10 
days),  and  the  construction  procedures  will  be  modified  in  areas  of  ero¬ 
sion  hazard.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (37)  of  November  22, 
1974  discusses  drain  systems  to  de-water  trenches  as  a  slide  mitigation. 

The  slumping  hazard  from  a  cross-toe  slope  trench  will  be  mitigated 
by  route  adjustment  to  avoid  unstable  slopes.  Where  unstable  slopes  are 
unavoidable,  the  potential  will  be  mitigated  by  design  measures. 

Restoration  procedures  will  mitigate  any  future  problems  which  might 
result  from  bedrock,  soils  and  vegetation  disturbances  as  part  of  the 
trenching  operation.  All  such' procedures  will  be  developed  with  intent  to 
maintain  the  line's  integrity. 


Page  V-938,  Line  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement:  _ 

"Four  kinds  of  slope  failure  will  be  encountered  ..." 

NB  Comment:  I  IO~7 

The  statement  should  be  modified  to  read  "...  may  be  encountered", 
since  the  failures  are  not  inevitable. 


Page  V-938,  Line  25  to  Page  V-940,  Line  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


3. 1.3. 3  (Contd.) 

The  DOI-DEIS  discusses  landslides  in  clay-rich  bedrock  in  the  far- 
western  stretch,  landslides  in  the  Appalachian  Plateau  area,  landslides 
and  rockfalls  in  general,  and  mudflows. 

NB  Comment: 

The  response  here  to  these  points  is  the  same  as  given  in  the  review 
of  Geologic  Hazards  Section  2.1.3.3-C  of  the  EIA.  Landslides  in  the  cate¬ 
gories  of  rockfalls,  rockslides,  and  mudflows  in  the  western  portion  of  the 
proposed  route  are  addressed  in  the  NB-EIA,  Section  2.1.4,  in  the  response 
to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (37),  of  November  22,  1974,  and  in  response  to 
FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (70)  of  November  22,  1974. 

The  applicant  will  insure  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline  through  sound 
geologic  engineering  practices,  and  this  will  include  avoidance  of  land¬ 
slide  areas  in  the  Appalachian  Plateau,  the  midwestern  river  bluffs  and  the 
rangelands  portion  of  the  proposed  route.  Localized  landslide  hazards  will 
be  site-evaluated  and  controlled.  The  final  construction  procedures  and 
restoration  programs  implemented  for  any  portion  of  the  proposed  route  will 
meet  the  overall  goal  of  achieving  a  physically  and  ecologically  stable 
system. 

In  lines  5  to  10,  and  especially  lines  11  to  15  of  Page  V-940,  the 
DOI-DEIS  discusses  trench  backfill,  heavy  rainfalls,  and  mudflows.  The 
NB-EIA,  Section  1.5.2-C  describes  the  trenching  process  in  general.  The 
response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (38),  of  November  22,  1974,  describes  the 
short  length  of  time,  on  the  average,  the  trench  will  be  open  (10  days)  and 
indicates  that  areas  of  rapid  erosion,  will  be  open  for  even  shorter  times. 
The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (37),  of  November  22,  1974,  discusses 
methods  which  may  be  used  to  control  slides. 

Page  V-943,  Line  8  to  Page  V-944,  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


The  DOI-DEIS  discusses  faulting  and,  specifically,  the  Brockton-Froid 
fault.  It  indicates  the  likelihood  of  greater  than  3  inches  of  movement  as 
being  negligible. 

NB  Comment: 


/O? 


The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (68),  of  November  22,  1974, 
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addresses  this  fault.  The  maximum  Indicated  movement  (3  Inches)  does  not 
present  a  hazard  to  the  pipeline. 

Page  V-944,  Lines  8  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  Hinsdale  Fault  is  known  to  exist  in  Montana,  but  not  known  with 
certainty  to  cross  the  proposed  route.  No  more  than  3  Inches  of  movement 
is  likely  to  occur  along  this  fault. 

NB  Comment: 

As  indicated  In  the  response  above,  three  inches  of  movement  is  not 
considered  a  potential  hazard  to  the  pipeline.  Examination  of  aerial 
photographs  of  the  proposed  route  shows  no  surface  trace  of  the  Hinsdale 
Fault. 

Page  V-945,  Lines  7  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Blasting  seismic  effects  may  damage  man-made  structures. 

NB  Comment: 

Blasting  is  an  activity  that  is  planned  and  performed  in  accordance 
with  comprehensive  federal,  state  and  local  codes  and  requirements,  in¬ 
cluding  OSHA.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (46),  of  November  22, 
1974,  indicates  that  blasting  procedures  will  be  established  when  compre¬ 
hensive  field  and  engineering  studies  have  been  completed,  and  be  designed 
to  prevent  damage  to  man-made  structures. 

Page  V-945,  Line  16  to  Page  V-947,  Line  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  discusses  earthquakes  as  a  potential  hazard  to  the  pro¬ 
ject.  The  final  paragraph  sunmarized  "Earthquakes  ...  along  the  proposed 
route  ...  are  likely  to  cause  moderate  to  no  damage  to  the  associated 
structures;  ground  failures  would  be  very  unlikely." 

NB  Comment: 

An  area  near  Anna,  Shelby  County,  Ohio  may  have  a  quake  of  MMI  VIII 
or  IX  intensity.  Even  at  this  level,  damage  to  the  pipeline  is  unlikely. 
In  general  there  is  no  appreciable  seismic  risk  along  the  proposed  route. 


/Ol 


no 


ill 
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and  that  more  events  Involving  larger  quantities  of  rock  and  earth  ma¬ 
terials  will  take  place  along  the  160  miles  of  the  Appalachian  Plateau 
the  probability  of  their  seriously  damaging  pipeline  can  be  expressed 
in  relative  terms  as  follows: 

Landslides 
Rockslldes 
Rockfal Is 

Mud  and  debris  flows 

NB  Comment: 

Although  the  table  is  intended  to  be  expressed  in  relative  terms,  it 
is  expressed  in  absolute  terms  and  should  be  deleted. 

Page  V-952,  Lines  19  to  Page  V- 953,  Line  1 3 >  DOI-DEIS.  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  addresses  subsidence  from  underground  mines,  petroleum 
removal,  limestone  solution,  and  compaction  of  loose  sediments.  It  in¬ 
dicates  the  most  likely  hazard  is  in  the  Appalachian  Plateau  and  that 
settling  is  likely  too  in  parts  of  western  North  Dakota.  The  likeli- 
hood  of  serious  settling  is  moderate  to  great. 

NB  Comment: 

The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (22),  of  November  22,  1974,  and 
Section  2.1.4  of  the  NB-EIA  addresses  this  point.  Final  alignment  will 
consider  subsurface  mines. 

In  the  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (22),  of  November  22,  1974, 
it  is  stated  that.  "The  possibility  of  coal  mine-induced  subsidence  affect¬ 
ing  the  proposed  pipeline  is  discussed  in  Section  2.1.4  of  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Assessment.  Mine-induced  subsidence  was  considered  as  a  potential 
hazard  and  it  was  noted  that  subsidence  could  be  in  the  order  of  several 
feet.  During  the  period  of  final  alignment  and  right-of-way  acguisition, 
subsurface  mine  locations  will  be  taken  into  consideration  and  critical 
areas  avoided.  In  the  operation  of  the  pipeline,  mining  activities  in 
these  sensitive  areas  will  be  monitored  as  a  means  of  minimizing  potential 
probl ems . " 

Section  2.1.4  of  the  NB-EIA  states  in  part:  "The  amount  of  downward 
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Page  V-947.  Line  18  to  Page  V-950,  Line  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


The  DOI-DEIS  addresses  landslides  again  from  the  perspective  of 
evaluating  the  potential  hazards.  It  first  identifies  where  slides  may 
occur,  i.e..  In  valley  walls.  Next  are  addressed  the  impacts  on  the  pipe¬ 
line  and  property,  the  personal  hazards.  Finally,  a  long  discussion  of 
secondary  impacts,  downslope  movement  triggering  further  upslope  move¬ 
ment  and  loss  of  vegetation  cover  following  a  slide  is  presented. 

The  proposed  project  is  suggested  to  cause  slides  because: 

1)  water  is  Introduced  Into  stable  deposits 

2)  loading  of  upper  parts  of  slopes  with  equipment  and  excavation 
materials  occurs 

3)  trenching  can  undercut  stable  slopes. 

NB  Comment: 

These  statements  have  been  addressed  in  the  response  to  this  section, 
pp.  V-938  and  V-939.  The  prevention  of  landslides  is  a  normal  part  of 
geologic  engineering  practice  which  must  be  site  evaluated  prior  to  con¬ 
struction.  It  is  clearly  In  the  Interest  of  Northern  Border  to  prevent 
slides  as  part  of  construction,  and  the  possibility  slides  will  also  be 
taken  into  account  during  restoration  to  build  in  controls  if  needed. 


Page  V-951  ,  Lines  5  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


Areas  most  likely  to  have  landslides  are  identified:  these  are  the 
Appalachian  Plateau,  mid-western  river  valley  bluffs,  and  the  far-western  ^ 
stretch. 

NB  Comment: 

These  points  were  previously  discussed  by  DOI  in  Section  3. 1.3. 3-6 
and  were  addressed  in  the  response  immediately  above,  and  in  the  response 
to  Pages  V-938  and  V-939. 

Page  V-951,  Line  19  to  Page  V-952,  Line  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement:  _ 

I  //v 

"If  it  is  assumed  that  the  various  kinds  of  landslides  will  occur 

i 
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movement  of  surface  subsidence  is  usually  45  to  65  percent  of  the  thickness 
of  the  removed  coal  seam.  Since  the  largest  mlned-out  coal  seam  on  record 
is  the  six-foot-thick  Pittsburgh  seam,  subsidence  will  normally  not  exceed 
four  feet,  except  in  isolated  instances  when  two  or  more  mined-out  layers 
lie  at  different  levels  along  the  same  vertical  line." 

The  indicated  amount  of  possible  movement  (4  feet)  is  not  sufficient 
to  damage  the  pipeline  in  most  circumstances. 

Although  the  DEIS  discusses  several  possible  areas  of  subsidence  at 
length,  it  correctly  identifies  underground  mines  as  the  only  areas  that  ; 
are  known  to  have  actually  causal  subsidence  (DOI-DEIS,  Page  V-360). 

Page  V-953,  Line  14  to  Page  V-954,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


The  DOI-DEIS  addresses  subsidence  from  deep  petroleum,  gas  and  salt 
mines.  The  hazards  are  considered  moderate  to  small. 

NB  Comment: 

The  hazards  are  negligible.  The  DOI-DEIS,  Page  V-362,  states  that 
fluid  removal  has  not  produced  identifiable  subsidence. 

Page  V-954,  Lines  3  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Underground  mines  and  depleted  fluid  reservoirs  are  used  for  tempo¬ 
rary  storage  of  natural  gas  in  various  places,  notably  along  60  miles  of 
the  route  in  southwestern  Pennsylvania. 


ns 

( 


NB  Comment: 

There  are  no  known  abandoned  coal  mines  which  are  being  used  for  the 
temporary  storage  of  natural  gas  in  southwestern  Pennsylvania. 

The  DOI-DEIS,  Section  2. 1.3. 3. C,  Page  V-362,  indicates  that  the  Troy 
Grove  and  Herscher  storage  areas,  which  occur  near  the  proposed  route,  do 
not  show  reported  subsidence.  The  member  companies  of  Northern  Border  have 
had  years  of  experience  in  the  operation  of  gas  transmission  pipelines 
around  and  across  storage  fields  with  no  effects  relative  to  the  injection 
and  withdrawal  of  natural  gas. 

Page  V-954,  Lines  23  to  Page  V-955,  Line  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 
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"Swelling  clays"  (bentonites)  are  discussed. 

NB  Comment: 

Bentonites  are  present  along  the  proposed  route,  especially  in  Mon¬ 
tana.  They  do  not,  however,  pose  a  threat  to  the  lines'  integrity,  but  may 
represent  a  slope  stabilization  hazard.  The  rangelands  plan  In  the  con¬ 
struction  procedures  will  address  procedures  for  stabilization  of  benthon- 
Ite  soils.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (58),  of  November  22 
1974,  addresses  the  point  of  pipeline  stability  in  bentonites:  "Pipelines 
have  been  laid  in  bentonite  soils  off  the  Gulf  Coast  area  for  years  with 
no  deleterious  effects..." 


us 


3. 1.3. 4  SOILS  (Pages  V-956  to  V-991) 

3. 1.3. 4. A  Contamination  of  Topsoils  by  Excavation  of  Subsoils 
Page  V-956,  Lines  5  to  18,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  destruction  or  reconstitution  of  the  life  supporting  topsoil 
will  interfere  with  the  natural  processes  of  the  functional  ecosystems 
through  which  the  pipeline  passes.  The  loss  or  dilution  of  topsoils  on 
agricultural  lands  will  cause  lasting  reductions  in  crop  production. 

The  exposure  of  topsoils  by  removal  of  the  vegetation  will  allow  erosion 
from  wind  and  water.  Eroding  soil  particles  will  provide  particulates 
that  will  contaminate  the  air  and  sediments  to  pollute  streams.  Soluble 
salts  and  minerals  will  degrade  the  subsurface  waters  where  trench  exca¬ 
vation  is  below  existing  water  table  levels.  In  natural  areas,  soil 
disturbances  will  cause  adverse  effects  to  topographic  features  and 
changes  to  natural  plant  communities  that  will  result  in  aesthetic  de¬ 
gradation.  The  changes  caused  by  soil  disturbance  to  vegetation  will 
also  have  indirect  effects  on  wildlife  species  dependent  on  the  original 
plant  composition." 

NB  Comment: 

It  is  axiomatic  that  topsoil  normally  is  the  most  productive  horizon 
of  a  soil  profile  in  its  natural  state.  When  subjected  to  the  varied 
cultural  and  management  practices  associated  with  modern  farming  methods 
topsoil,  as  an  entity,  ceases  to  exist.  It  becomes  a  soil  medium  manipu¬ 
lated  by  man  to  meet  the  specific  requirements  of  selected  cultivated 
crops. 

On  much  of  the  glaciated  portions  of  the  pipeline  route,  topsoil  no 
longer  exists  as  an  identifiable  horizon  and  agricultural  production  is 
actually  occurring  on  the  subsoil  or  "B"  horizon.  This  is  caused  by  wind 
and  water  erosion  of  topsoil,  mixing  by  plowing  of  shallow  topsoil  layers 
with  subsoil,  and  land  leveling  operations.  By  inference,  the  DEIS  state¬ 
ment  suggests  that  all  farming  operations  are  conducted  on  topsoils,  and 
conversely,  that  farming  operations  cannot  be  conducted  on  subsoils. 

Backfilling  operations  will  mix  the  topsoil  throughout  the  subsoil 
rather  than  burying  it  in  a  zone  several  feet  under  the  surface. 
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Soil  management  practices  of  the  average  farmer  and  the  nature  of 
the  agricultural  soils  are  sufficient  to  overcome  this  possibility  of  a 
"lasting"  reduction  in  crop  production,  and  in  terms  of  farmlands,  the 
greatest  Impact  will  be  the  temporary  disruption  of  farming  operations. 
The  consequences  outlined  in  the  remaining  passages  are  overstated  giv¬ 
ing  the  inference  that  wholesale  wind  and  water  erosion  will  occur,  that 
extensive  contamination  of  the  air  and  water  by  sediments  and  chemicals 
will  take  place,  and  that  plant  and  animal  communities  will  be  disrupted 
or  destroyed.  The  comments  do  not  take  into  account  the  mitigative  pro¬ 
vision  designed  by  Northern  Border  to  retard  erosion,  maintain  topogragh- 
ic  relief,  and  restore  vegetational  cover  using  native  species  wherever 
possible  and  appropriate  in  natural,  non-agricul tural  areas. 

Page  V-956,  Lines  19  to  25,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  planned  construction  operations  include  leveling  of  the  100- 
foot  right-of-way  for  1,600  miles,  the  excavation  and  backfilling  of 
the  pipeline  trench  to  depths  of  7  to  10  feet,  and  the  disturbances 
necessary  to  construct  operations  facilities  and  access  roads.  In 
addition  to  impacts  on  the  construction  site,  there  will  be  offsite 
disturbances  from  the  excavation  of  bedding  material  and  disposition  of 
surplus  materials  from  the  pipeline  trench." 


//£ 
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NB  Cormient: 

Typically,  the  pipeline  will  follow  the  existing  contours  of  the 
land  and  partial  leveling  or  recontouring  will  only  occur  on  some  of  the 
steeper  portions  of  the  right-of-way  where  the  equipment  cannot  work. 
These  areas  are  identified  in  Section  3.1  of  the  applicant's  EIA. 

Grading  may  not  span  the  100-foot  width  of  the  right-of-way,  and  may 
not  be  required  for  significant  portions  of  the  route  in  agricultural 
areas.  As  stated  in  response  to  DOI/FPC  question  53  of  November  22,  no 
significant  long-term  impact  on  topography  will  result. 

Page  V-960,  Lines  3  to  6,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Burying  the  topsoil  under  several  feet  of  relatively  sterile  sub¬ 
soil  would  prevent  full  restoration  of  the  productive  and  ecological 
potentials  until  a  new  microorganism  community  can  be  established  and 
become  functional." 

NB  Comment: 

It  is  axiomatic  that  topsoil  normally  is  the  most  productive  horizon 
of  a  soil  profile  in  its  natural  state.  When  subjected  to  the  varied 
cultural  and  management  practices  associated  with  modern  farming  methods, 
topsoil,  as  an  entity,  ceases  to  exist.  It  becomes  a  soil  medium  manipu¬ 
lated  by  man  to  meet  the  specific  requirements  of  selected  cultivated 
crops. 

On  much  of  the  glaciated  portions  of  the  pipeline  route,  topsoil  no 
longer  exists  as  an  identifiable  horizon  and  agricultural  production  is 
actually  occurring  on  the  subsoil  or  "B"  horizon.  This  is  caused  by  wind 
and  water  erosion  of  topsoil,  mixing  by  plowing  of  shallow  topsoil  layers 
with  subsoil,  and  land  leveling  operations.  By  inference,  the  DEIS  state¬ 
ment  suggests  that  all  farming  operations  are  conducted  on  topsoils,  and 
conversely,  that  farming  operations  cannot  be  conduced  on  subsoils. 

The  special  constraints  in  farming  a  heavy  clay  soil  medium  are  the 
short  time  period  when  soil-moisture  relationships  are  favorable  for 
cultivation  and  the  factor  of  slow  permeability.  These  constraints  are 
daily  problems  to  modern  farmers  and  are  overcome  by  proper  timing  of 


3-31 


3-32 


497 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


3. 1.3. 4. A  (Cont.) 

agricultural  operations,  use  of  animal  and  green  manures,  and  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  suitable  crop  residue  management  techniques.  Similarly,  through 
modern  agricultural  technology,  farmers  have  procedures  to  cope  with 
problems  of  rapid  permeability,  soil  compaction,  plow  and  abnormal  soil 
reaction. 

Backfilling  operations  will  mix  the  topsoil  throughout  the  subsoil 
rather  than  burying  it  in  a  zone  several  feel  under  the  surface. 

Page  V-960,  Lines  15  to  jg.  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Listed  below  are  soil  series  that  will  create  special  impact  prob¬ 
lems  and  the  approximate  distance  of  pipeline  route  along  which  they  may 
be  encountered.  The  quantity  of  each  series  crossed  is  not  known.  Maps 
of  soil  associations  in  which  the  series  occur,  and  more  detailed  des¬ 
criptions  of  the  soil  series  are  contained  in  Section  2. 1.3. 4." 

NB  Comment: 

In  spite  of  the  fact  that  this  explanatory  paragraph  states  that  the 
quantity  of  each  series  crossed  is  not  known,  throughout  the  entire  soils 
section  (3. 1.3. 4)  mileage  figures  are  shown.  In  many  cases  where  two  or 
three  soil  series  names  are  used  to  name  a  soil  association,  the  entire 
mileage  for  the  association  has  been  Incorrectly  assigned  to  each  soil 
series  causing  greatly  inflated  mileage  figures. 

Page  V-960,  Lines  20  to  26;  and  Page  V-961 ,  Lines  1  to  5,  DQI-DEIS 

Statement: 

"1.  Montana 

a.  Cabbart  Series  -  (23  miles)  This  soil  contains  only  4 
inches  of  topsoil  and  very  shallow  subsoil.  Soft  sandstone  will  be 
encountered  at  10-20  inches.  This  material  should  not  be  left  on  the 
surface. 

b.  Lisam  Series  -  (23  miles)  This  soil  has  approximately  12 
inches  of  topsoil  with  clay  subsoils  at  12-20  inches.  The  underlying 
material  is  raw  shale  which  would  be  unsuitable  for  surface  material. 

c.  Thebo  Series  -  (23  miles)  This  soil  is  similar  to  Lisam 
with  16  inches  of  topsoil  over  clay  subsoil.  Soft  shale  will  be  en¬ 
countered  at  20-30  inches." 


3. 1.3. 4. A  (Cont.) 

NB  Corrment: 

Sub-paragraphs  a,  b,  and  c  are  components  of  the  Cabbart-Lisam- 
Shale  Outcrop  soil  association.  This  association  occupies  23  miles  of 
the  pipeline  route  according  to  the  DOI-DEIS  and  is  classed  as  having 
the  potential  for  contaminating  topsoils.  Each  individual  soil  in  the 
three  subparagraphs  is  listed  as  23  miles  giving  an  apparent  69  miles 
(3  x  23)  of  unfavorable  soil  when  the  correct  figure  Is  actually  23. 

The  technical  description  of  this  soil  shows  that  it  is  made  up  of 
35%  Cabbart  soils,  35%  Lisam  soils,  20%  rock  outcrop,  and  10%  minor 
soils.  Therefore,  the  proper  mileage  figures  should  be  Cabbart  series/ 

8  miles,  Lisam  series/8  miles,  and  no  more  than  2.3  miles  of  the  Thebo 
series.  Inclusions  of  the  very  favorable  Evanston  series  also  occur  in 
this  association. 

Page  V-961,  Lines  6  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"2.  North  Dakota 

a.  Badlands  Series  -  (12  miles)  This  Is  a  very  shallow  soil 
with  raw  shale  and  sandstone  at  less  than  12-inch  depth. 

b.  Bainville  Series  -  (80  miles)  This  Is  a  very  shallow  soil 
with  soft  raw  shale  at  about  2  feet. 

c.  Banks  Series  -  (8  miles)  This  is  a  bottomland  soil  with  a 
very  shallow  topsoil  (3-12  inches)  over  sand  and  gravel.  The  underlying 
material  would  make  poor  surface  material. 

d.  Flasher  Series  -  (20  miles)  This  is  shallow  soil  with  soft 
sandstone  at  about  50  inches. 

e.  Morton  Series  -  (50  miles)  This  is  a  very  shallow  soil 
(3-12  inches  of  topsoil)  with  si  Its tone  or  soft  shale  at  about  36  inches. 

f.  Rhoades  Series  -  (8  miles)  This  is  a  relatively  deep  soil 
but  clayey  shale  might  be  encountered  below  5  feet." 

NB  Conment: 

The  sum  of  the  mileage  for  each  soil  series  shown  in  the  DOI-DEIS  is 
178  miles.  The  actual  mileage  of  soils  having  substrata  capable  of  con¬ 
taminating  the  topsoil  Is  about  72  miles  (27%)  in  North  Dakota. 

Subparagraph/b.  shows  the  Bainville  series  to  be  80  miles.  This  is 
the  sum  of  four  soil  associations  in  which  the  Bainville  series  occurs 
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as  the  major  component.  Breaking  down  the  Bainville  component  in  each 
association  gives  a  figure  of  46  miles. 

Subpa-agraphic/c.  shows  the  Banks  series  to  cover  8  miles.  This  soil 
series  has  a  very  deep  profile  consisting  entirely  of  alluvial  stratified 
loamy  fine  sands.  The  underlying  soil  material  is  the  same  as  the  sur¬ 
face  and,  therefore,  would  not  contaminate  the  surface  during  trenching 
operations.  The  DOI-DEIS  states  that  the  association  would  make  poor 
surface  material  and  that  the  soil  should  not  be  included  in  a  list  of 
soils  which  would  create  special  impact  problems. 

Subparagraph/d.  shows  the  Flasher  series  to  cover  20  miles.  This  soil 
series  occurs  as  a  secondary  component  in  the  Bainville-Flasher-Agar 
association,  and  wilt  constitute  no  more  than  30%  of  the  association. 

This  amounts  to  6  miles. 

Subparagraph/e.  shows  the  Morton  series  to  be  50  miles.  The  Morton 
series  is  one  of  the  more  productive  soils  of  western  North  Dakota.  Its 
profile  consists  entirely  of  silt  loams  except  for  an  approximate  12  inch 
zone  of  silty  clay  loam  in  the  "B”  horizon.  This  series  should  not  be 
included  in  a  list  of  soils  that  would  create  special  impact  problems. 

Page  V-961,  tines  21  to  26,  DOI-DEIS  statement: 

"3.  South  Dakota 

a.  Estelline  Series  -  (4  miles)  This  soil  contains  about  2-3 
feet  of  good  topsoil  over  sand  and  gravel. 

b.  Fordville  Series  -  (6  miles)  This  soil  is  similar  to 
Estelline  with  about  2  feet  of  loamy  topsoil  over  sand  and  gravel." 

NB  Comment: 

In  subparagraphs/a.  and  b.,  the  DOI-DEIS  shows  a  total  of  10  miles 
of  potentially  contaminating  soils  present  in  the  Fordville-Estelline 
and  the  Renshaw-Fordville  soil  associations.  Tabulations  show  the  Ford¬ 
ville-Estelline  association  to  be  2  miles,  and  the  Renshaw-Fordville 
association  to  be  4  miles.  Duplication  of  the  Fordville  series  and 
excess  mileage  on  the  Estelline  series  has  Inflated  the  total  mileage  in 
the  DOI-DEIS  from  6  miles  to  10  miles. 


//? 
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Page  V-962,  Lines  7  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  following  soils  occurring  along  the  proposed  route  in  South 
Dakota  have  high  seasonal  water  tables  that  will  create  impacts  due  to 
the  water  disposal  problems  during  construction.  Mileage  along  route 
refers  to  associations  in  which  they  occur  and  may  be  encountered." 
Soil  Series  Mater  Table  Level 


Harmony 

3' -6' 

5  miles 

Lamoure 

0'-T 

4  miles 

Llsmore 

3 1  -6  * 

2  miles 

Niobell 

3 '-6' 

24  miles 

Noonan 

3' -6' 

24  miles 

Oak  Lake 

3 '-6' 

6  miles 

Parnell 

O'-l' 

15  miles 

Tonka 

O'-l' 

15  miles 

Waubay 

3  '-6' 

18  miles 

NB  Conment: 

The  Niobell  and  Noonan  soil  series  are  listed  as  being  present  on  24 
miles  of  the  pipeline  route  and  subject  to  high  water  tables.  These  two 
series  occur  only  in  the  Niobell-Noonan  association  and,  therefore,  a 
duplication  of  24  miles  has  occurred.  This  reduces  the  amount  of  soils 
subject  to  seasonal  water  table  problems  from  113  to  89  miles  in  South 
Dakota . 

Seasonal  high  water  tables  occur  during  wet  seasons  of  May.  June,  and 
July,  or  when  Irrigated  and  then  only  when  subjected  to  excessive  water 
inflows.  The  remaining  4  months  of  the  construction  season  should  not 
experience  sufficient  wetness  to  require  special  pipeline  construction 
techniques. 

Soil  Conservation  Service  records  show  that  about  1,375  miles  of 
open  and  tile  drains  have  been  Installed  in  the  affected  areas  providing 
high  water  table  control  for  agricultural  purposes.  Therefore,  water 
table  control  has  been  provided  to  the  depth  of  the  drain  ranging  from  3 
to  4-1/2  feet. 

The  revised  schedule  calls  for  mainline  construction  to  occur  only 
from  May  through  November.  As  a  result,  only  a  portion  of  the  con¬ 
struction  will  occur  during  periods  of  high  water  table.  The  problems 
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associated  with  seasonal  high  water  tables  and  sediment  and  pH  control 
have  been  addressed  In  both  the  NB-EIA  (Section  1.5.2-C)  and  in  the 
response  to  Questions  49  and  61  of  the  joint  DOI/FPC  requests,  dated 
November  22,  1974.  This  material  shows  that  the  trench  will  be  dewatered 
by  various  means  depending  on  the  circumstances:  In  soils  with  high 
permeability,  perforated  pipes  may  be  used  to  drain  off  water  from  adja¬ 
cent  areas;  in  most  other  cases,  direct  pumping  from  the  trench  may  be 
employed.  Sediment  from  dewatering  operations  can  be  controlled  by 
filtration  or  by  settling  basins.  The  control  of  pH,  if  necessary,  can 
be  effected  by  neutralization  with  material  such  as  limestone.  The  trench 
water  quality  with  respect  to  such  parameters  as  pH  will  be  similar  to 
that  being  currently  discharged  from  the  existing  drain  tiles  and  the 
impacts  should  be  identical  and  minor  in  nature. 

Page  V-962,  Lines  21  to  24;  and  Page  V-963,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS 

-  StiteniS^t! - - - - - 

"4.  Minnesota 

There  are  no  soils  occurring  along  the  proposed  route  in  Minne¬ 
sota  having  shallow  soil  profiles.  However,  seasonal  water  tables  will 
be  encountered  as  follows: 

Soil  Series  Water  Table  Level 


Aastad 

3' -6' 

18  miles 

Flome 

O' -3' 

18  miles 

Nicollet 

3'  -6' 

15  miles 

Webster 

O'-l' 

15  miles' 

NB  Comment: 

The  Aastad  and  Flome  soil  series  occur  only  in  the  Barnes-Aastad- 
Flome  soil  association,  and  are  present  as  secondary  and  tertiary  com¬ 
ponents.  These  two  soil  series  will  not  comprise  more  than  60S  of  the 
soil  association  and,  therefore,  will  total  about  11  miles  in  contrast  to 
36  miles  shown  on  the  DOI-DEIS. 

The  Nicollet  and  Webster  soil  series  occur  only  in  the  Clarion- 
Nicollet-Webster  soil  association,  and  are  present  as  secondary  and 
tertiary  components.  These  two  soil  series  will  not  comprise  more  than 
60S  of  the  soil  association  and,  therefore,  will  total  about  9  miles  in 
contrast  to  30  miles  shown  on  the  DOI-DEIS. 
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With  the  above  interpretation,  only  20  miles  as  contrasted  to  66  are 
subject  to  seasonal  high  water  tables.  Within  the  6  county-areas  tra¬ 
versed  by  the  pipeline,  in  Minnesota,  Soil  Conservation  Service  tabula¬ 
tions  show  over  11,000  miles  of  open  and  tile  drains  have  been  installed 
to  control  high  water  tables  for  agricultural  production.  These  drainage 
systems  will  be  controlling  water  levels  to  depths  of  3  to  4-1/2  feet. 

In  addition,  the  minor  impact  of  pipeline  construction  in  the  areas 
of  high  water  table  in  this  state  are  the  same  as  discussed  for  South 
Dakota  (Page  V-962,  Lines  7  to  20  above). 

Page  V-963,  Lines  9  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

*'5.  Iowa 

All  of  the  soils  occurring  along  the  proposed  route  in  Iowa  are 
relatively  deep  with  till  or  loess  materials  in  the  subsoils.  Rich 
organic  topsoils  vary  from  1-2  feet.  High  seasonal  water  tables  are 
common,  however,  and  will  be  encountered  as  follows: 

Soil  Series  Water  Table  Level 


Clyde 

o'-r 

24  miles 

Floyd 

r-3' 

24  miles 

Kenyon 

3  ’ -6 ' 

24  miles 

Muscatine 

1  *  -3 ' 

12  miles 

Nicollet 

3' -6' 

60  miles 

Webster 

O'-l' 

60  miles' 

NB  Comment: 

The  Clyde,  Floyd,  and  Kenyon  soil  series  are  listed  as  being  subject 
to  high  seasonal  water  tables  and  to  occupying  24  miles  each  on  the  pipe¬ 
line  route.  These  three  soils  only  occur  in  the  Kenyon-Floyd-Clyde  soil 
association,  covering  24  miles  and,  therefore,  triplication  of  mileage  is 
inferred. 

The  Nicollet  and  Webster  soil  series  are  tabulated  as  60  miles  each. 
They  occur  as  secondary  and  tertiary  components  .in  the  Clarion-Nicol let- 
Webster  soil  association.  These  two  soils  will  not  comprise  more  than 
60%  of  the  association  and,  therefore,  will  total  a  maximum  of  36  miles. 
The  Fayette  soil  series,  although  having  low  pH  factors,  does  not  have  a 
high  water  table. 
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The  mileage  of  soils  subject  to  seasonal  high  water  tables  in  Iowa 
will  total  only  60  miles.  Within  the  sixteen  counties  crossed  by  the 
pipeline.  Soil  Conservation  Service  records  show  nearly  86,000  miles  of 
open  and  tile  drains  have  been  Installed  to  control  seasonal  water  tables 
to  a  depth  of  3  to  4-1/2  feet. 

In  addition,  the  minor  Impact  of  pipeline  construction  in  the  areas 
of  high  water  table  in  this  state  are  the  same  as  discussed  for  South 
Dakota  (Page  V-962,  Lines  7  to  20  above). 

Page  V-964.  Lines  1  to  2.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“In  all  of  the  soils  that  will  be  encountered,  high  seasonal  water 
tables  are  common  and  range  (in  Illinois)  from  0-6  feet. 

NB  Comment: 

All  soil  series  on  the  pipeline  route  in  Illinois  are  subject  to 
seasonal  high  water  tables.  Within  the  seven  counties  affected,  Soil 
Conservation  Service  records  show  that  6,700  miles  of  open  and  tile 
drain  have  been  installed  to  hold  seasonal  water  tables  to  depths  of 
3  to  4-1/2  feet. 

In  addition,  the  minor  Impact  of  pipeline  construction  in  the  areas 
of  high  water  table  in  this  state  are  the  same  as  discussed  for  South 
Oakota  (Page  V-962,  Lines  7  to. 20  above). 

Page  V-964.  Lines  4  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“The  soils  along  the  proposed  route  in  Indiana  are  in  the  glacial 
till  plains  and  are  similar  to  those  in  Iowa  and  Illinois.  The  rich 
organic  topsoils  range  from  1-3  feet  deep  over  deep  glacial  till  mater¬ 
ials.  In  all  but  a  few  of  the  soil  series  encountered,  seasonal  water 
tables  occur  between  0  and  6  feet." 

NB  Comnent: 

Soils  along  the  pipeline  route  in  Indiana  are  described  as  having  a 
seasonal  high  water  table.  Soil  Conservation  Service  records  show  about 
13.300  miles  of  open  and  tile  drains  have  been  installed  to  hold  the 
seasonal  water  fluctuation  to  depths  below  the  root  zone  or  3  to  4-1/2 
feet.  Under  these  conditions,  instances  of  free  water  affecting  pipeline 
construction  will  be  minimal  and  will  only  occur  in  the  lower  depths  of 
the  trench. 

3-39 


3. 1.3. 4. A  (Cont.) 

In  addition,  the  minor  impact  of  pipeline  construction  in  the  areas 
of  high  water  table  in  this  state  are  the  same  as  discussed  for  South 
Dakota  (Page  V-962,  Lines  7  to  20  above). 

Page  V-964,  Lines  11  to  25;  and  Page  V-965,  Lines  1  to  2,  DOI-DEIS 

Statement: 

The  pipeline  route  covers  231  miles  in  Ohio.  DEIS  tabulations  show 
109  miles  of  the  route  having  undesirable  subsoils  that  may  contaminate 
the  surface.  Because  the  soil  associations  do  not  bear  the  soil  series 
name,  it  is  not  possible  to  check  the  degree  of  duplication  of  this 
figure.  Several  soil  series  are  listed  with  identical  mileage  indicating 
that  duplication  has  occurred.  Based  on  an  average  37%  figure  from  other 
states,  it  is  possible  that  a  better  figure  would  be  40  miles. 

Page  V-965,  Lines  3  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  following  Ohio  soils  along  the  route  have  seasonal  water  tables: 
Soil  Series  Water  Table  Level 


Bennington 

r-3' 

28  miles 

Blount 

1  '-3' 

96  miles 

Cardington 

3  ’  -6  * 

28  miles 

Dekalb 

1  '-3' 

12  miles 

Del  Rey 

r-3' 

2  miles 

Guernsey 

3  *  —6 ' 

16  miles 

Keene 

3' -6' 

32  miles 

Montgomery 

O'-l  • 

2  miles 

Morley 

3' -6' 

22  miles 

Pewamo 

o'-r 

96  miles 

NB  Comments : 

The  DOI-DEIS  lists  a  total  of  334  miles  of  soil  series  in  Ohio  that 
are  subject  to  seasonal  high  water  tables.  The  total  pipeline  mileage 
in  Ohio  is  231  miles  indicating  a  high  degree  of  duplication.  Because 
Ohio  soil  associations  do  not  bear  soil  series  names,  it  is  not  possible 
to  check  the  degree  of  duplication.  Based  on  an  average  45%  figure  in 
other  states,  it  is  possible  that  the  figure  should  be  150  miles.  Soil 
Conservation  Service  records  show  that  over  48,000  miles  of  open  and 
tile  drains  were  installed  in  the  10  counties  through  which  the  pipeline 
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passes.  Considering  this  extensive  drainage  system.  It  Is  likely  that 
seasonal  high  water  tables  will  stay  below  the  30-Inch  root  zone.  With 
this  degree  of  water  control,  the  majority  of  special  construction  prob¬ 
lems  will  be  overcome. 

In  addition,  the  minor  impact  of  pipeline  construction  In  the  areas 
of  high  water  table  In  this  state  are  the  same  as  discussed  for  South 
Dakota  (Page  V-962,  Lines  7  to  20  above). 

Page  V-965,  Lines  20  to  27,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"High  seasonal  water  tables  occur  In  the  following  soils:" 


Soil  Series 

Water 

Table  Level 

Cavode 

r-3' 

4  miles 

Guernsey 

3'  -6* 

48  miles 

Lindside 

r-3* 

8  miles 

Melvin 

o'-r 

8  miles 

Rainsboro 

1  '-3' 

8  miles 

Wharton 

3 '-6' 

4  miles 

NB  Comments: 

The  Cavode  and  Wharton  soil  series  only  occur  in  the  Gilpin-Wharton- 
Cavode  soil  association  and  are  present  as  the  secondary  and  tertiary 
components.  These  two  soil  series  will  not  comprise  more  than  60%  of  the 
soil  association  and,  therefore,  will  not  total  more  than  2  miles. 
Similarly  the  Guernsey  series  occurs  in  the  Guernsey-Culleoka-Welkert 
association  as  the  main  component  and  will  comprise  not  more  than  40% 
of  the  soil  association  and,  therefore,  will  not  total  more  than  19  miles. 
The  Lindside,  Melvin, and  Rainsboro  soil  series  comprise  one  association 
totaling  8  miles. 

The  above  interpretation  indicates  a  total  of  29  miles  whereas  DOI- 
DEIS  shows  80  miles.  Additionally,  the  actual  pipeline  mileage  in  West 
Virginia  and  Pennsylvania  totals  only  70  miles. 

Soil  Conservation  Service  records  show  that  475  miles  of  open  and 
tile  drains  have  been  constructed  in  the  two  states  to  hold  seasonal  high 
water  tables  to  depths  of  3  to  4-1/2  feet. 

In  addition,  the  minor  impact  of  pipeline  construction  in  the  areas 
of  high  water  table  in  this  state  are  the  same  as  discussed  for  South 
Dakota  (Page  V-962,  Lines  7  to  20  above). 
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table  problems  below  3  to  4-1/2  feet  which  would  require  special  trench¬ 
ing  techniques. 

In  addition,  the  minor  impact  of  pipeline  construction  in  the  areas 
of  high  water  table  in  this  state  are  the  same  as  discussed  for  South 
Dakota  (Page  V-962,  Lines  7  to  20  above). 

3. 1.3. 4.  B  Exposure  to  Wind  and  Water  Erosion 
Page  V-967,  Lines  10  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Wind  erosion  hazards  will  be  most  prevalent  along  650  miles  of  the 
route  in  the  spring  wheat  region  of  Montana  and  the  Dakotas." 

NB  Comnent: 

Northern  Border  has  identified  those  soil  associations  made  up  of 
soils  with  high  wind  erosion  potential.  These  amount  to  5  miles  in 
Montana,  45  miles  in  North  Dakota,  and  16  miles  in  South  Dakota  making  a 
total  of  66  miles  of  the  650  miles  referred  to.  These  areas  will  be 
mulched  in  accordance  with  NB-EIA  Section  4.0. 3-G  and  Question  No.  (34) 
of  the  FPC/D0I  questions,  dated  November  22,  1974. 

There  are  other  soils  that  will  blow  under  sunnier  fallow  conditions 
where  they  are  tilled  4  to  6  times  during  the  summer  to  prevent  vegeta- 
tlonal  growth  and  a  stubble  mulch  has  not  been  maintained  by  the  farmer. 
These  conditions  will  not  be  present  on  the  pipeline  route  because  the 
land  will  be  disturbed  only  once  and  susceptible  areas  will  be  mulched. 

Page  V-967,  Lines  20  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Soils  exposed  to  high  winds  may  lose  up  to  53  tons  of  soil  per  acre 
per  year  (see  Figure  3. 1.3. 4-2).  The  displaced  soil  particles  will  have 
an  adverse  effect  on  adjoining  land..." 

NB  Comment: 

To  place  the  figure  of  53  tons  of  soil  loss  per  acre  per  year  in 
proper  perspective,  it  is  equivalent  to  3/10  of  an  inch  per  year.  The 
effect  of  airborne  sediments  on  adjoining  lands  will  be  negligible 
because  only  small  areas  will  be  disturbed  by  the  pipeline  project. 

Page  V-968,  Lines  3  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"in  susceptible  areas,  soil  losses  due  to  wind  erosion  are  likely  to 
range  from  60  to  480  tons  per  mile  of  pipeline  if  successful  revegetation 
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Page  V-966,  Lines  4  to  6  and  10  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  topsoils  are  not  replaced  approximately  300  miles  of  the  route 
will  be  left  with  relatively  sterile  erodlble  subsoils  or  parent  mater¬ 
ials  on  the  surface." 

"Special  impacts  associated  with  shallow  soils  over  bedrock  will  be 
encountered  along  approximately  300  miles  of  the  proposed  route." 

NB  Comment: 


Analysis  of  the  D0I  interpretation  presented  on  Pages  V-960  through 
V-965  indicates  considerable  duplication  of  areas  having  unfavorable 
subsoil  conditions.  A  retabulation  of  the  affected  areas  shows  207 
miles  as  compared  with  300  miles  in  the  DOI-DEIS.  Further,  the  300 
miles  of  shallow  soils  over  bedrock,  shown  on  Line  11,  duplicates  the 
300  miles  on  Line  5.  A  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  mixing  subsoils 
with  topsoil  layers  was  previously  provided  with  respect  to  comments  to 
Page  V-960,  lines  3  to  6,  of  this  section. 


Page  V-966,  Lines  7  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Soils  with  high  seasonal  water  tables  will  create  impact  problems 
along  approximately  900  miles  of  the  route." 


NB  Comment : 

Analysis  of  the  DEIS  interpretations  presented  on  Pages  V-960  through 
V-965  indicates  considerable  duplication  of  areas  affected  by  high  season¬ 
al  water  tables.  A  retabulation  of  the  affected  areas  shows  656  miles 
in  contrast  with  the  900  miles  shown  in  the  DOI-DEIS. 

Soils  descriptions  show  the  possible  seasonal  high  water  table  in 
terms  of  its  natural  state  and  may  be  as  high  as  0  to  1  foot  from  the 
surface.  However,  with  modern  subsurface  drainage  practices,  these  high 
water  tables  are  lowered  to  about  30  inches  to  enable  cultivated  crop 
production.  Soil  Conservation  Service  records  show  that  the  majority  of 
the  656  miles  have  been  drained  and,  therefore,  have  seasonal  high  water 
tables  of  3  to  4-1/2  feet  or  lower. 

Construction  is  scheduled  for  a  7-month  period  during  the  year,  May 
through  November.  Seasonal  high  water  tables  will  occur  during  the 
construction  months  of  May,  June,  and  July,  or  about  40%  of  the  7-month 
period.  Thus,  about  260  miles  of  the  route  may  possibly  have  water 
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or  temporary  protection  is  not  applied  immediately  following  disturbance. 
This  might  amount  to  a  total  loss  of  from  60,000  tons  to  480,000  tons 
for  the  total  pipeline  length  with  the  highest  losses  occurring  in  the 
650  miles  of  the  spring  wheat  region  and  parts  of  the  midwest.  Intensive 
protective  measures  could  reduce  this  impact  by  90  percent  or  total 
losses  of  6,000  to  48,000  tons." 

NB  Comment: 


The  soil  losses  of  60  to  480  tons  per  mile  were  developed  from  DOI- 
DEIS  Figure  3. 1.3. 4-2  titled  "Soil  Losses  from  Wind  (Potential)  Tons/Acre/ 
Year"  on  Page  V- 969.  Using  a  factor  of  12  acres  of  right-of-way  per  mile, 
5  tons/acre/year  was  converted  to  60  tons  per  mile  and  40  tons/acre/year 
became  480  tons  per  mile.  It  is  not  stated  that  these  quantities  are  the 
predicted  losses  over  a  one  year  period.  Using  the  figure  that  sandy  soil 
weighs  100  lb./cu.  ft.,  one  ton  will  cover  an  acre  0.0055  inches  deep. 
Therefore,  losses  of  60  tons  per  mile  is  about  1/32  of  an  inch,  and  480 
tons  per  mile  is  less  than  3/10  of  an  inch.  These  figures  are  very 
significant  when  applied  to  a  cultivated  field  over  a  period  of  many 
years.  However,  in  the  case  of  the  Northern  Border  project,  these  rates 
will  apply  for  only  about  one  month.  Specified  erosion  control  measures 
will  be  utilized  and  the  total  losses  will  be  minor. 

The  DOI-DEIS  total  calculated  losses  of  60,000  tons  to  480,000  tons 
are  based  on  the  preceding  figures  applied  to  an  estimated  1,000  miles 
of  pipeline,  with  the  highest  losses  predicted  to  occur  in  the  650  miles 
of  the  western  portion  of  the  route.  Tabulations  show  that  there  are 
only  66  miles  of  soil  associations  in  this  portion  that  have  high  wind 
erosion  hazard.  Therefore,  a  better  figure  would  be  4,000  tons  to  32,000 
tons  over  a  period  of  one  year.  With  erosion  control  practices  in  effect, 
a  90%  reduction  would  reduce  these  figures  to  400  tons  to  3,200  tons. 

Since  much  of  the  proposed  route  crosses  agricultural  lands,  it 
should  be  noted  that  plowing  of  fields  for  crop  production  has  a  very 
similar  effect  on  wind  erosion  losses.  The  impact  of  wind  erosion  from 
the  pipeline  operations,  including  revegetation  practices,  will  there¬ 
fore  be  virtually  Identical  to  that  from  a  plowed  field  followed  by  seed¬ 
ing  and  crop  growth.  Dust  and  soil  control  measures,  In  addition,  will 
be  applied  as  part  of  the  construction  practices  to  further  reduce  the 
wind  erosion  hazard  during  the  period  of  construction.  These  measures 
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will  be  in  accordance  with  all  federal  and  state  regulations. 


Page  V-968,  Lines  15  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Although  reseeding  is  planned  as  soon  as  practical  after  construc¬ 
tion  activities  are  completed,  wind  erosion  losses  exceeding  5  tons/acre/ 
year  would  cause  severe  seedling  damage  and  make  revegetation  very 
difficult. " 

NB  Comment: 

Losses  of  5  tons/acre/year  are  equivalent  to  about  1/32  of  an  Inch 
per  year.  A  maximum  of  40  tons  would  be  less  than  1/3  of  an  inch.  How¬ 
ever,  with  erosion  control  measures  applied  immediately  after  construc¬ 
tion,  the  maximums  would  never  apply.  In  most  cases,  the  low  figure 
would  be  more  applicable. 

Page  V-968,  Lines  23  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  wind  erosion  is  common  during  the  spring  months  in  the  midwest 
where  land  surfaces  are  left  unprotected,  as  they  will  be." 

NB  Comment: 

The  revised  construction  schedule  calls  for  May  through  November 
construction  periods  for  two  consecutive  years.  Consequently,  only  a 
portion  of  the  line  will  be  constructed  in  springtime  high  wind  periods. 
Fugitive  dust  control  measures  will  be  Implemented  during  construction 
periods  in  accordance  with  applicable  federal  and  state  regulations  and 
restoration  will  be  initiated  immediately  after  construction.  Thus  the 
ROW  will  be  protected. 

Wind  erosion  is  more  intense  during  spring  months  in  the  midwest 
because  of  the  higher  prevailing  winds.  However,  these  increased  winds 
will  also  affect  all  areas,  on  and  off  the  ROW.  The  ROW  will  undergo 
proper  wind  erosion  management  control  practices,  and  areas  that  are 
site-determined  as  subject  to  extreme  wind  erosion  will  be  protected  by 
structural  or  special  vegetative  wind  barriers.  All  areas  of  the  ROW 
will  be  managed,  and  thus  protected,  by  the  restoration  procedures.  Man¬ 
agement  practices,  in  compliance  with  all  pertinent  state  and  federal 
regulations,  will  be  applied  during  the  construction  phase. 
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and  pothole  areas.  These  programs  will  be  Incorporated  Into  the  construc¬ 
tion  specifications.  Restoration  of  critical  areas  defined  by  state  and 
federal  authorities  will  be  in  accordance  with  applicable  recommendations 
of  that  agency. 

Northern  Border  Intends  to  preserve  topsoil  In  select  areas  where 
It  Is  necessary  to  adequately  restore  the  right-of-way.  The  restoration 
plan  Is  currently  being  developed.  As  stated  In  response  to  DOI-FPC 
Question  No.  (24)  of  December  12,  1974:  "Where  possible,  unfavorable 
strata  such  as  alkaline  soils,  fragmented  bedrock,  clays,  etc.  will  be 
returned  to  the  bottom  of  the  trench  to  expedite  restoration  and  revege¬ 
tation."  During  the  operational  phase,  continuous  surveillance  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  eroding  areas  will  be  performed  as  needed  to  control  the  long 
term  effects  In  critical  areas. 

As  a  result,  the  long  term  erosion  hazard  will  be  minimal  and  forage 
reduction.  If  any,  would  be  minor. 

Page  V-970,  Lines  21  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Here,  slopes  range  up  to  60  percent  with  elevatlonal  differences 
of  400  feet." 

NB  Comment: 

This  occurs  in  the  right-of-way  because  the  Little  Missouri  gorge¬ 
crossing  route  selected  is  the  most  stable  known. 

Page  V-971,  Lines  12  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"On  many  areas,  erosive  clays  may  be  left  on  the  surface  but  because 
of  the  flat  terrain,  erosion  will  be  minimal." 

NB  Consent: 

As  stated  In  Response  to  DOI/FPC  Question  (24)  of  December  12,  1974: 
"Where  possible  unfavorable  strata  such  as  alkaline  soils,  fragmented 
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Page  V-969,  Lines  15  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Lisam-Cabbart-Shale  Outcrop  Association  will  be  crossed  for 
approximately  23  miles  primarily  In  Phillips  and  Western  Valley  Counties 
where  it  crosses  the  Frenchman  Creek,  Rock  Creek,  Willow  Creek  and  Bitter 
Creek  drainages.  This  soil  association  will  also  be  crossed  for  about 
3  miles  briefly  near  the  Montana-North  Dakota  boundary  at  Little  Muddy 
Creek." 

NB  Comment: 

As  discussed  in  response  to  DOI-DEIS  Section  3. 1.3. 4. A,  page  V-960, 
only  some  18  miles  of  unfavorable  soils  within  the  association  will  be 
crossed  by  the  Proposed  Route. 

Page  V-970,  Lines  1  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"This  soil  association  occurs  on  steep  unstable  badlands  where  distur¬ 
bance  will  greatly  accelerate  high  natural  erosion  rates.  Topsoils  are 
extremely  thin  and  the  shale  and  sandstone  bedrock,  if  left  on  the 
surface,  will  have  a  lasting  effect  as  an  erosion  hazard  and  an  area  of 
reduced  forage  production. 

About  15  miles  of  the  pipeline  will  traverse  soils  of  the  Sunburst 
Association  which  have  very  thin  topsoils  and  clay  substrata.  Slopes 
are  moderately  steep  and  the  clays  left  on  the  surface  will  be  erosive 
and  difficult  to  revegetate." 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  has  proposed  restoration  programs  in  both  the  EIA 
and  In  response  to  the  joint  FPC/D0I  questions.  Site  specific  information 
would  be  developed  upon  completion  of  final  design  of  the  project  and 
will  be  Incorporated  into  the  construction  specifications.  Special 
restoration  programs  are  being  developed  for  both  rangelands  and  badlands 
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bedrock,  clays,  etc.  will  be  returned  to  the  bottom  of  the  trench  to 
expedite  restoration  and  revegetation. "  Restoration  and  erosion  control 
practice,  and  the  landowners  ability  to  manage  the  clay  soils  are  also 
key  factors  affecting  the  level  of  erosion  to  result  from  the  proposed 
construction.  Erosion  will  be  minimal  even  in  areas  of  sloping  terrain. 
Page  V-971,  Lines  14  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  most  hazardous  erosion  conditions  will  occur  at  drainage 
crossings,  especially  where  the  James  River..." 

NB  Comment: 

The  James  River  is  an  underfit  stream  at  the  crossing  point  and  will 
not  result  In  hazards  associated  with  erosion  or  scour. 

Page  V-971,  Lines  20  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"On  some  soils  the  erosive  subsoil  clays  will  be  left  on  the  surface 
but  erosion  will  be  minimal  because  of  nearly  level  topography." 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  In  Response  to  DOI/FPC  Question  (24)  of  December  24,  1974: 
"Where  possible  unfavorable  strata  such  as  alkaline  soils,  fragmented 
bedrock,  clays,  etc.  will  be  returned  to  the  bottom  of  the  trench  to 
expedite  restoration  and  revegetation." 

Restoration  and  erosion  control  practices  and  the  landowner's  ability 
to  manage  the  clay  soils  are  also  key  factors  affecting  the  level  of 
erosion  to  result  from  the  proposed  construction  and  erosion  will  be 
minimal  even  in  areas  of  sloping  terrain. 

Page  V-972,  Lines  4  and  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Sediment  suspended  in  trench  water  will  create  some  adverse  Impacts 
if  allowed  to  enter  natural  streams." 

3-40 


soi 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


3. 1.3.4. B  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

Extensive  open  and  tile  drains  have  been  installed  in  the  affected 
areas  providing  high  water  table  control  for  agricultural  purposes. 
Therefore,  water  table  control  has  been  provided  to  the  depth  of  the 
drain  ranging  from  3  to  4-1/2  feet. 

The  revised  schedule  calls  for  mainline  construction  to  occur  only 
from  May  through  November.  As  a  result,  only  a  portion  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  will  occur  during  periods  of  high  water  table.  The  problems  asso¬ 
ciated  with  seasonal  high  water  tables  and  sediment  control  have  been 
addressed  in  both  the  NB-EIA  (Section  1.5.2-C)  and  in  the  response  to 
Question  Nos.  (49  and  61)  of  the  joint  FPC/DOI  requests,  dated  November 
22,  1974.  This  material  shows  that  the  trench  will  be  dewatered  by  var¬ 
ious  means  depending  on  the  circumstances:  In  soils  with  high  permeability , 
perforated  pipes  may  be  used  to  drain  off  water  from  adjacent  areas;  in 
most  other  cases,  direct  pumping  from  the  trench  may  be  employed.  Sediment 
from  dewatering  operations  can  be  controlled  by  filtration  or  by  settling 
basins.  The  impact  of  the  dewatering  operations  on  streams  will  be  minor 
and  short  term. 

Page  V- 972,  Line  14  to  V-973,  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Two  areas  along  the  route  where  soils  stabilization  may  require 
special  control  are  the  south  bluff  area  of  the  Illinois  River  and  the 
small,  deeply  incised  Pecumsaugan  Creek  area  draining  into  the  Illinois 
River  from  the  north  bluff.  Construction  in  the  Pecumsaugan  Creek  and 
Illinois  River  north  bluff  area  will  entail  traversing  approximately 
three-quarters  of  a  mile  of  extremely  thin  and  fragile  bedrock  controlled 
soils  with  severe  erosion  potentials.  Construction  up  and  along  the 
south  rim  of  the  Illinois  River  will  entail  utilizing  approximately 
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"Streambank  erosion  could  have  a  significant  problem  during  spring 
and  summer  when  seasonally  high  groundwater  levels  Increase  soil  plasticity. 

For  approximately  100  miles  in  eastern  Ohio  the  proposed  route 
crosses  the  Appalachian  Province  where  slopes  are  steep  and  soils  are 
shallow  over  shale  and  sandstone.  This  will  be  an  area  of  high  erosion 
hazard." 

NB  Comment: 

Erosion  control  measures  will  be  instituted  to  mitigate  the  hazard. 

The  concerns  mentioned  have  been  discussed  by  Northern  Border  in  the  NB-EIA. 
Northern  Border  will  prepare  an  erosion  control  revegetation  plan  for 
the  entire  line  with  special  emphasis  on  those  critical  areas  where 
erosion  control  revegetation  is  anticipated  to  be  the  most  difficult. 

These  plans  will  be  included  in  the  construction  specifications  for 
Implementation.  Restoration  of  critical  areas  defined  by  state  and 
federal  authorities  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  recommendations 
of  that  agency. 

Page  V-974,  Lines  11  and  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...unstable  acidic  spoil  piles  already  exist.  These  areas  are  not 
only  erosion  hazards,  but  also  potential  pollution  sources." 

NB  Comment: 

The  strip  mined  areas  traversed  by  the  route  have  been  stablized  by 
grading  and  leveling,  and  revegetation.  No  serious  erosion,  acidity  or 
revegetation  problems  are  anticipated. 

Page  V-974,  Line  16  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"High  water  tables... add  to  the  severe  erosion  hazards  likely  to 
be  encountered." 
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two-thirds  of  a  mile  of  shallow,  steep-sloped,  unstable  soils.  Slopes 
of  30  to  60  percent  are  encountered  In  both  areas,  and  the  thin  soil 
mantle  underlain  with  sandstone,  shale,  limestone  and  bedrock  will  be 
difficult  to  restore  and  restablize  once  the  protective  forest  cover 
Is  removed. 

Topsoil  Imported  to  reestablish  the  slope  soil  profiles  will  have 
to  be  utilized  to  stablize  the  erosion  hazard.  Small-scale  landslides 
have  been  observed  and  documented  4  miles  downstream  from  the  Illinois 
River  crossing  point  on  terrain  similar  to  that  traversed  by  the  proposed 
route.  The  evidence  from  these  studies  indicate  that  slopes  above  20 
degrees  on  clay  rich  soils  will  flow  or  fracture.  Continued  surveillance 
and  maintenance  may  be  required  in  these  areas." 

NB  Conment: 

The  proposed  crossing  point  is  located  in  strong  ordoviclan  dolomite 
and  sand  on  top  of  the  Lasalle  Anticline  and  only  a  single  cliff  Is 
encountered.  Little  requirement  for  soil  stabilization  is  anticipated. 

At  the  point  4  miles  downstream,  referenced  by  D0I,  the  river  cuts 
through  unstable  Pennsylvanian  clay  shales  and  the  rocks  are  much  younger 
and  less  stable  than  at  the  proposed  crossing  point. 

Page  V-973,  Lines  16  to  21  and  V-974,  Lines  1  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Significant  erosion  is  not  expected  except  in  the  7  miles  of  mod¬ 
erately  sloped  escarpment  along  the  Wabash  River  near  Peru,  Indiana. 

The  erodible  Miami  silt  loam  terrace  and  slope  phase  and  Crosby  silt  loam 
are  located  within  this  area  on  the  interridge  areas.  Removing  the 
protective  forest  cover  will  yield  short  term  rill  and  gully  erosion 
lasting  until  these  slopes  become  fully  revegetated." 
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NB  Comment: 

Appalachian  Plateau  soils  are  well  to  excessively  drained  and  water 
tables  are  only  intermittently  high  during  which  time  erosion  control 
measures  will  be  taken. 

Page  V-974,  Lines  20  and  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...borrow  areas  from  which  material  is  taken  for  pipeline  bedding 
will  also  add  to  the  total  erosion  hazard  area." 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  Response  to  D0I/FPC  Question  (26)  of  December  12,  1974, 
borrow  would  be  obtained  from  existing  commercial  sites  and  if  conmercial 
sites  were  not  available,  new  sites  would  be  developed  and  restored 
in  accordance  with  landowner  requirements  and/or  applicable  regulations. 
Page  V-975,  Lines  10  and  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  severe  water  erosion  may  occur  over  approximately  325  miles  of 
the  route." 

NB  Comment: 

The  actual  areas  of  high  erosion  hazard  and  highly  localized  and 
severe  erosion  hazards  will  only  be  encountered  along  a  portion  of  the 
areas  described. 

Northern  Border  recognizes  the  problems  associated  with  erosion  and 
will  incorporate  erosion  and  sedimentation  controls  in  the  construction 
specifications. 

The  NB-EIA,  Section  2.1.4,  Page  2. 1.4-1;  Section  3.1.1-B.l,  Page 

3.1.1- 59;  Section  3.1.1-B.2,  Page  3.1.1-61;  Section  3.1.1-B.3,  Page 

3.1.1- 63;  addresses  the  soil  erosion  impact  and  identifies  areas  of  partic 
ular  erosion  hazards.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (37)  of 
November  22,  1974  discusses  the  system  of  dams,  drains,  and  sandbags 
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which  will  be  used  as  runoff  checks.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question 
No.  (54)  of  November  22,  1974  discusses  the  prevention  of  slides  and 
flows;  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (22)  of  December  12,  1974  describes  reveg¬ 
etation.  Rangeland  and  wetland  restoration  plans  are  being  developed 
for  soil  loss  control  in  critical  regions. 

The  amount  of  erosion  and  its  impact  is  limited  by  the  nature  of 
the  construction  operation  and  erosion  control  measures  implemented  dur¬ 
ing  construction  and  by  the  restoration  program.  Erosion  control  meas¬ 
ures  will  be  implemented  during  construction  as  an  integral  part  of  the 
procedures.  As  described  in  Section  2.1.3.3-G  the  length  of  time  between 
clearing,  grading  and  the  initiation  of  restoration  procedures  and  erosion 
control  implementation  can  be  as  short  as  four  weeks,  with  the  exception 
of  microwave  tower  sites,  compressor  stations  and  major  river  crossings. 
Thus  the  line  would  be  subjected  to  accelerated  erosion  for  only  limited 
periods  of  time  and  the  impact  is  minor. 
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S  =  I  of  slope 
C+P  =  management  factors 


In  the  DO I  calculations,  the  (CP)  term  is  1,  which  maximizes  the 
figure  for  A,  and  assumes  no  management. 

In  fact,  the  amount  of  erosion  and  its  impact  Is  limited  by  the 
nature  of  the  construction  operation  and  erosion  control  measures  im¬ 
plemented  during  construction  and  by  the  restoration  program.  The  man¬ 
agement  factor  is  more  likely  to  be  .3  or  less,  reducing  the  soil  loss 
(A)  to  100,000  tons  along  the  entire  right-of-way  (1,600  miles)  for  one 
year.  As  described  in  Section  2. 1.3. 3-6,  the  length  of  time  between 
clearing,  grading  and  Initiation  of  restoration  procedures  and  erosion 
control  Implementation  can  be  as  short  as  four  weeks,  with  the  exception 
of  microwave  tower  sites,  compressor  stations  and  major  river  crossings. 
Thus  the  line  would  be  subjected  to  accelerated  erosion  for  only  limit¬ 
ed  periods  of  time. 

In  addition,  erosion  control  measures  will  be  Implemented  during 
construction  as  an  Integral  part  of  the  procedures.  Therefore,  the 
(CP)  value  of  1  overestimates  soil  losses  even  for  a  four-week  period. 

The  nature  and  impact  of  the  erosion  must  also  be  considered.  While 
accelerated  erosion  could  occur  over  the  entire  length  of  the  pipeline, 
areas  of  significant  erosion  potential  will  be  limited  to  these  identified 
In  the  NB-EIA  sections  referenced  in  the  opening  paragraph  of  this  consent. 
Those  areas  of  steep  slopes  and  rough,  poor  land  undisturbed  or  affected 
by  agriculture  are  already  being  subjected  to  accelerated  erosion,  a  fact 
not  reflected  In  the  D0I  estimates  of  natural  soil  losses  of  only  5  tons/ 
acre/year  (D0I-DEIS  Figure  3. 1.3. 4-4).  This  figure  represents  typical 
soil  losses  on  good  land  where  adequate  cover  and  management  exist. 


3. 1.3. 4. C  Soil  Losses  From  Water  Erosion 


Page  V-978,  Lines  17  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  Is  estimated  that  over  one-third  of  a  million  tons  of  soil  may 
be  lost  from  the  construction  right-of-way  through  water  erosion.  The 
highest  losses  will  occur  in  the  high  hazard  areas  previously  described 
(See  Figure  3. 1.3. 4-4)." 


NB  Comment: 


This  broad  statement  represents  a  maximum  calculated  soil  loss  of 
about  63  tons  per  acre  over  a  year's  time  and  is  equivalent  to  a  soil 
depth  loss  of  1/3  of  an  Inch.  Intensive  water  erosion  control  measures 
will  be  applied,  reducing  this  loss  by  90  percent  as  discussed  on  page 
V-986  of  DOI-DEIS.  Corcnents  on  Section  3.1.3.4-A  of  DOI-DEIS  (pp.  V-957- 
966)  apply. 

The  NB-EIA,  Section  2.1.4,  p.  2. 1.4-1;  Section  3.1.1-B.l,  p.  3.1.1-59; 
Section  3.1.1-B.2,  p.  3.1.1-61;  Section  3.1.1 -B. 3,  p.  3.1.1-63;  addresses  the 
soil  erosion  impact  and  identifies  areas  of  particular  erosion  hazards.  The 
response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (37),  dated  November  22,  1974,  discusses 
the  system  of  dams,  drains,  and  sandbags  which  will  be  used  as  runoff 
checks.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (54),  dated  November  22,  1974, 
discusses  the  prevention  of  slides  and  flows;  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (22), 
dated  December  12,  1974,  describes  revegetation.  Rangeland  and  wetland  res¬ 
toration  plans  are  being  developed  for  soil  loss  control  in  critical  regions. 

The  applicant  recognizes  the  problems  associated  with  erosion  and 
will  Incorporate  these  erosion  and  sedimentation  controls  in  the  construction 
specifications. 

It  Is  also  recognized  that  the  normal  rate  of  erosion  can  be  increased 
by  the  proposed  action,  however,  the  estimates  of  over  1/3  million  tons 
of  soil  loss  do  not  take  Into  account  proper  construction  of  the  project, 
restoration  program,  nor  the  nature  of  the  impact. 


I3S 


DOI-DEIS  uses  the  "universal  soil  loss  equation  method"  to  yield  the 
1/3  million  tons  figure  (p.  V-976);  this  equation  is: 


A  =  RK  (LS)  CP,  where  A  =  soil  loss 

R  =  Rainfall  factor 
K  =  length  of  slope 
L  =  length  of  slope 
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3.1.3.4.D.1  Grazing 


Page  V-979,  Lines  7  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Construction  activities  will  adversely  affect  grazing  patterns  since 
livestock  will  probably  be  reluctant  to  approach  or  cross  the  construction 
area. .. [resulting]  in  abnormal  concentrations  of  animals  and  heavy  grazing 
on  portions  of  the  pastures.'' 

NB  Comment: 


The  fact  that  domestic  animals  are  initially  curious  with  regard  to 
human  activities,  and  grazing  density  in  the  western  states  is  low  (2-1/2 
to  3  acres/cow/month),  renders  doubtful  the  hypothesis  that  construction 
activities  will  result  in  abnormal  displacement  or  concentration  of  cattle. 
In  those  cases  where  operations  do  result  in  impact  to  grazing  patterns, 
the  landowner  will  be  compensated. 


Page  V-979,  Lines  12  to  14;  and  Page  V-980,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS 

Statement: 


13 <* 


"In  addition,  approximately  3,200  acres  of  grazing  land  will  be  out  of 
production  during  the  construction  year,  and  will  produce  at  a  reduced  rate 
for  several  years  until  new  vegetation  can  be  established.  This  amounts  to 
a  loss  of  forage  for  approximately  800  animal  unit  months  of  grazing  the 
first  year,  and  nearly  that  much  the  second  year  if  reseeded  rangeland  is 
properly  deferred  from  early  grazing." 


NB  Comment: 

The  weight  of  the  D0I  statement  is  much  reduced  when  considered  in 
proper  perspective.  Based  on  a  9-month  rangeland  grazing  season  in  Montana 
and  the  Dakotas,  800  animal  unit  months  (AUM)  is  equivalent  to  the  yearly 
grazing  requirement  for  89  adult  cows.  Assuming  the  cost  of  one  AUM  to 
be  from  $2.50  to  $5.00,  this  amounts  to  an  economic  impact  of  from  $2,000 
to  $4,000.  Thus,  the  impact  on  grazing  will  be  negligible  even  on  a  short 
term  basis.  Economic  impact,  as  a  result  of  temporary  loss  of  grazing  or 
agricultural  production,  will  be  reimbursed  to  the  landowner. 
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Page  V-980,  Lines  4  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  sections  of  the  pipeline  route  are  fenced  to  protect  new  seedings 
during  the  period  of  establishment,  the  fences  would  be  a  temporary  barrier 
that  would  disrupt  grazing  patterns." 

NB  Corrment: 

Northern  Border  will  include  techniques  In  their  restoration  programs, 
including  fencing  in  certain  limited  areas,  to  minimize  the  Impact  of  graz¬ 
ing  animals  on  the  recovering  right-of-way  until  such  time  as  restoration 
is  complete.  Thus,  the  Impact  on  grazing  will  be  insignificant  and  tem¬ 
porary.  Grazing  losses  resulting  will  be  compensated  by  reimbursement  to 
the  landowner. 

Page  V-980,  Lines  7  to  10,  DOE-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  some  areas,  temporary  access  roads  with  construction  traffic  will 
also  adversely  affect  livestock  movement. 

There  will  be  some  danger  of  animals  falling  into  the  open  trench 
during  construction." 

NB  Comment: 

It  is  expected  that  the  impact  resulting  from  access  roads  and  open 
trench  conditions  will  be  minimal.  In  many  areas  of  open  ranges,  it  is 
common  for  cattle  to  roam  across  roads  with  little  or  no  adverse  effects. 
Northern  Border  will  provide  means  to  prevent  animals  falling  into  seg¬ 
ments  of  open  trench  during  construction  (response  to  FPC/D0I  Question 
No.  (38),  November  22,  1974).  The  DOI  statement  conflicts  with  their 
statement  (p.  V-979,  lines  7-9)  that  livestock  will  probably  be  reluctant 
to  approach  a  construction  area. 


3.1.3.4.D-2  Croplands 

Page  V-980,  Line  16  to  Page  V-981  ,  Line  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  disturbance  on  croplands  due  to  pipeline  construction  will  cause 
two  major  adverse  Impacts:  the  loss  of  crops  during  the  construction  year, 
and  the  reduction  of  cropland  productivity  for  a  number  of  years.  Crop 
losses  during  construction  are  covered  in  Section  3.1.3.11. 
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Border  will  conform  to  the  landowners  wishes  where  practical.  The  Nor¬ 
thern  Border  has  also  stated  In  response  to  Question  No.  (24)  of  December 
12,  1974,  that  "where  possible,  unfavorable  strata  such  as  alkaline  soils, 
fragmented  bedrock,  clays,  etc.,  will  be  returned  to  the  bottom  of  the 
trench  to  expedite  restoration  and  revegetation." 

I 

Page  V-981,  Lines  11  and  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Projection  of  income  losses  due  to  the  disruption  of  farming  activ¬ 
ities  will  be  covered  in  detail  in  Section  3. 1.3. 9,  Economic  Factors." 

NB  Comment: 

The  projected  income  losses  are  discussed  in  response  to  Section 
3. 1.3. 9  of  the  DOI-DEIS  Statement.  The  losses  are  overstated  and  do  not 
reflect  reimbursement  to  the  landowner. 

Page  V-981,  Lines  13  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  addition  to  crop  reductions,  the  pipeline  construction  activities 
will  create  a  variety  of  inconveniences  for  the  farmer.  Movement  of  farm 
machinery  and  tillage  and  harvesting  operations  will  be  complicated  by  the 
trenching  through  established  fields.  Compaction  or  subsidence  of  fill 
areas  along  the  trench  and  the  exposure  of  cobbles  or  gravel  on  the  surface 
will  all  contribute  to  more  difficult  farming  operations. 

Noise  factors  may  also  have  an  adverse  Impact  on  the  production  of 
farm  animals  such  as  milk  cows,  laying  hens  and  brood  sows." 

NB  Comment: 

The  actual  length  of  construction  at  any  point  along  the  right-of-way 
will  be  approximately  3  to  4  weeks  and  any  impact  which  would  result  on 
farm  operations,  including  livestock,  will  be  minor  and  short  term.  Nor¬ 
thern  Border  will  maintain  irrigation  and  drain  tile  flows  during  the  con¬ 
struction  period  and  provide  access  roads  across  the  right-of-way,  if 
necessary,  to  maintain  operations  In  adjacent  fields.  After  completion 
of  construction,  the  right-of-way  will  be  disced  to  eliminate  compact¬ 
ion  and  it  will  be  restored  as  nearly  as  practical  to  its  original 
condition.  Normal  agricultural  activity  can  be  resumed  immediately  after 
these  reconstruction  activities. 
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It  is  difficult  to  assess  the  crop  reductions  that  will  occur  after 
construction  operations  are  completed.  As  previously  indicated,  areas 
where  topsoil  replacement  will  take  place  have  not  been  specifically 
identified.  It  will  be  done  where  required  by  the  landowner  or  government 
agency  stipulations. 

On  areas  where  topsoil  Is  replaced,  crop  production  should  be  nearly 
normal  the  year  following  construction.  Where  topsoil  is  not  replaced, 
continuing  crop  reduction  will  depend  upon  the  kinds  of  subsoil  or  sub¬ 
strata  material  left  on  the  surface  and  the  intensity  of  rehabilitation 
by  the  farmer. 

Even  where  subsoils  have  good  textural  qualities,  they  will  lack 
fertility.  The  section  on  topsoil  contamination  Identifies  some  of  the 
soils  where  special  adverse  conditions  will  occur  if  subsoils  are  left 
on  the  surface,  and  mentions  some  of  the  measures  that  might  minimize 
the  effects." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impact  of  the  trenching  operation  and  spoil  disposal  on  agricul¬ 
tural  activities  has  been  discussed  In  Section  3.1.1.B  of  the  NB-EIA. 

The  overall  impact  is  minor  and  is  primarily  associated  with  the  trench 
which  occupies  a  width  of  about  6  to  8  feet.  The  excess  soil  to  be  spread 
over  the  width  of  right-of-ways,  averaging  approximately  1  Inch  in  thick¬ 
ness,  will  be  mixed  within  the  upper  soil  layers  and  will  not  result  in 
significant  productivity  reductions.  A  number  of  management  practices 
are  available  for  maintaining  productivity.  As  discussed  in  response 
to  p.  V-960  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  after  many  years  of  Intensive  farming,  sub¬ 
jection  to  erosion  forces  and  mixing  by  cultural  treatment,  topsoil  as  a 
horizon  has  ceased  to  exist  on  much  of  the  route  and  the  farming  opera¬ 
tions  themselves  are  actually  being  conducted  on  the  subsoil.  The  sub¬ 
soil  In  terms  of  sterility  and  toxicity  are  not  markedly  Inferior  to  sur¬ 
face  layers  In  many  areas  and  good  management  practices  such  as  fertili¬ 
zation  or  cultural  treatment  will  overcome  any  deficiencies  resulting  from 
mixing  of  the  subsoils  with  the  surface  layers.  Some  of  these  soils  would 
show  little  restoration  benefits  from  double  trenching.  Each  landowner 
may  have  his  own  criteria  for  the  restoration  of  his  land  and  Northern 
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3.1 .3.4.0. 3  IRRIGATION  SYSTEMS 

Page  V-982,  Lines  6  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  route  crosses  (the  Buford-Trenton  Project)  the  Main 
Canal,  three  laterals,  an  open  drain  twice  and  about  4  miles  or  Irrigated 
lands.  Construction  across  these  conveyance  facilities  would  either  have 
to  be  done  during  the  non  irrigation  season  or  in  such  a  way  as  to  not 
interfere  with  normal  operation  of  the  project.  Pipeline  crossings  would 
have  to  be  well  marked  at  each  location  to  prevent  damage  to  the  pipeline 
during  project  maintenance  activities.  The  disturbed  areas  from  crossings 
of  the  project  facilities  should  be  contoured,  smoothed  and  reseeded  fol¬ 
lowing  construction  activities.  The  proposed  route  will  encounter  the 
rising  groundwater  table  under  the  Buford-Trenton  Project." 

NB  Comment: 

Construction  across  the  enumerated  parts  of  the  Buford-Trenton  Pro¬ 
ject  will  not  interfere  with  operations  of  the  Project.  In  addition  the 
following  procedures  will  be  incorporated  in  to  the  construction  specifi¬ 
cations.  All  necessary  precautions  shall  be  taken  to  minimize  interrup¬ 
tion  of  irrigation  by  providing  flumes  for  irrigation  canals  and  cross¬ 
overs  for  equipment  used  in  surface  irrigation,  and  as  stated  in  Section 
1.5.2.K,  Pages  1  to  55  of  the  NB-EIA,  flow  will  be  maintained  during  the 
crossings  of  streams  and  Irrigation  canals,  and  all  ditching  and  backfill¬ 
ing  across  drainage  ditches,  irrigation  ditches  ...  shall  be  done  by  Con¬ 
tractor  In  a  manner  satisfactory  to  any  federal,  state,  municipal  or  other 
public  or  private  authority  have  jurisdiction  over  the  same,  and  to  the 
Engineer. 

Pipeline  crossings  wi 1 1  be  marked  at  each  location,  and  disturbed 
areas  will  be  restored  to  as  near  as  practical  to  their  preconstruction 
condition. 

Finally,  the  "rising  groundwater  table"  will  not  affect  the  pipe¬ 
line  construction  because  of  trench-dewatering  procedures  which  will  be 
employed  as  described  in  the  Response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  Nos.  (4  to  9), 
November  22,  1974.  The  impact  of  the  dewatering  operations  has  been 
addressed  in  previous  responses  to  this  section  and  will  be  short  term 
and  minor. 
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Page  V-982,  Lines  16  to  33.  DOI-OEIS  Statement: 

"The  other  operating  Irrigation  project  crossed  by  the  proposed 
route  1'S  the  Heart  Butte  Unit  of  the  Missouri  River  Basis  Project,  lo¬ 
cated  In  southcentral  North  Dakota  ...  only  a  portion  of  the  Irrigable 
lands  (about  2,400  acres)  have  been  developed  to  date.  The  proposed 
route  across  the  unit  does  not  appear  to  affect  potentially  Irrigable 
or  proposed  sites  for  future  project  facilities. 

NB  Corment: 

The  proposed  project  does  n«  cross  any  Irrigated  lands  of  the 
Heart  Butte  Unit  and  will  not  affect  potentially  Irrigable  sites  at 
this  project.  I 


Page  V-982,  Line  24  to  Page  V-985,  Line  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statmpnt: 

This  portion  of  the  DOI-DEIS  Subsection  described  the  proposed  West 
Lake  Plain  area  of  the  Authorized  Initial  Stage,  190,000  acre  Oahe  Unit, 
James  Division,  Plck-Sloan  Missouri  Basin  Program.  The  proposed  route 
will  cross  this  south  of  the  City  of  Aberdeen  In  the  James  River  Valley. 
The  construction  of  the  proposed  route  will  cross  several  distribution 
laterals,  the  West  Main  Canal,  the  Moccasin  Creek  Drain  and  smaller  sur¬ 
face  drains.  It  Is  indicated  that  the  pipeline  will  present  a  design 
and/or  relocation  problem  where  It  Intersects  a  canal,  lateral,  surface 
or  subsurface  drain.  It  is  also  noted  that  "The  problems  of  conflict 
could  be  considerably  alleviated  if  early  coordination  took  place  bet¬ 
ween  the  Applicant  and  the  U.S.  8ureau  of  Reclamation." 

NB  Comment: 

Early  coordination  between  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamation  and  the 
Northern  Border  Consortium  was  performed.  Two  separate  meetings  were 
held  with  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  on  September  7,  1973.  As  a  result 
of  these  meetings  It  was  concluded  that  the  project  would  not  present 
a  problem  with  the  construction  of  the  proposed  Irrigation  canals. 

Page  V-985,  Lines  14  to  20.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Only  on  the  Buford-Trenton  project  will  presently  Irrigated  land 
be  crossed.  The  4  miles  crossed  will  affect  about  48  acres  of  Irrigated 
cropland.  Severe  disturbance  will  occur  along  the  excavated  trench  and 
amount  to  about  5  acres.  Additional  cropland  might  be  affected  if  con- 
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Page  V-986,  Lines  9  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Figure  3. 1.3. 4-5  shows  the  total  drains  in  lineal  feet  in  each  county 
through  which  the  pipeline  passes.  These  data  indicate  that  the  cutting 
of  tile  drains  will  be  a  common  occurrence  along  most  of  the  pipeline  route." 

NB  Comment: 

In  publishing  tables  presenting  total  drainage  systems  within  the 
counties  traversed  by  the  pipeline,  the  inference  Is  made  that  the  pipe¬ 
line  will  have  a  very  great  impact  on  the  systems.  It  should  be  noted  in 
the  text  that  only  those  drainage  systems  intersected  by  the  trench  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  pipeline  route  will  be  impacted  and  then  only 
during  the  construction  period,  representing  only  a  fractional  part  of  the 
total  systems. 

Page  V-986,  Line  20  to  Page  V-990,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Tile  lines  in  the  Midwest  commonly  flow  year-round  except  in  very 
dry  years  when  flow  ceases  in  August  and  September.  If  the  pipeline  trench 
is  deeper  than  the  flowing  drains,  water  entering  the  excavated  trench  will 
cause  construction  problems  and  large  volumes  of  sediment  laden  water  may 
cause  adverse  environmental  impacts  in  the  disposal  process.  Where  subsoils 
are  highly  acid  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  pipeline,  water  disposal  may 
create  pollution  problems  in  waterways  and  natural  streams  (see  section 
3. 1.3. 3)." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Northern  Border  construction  schedule  has  been  revised  and  provides 
for  construction  during  the  period  May  through  November.  As  a  result,  the 
higher  volumes  of  water  associated  with  spring  conditions  will  not  be  en¬ 
countered.  It  is  also  pointed  out  that  the  purpose  of  the  drain  tile 
system  is  to  lower  the  ground  water  table  and  this  will  have  the  effect 
of  reducing  the  volume  of  water  entering  the  trench. 

The  problems  associated  with  seasonal  high  water  tables,  sediment  and 
pH  control  have  been  addressed  in  both  the  NB-EIA  (Section  1.5.2-C)  and  in 
the  response  to  FPC/D0I  Questions  Nos.  (49  and  61)  dated  November  22, 

1974.  This  material  shows  that  the  trench  will  be  dewatered 
by  various  means  depending  on  the  circumstances;  namely,  in  soils  with 
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structlon  prohibits  needed  irrigation  water  from  flowing  downslope  from 
the  right-of-way.  Mitigation  measures  applied  will  depend  upon  Applicant- 
farmer  agreements." 

NB  Comment; 

Forty-eight  acres  is  a  very  small  amount  of  land  to  disturb,  and  the 
Impact  will  be  short  term  and  minor.  As  previously  discussed,  In  re¬ 
sponse  to  this  section,  all  disturbed  croplands,  irrigation  channels  and 
drainages  will  be  restored  and  flow  of  Irrigation  waters  will  be  main¬ 
tained  during  construction. 
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high  permeability  well  points  will  be  used  to  drain  off  water  from  adjacent 
areas,  and  in  most  other  cases  direct  pumping  from  the  trench  will  be  employed 
Sediment  from  dewatering  operations  can  be  controlled  by  filtration  or  by 
settling  basins.  Discharge  to  dry  streams  will  be  controlled  so  that  dis¬ 
charge  rates  will  be  no  greater  than  those  of  the  normal  flow  period.  The 
control  of  pH  can  be  effected  by  neutralization  with  material  such  as  lime¬ 
stone.  The  effects  of  acid  ground  waters  in  receiving  streams  should  be 
the  same  as  that  associated  with  normal  operation  of  the  tile  drainage 
systems.  These  systems  also  Intercept  and  discharge  groundwaters  directly 
to  water  courses.  No  significant  pH  problems  have  been  encountered  or 
noted  in  streams  with  the  exception  of  those  areas  directly  Influenced  by 
acid-line  drainage. 

Page  V-990,  Lines  3  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"As  Figure  3. 1.3. 4-5  Indicates,  the  proposed  route  will  also  transect 
numerous  open  drains  Including  small  collection  ditches  and  large  mains  and 
laterals. 

Where  the  trench  is  cut  through  flowing  open  drains,  significant  amounts 
of  sediment  will  be  added  to  the  drain  flow  until  construction  and  rehabili¬ 
tation  are  completed.  This  might  Impede  water  passage  and  pollute  streams 
into  which  the  drains  flow." 

NB  Comnent: 

The  NB-EIA  describes  open  drains  as  Class  II  streams  (p.  3.1.2-111). 

The  Northern  Border  construction  schedule  will  be  such  that  a  minimal  number 
of  these  ditches  will  be  crossed  during  periods  of  flow.  The  impacts  of 
construction  under  flowing  conditions  will  be  minor  and  short  term,  as  in 
the  case  of  intercepted  small  water  courses.  Upon  completion  of  construction, 
the  ditches  will  be  restored  to  their  pre-construction  conditions  and  any 
drain  tiles  which  may  have  been  disturbed  will  be  replaced.  Restoration  will 
include  the  establishment  of  pre-construction  flow  conditions.  While  in¬ 
creased  sediment  loads  will  occur  temporaly  for  a  relatively  short  distance- 
downstream  from  the  crossing,  the  impact  on  receptor  stream  water  quality 
will  be  minimal.  Therefore,  construction  through  open  drains  »  11  not  result 
in  impediment  to  water  passage  or  pollution  of  their  receptor  streams. 
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Page  V-990,  Lines  10  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  some  cases,  the  pipeline  trench  may  act  as  a  drain  and  accumulate 
water  at  low  points.  If  the  volume  of  accumulated  water  rises  to  the  tile 
system  level  and  exceeds  the  capacity  of  the  system,  wet  spots  may  occur. 

The  movement  of  heavy  equipment  might  crush  shallow  collection  tiles. 
This  would  back  water  up  In  the  tile  lines  and  cause  wet  surface  spots  in 
farm  fields. 

Where  water  Is  allowed  to  accumulate  at  the  surface,  there  will  be 
significant  reductions  in  crop  production  and  farming  operations  will  be 
very  difficult." 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  has  stated  that  construction  and  restoration  plans  will 
maintain  the  function  of  drain  tile  fields  (NB-EIA;  p.  3.1.1-61).  Water  will 
not  be  allowed  to  accumulate  or  back  up  in  shallow  fields  and  tiles  damaged 
by  heavy  equipment  will  be  replaced.  As  a  result,  the  wet  spots  postulated 
by  DOI  are  not  likely  to  occur  and  in  any  event  will  be  of  short  duration. 
Thus,  the  reduced  crop  production  and  farm  operation  impact  will  be  minimal. 
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along  the  right-of-way,  in  stream  bodies,  discharge  of  hydrostatic  test 
water  and  Increased  erosion  in  channel  floors  and  banks. 

NB  Comment: 

A  discussion  of  increased  soil  erosion  was  presented  In  response  to 
Page  V-968,  Lines  3  to  11  of  Section  3. 1.3.4  of  the  DOI-DEIS.  It  was  there 
pointed  out  that  the  DEIS  estimates  of  erosion  overstated  the  problem,  did 
not  consider  management  factors  in  the  soil  loss  equation,  and  did  not  con¬ 
sider  that  erosion  control  measures  would  be  Incorporated  In  both  construc¬ 
tion  and  restoration  phases  of  the  operations. 

Northern  Border  has  also  provided,  in  the  response  to  the  FPC/DOI 
Questions,  a  discussion  of  procedures  to  be  used  for  both  instream  construc¬ 
tion  and  restoration  of  floodplain  areas  and  stream  banks.  Instream  con¬ 
struction  will  result  in  increased  sediment  loads  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  crossing  site,  however,  the  effects  will  be  short-term,  minor,  and 
will  not  extend  for  significant  distances  downstream.  The  trench  backfill¬ 
ing,  In  most  cases,  will  be  done  by  natural  fluvial  sediment  transport  as 
part  of  the  stream's  normal  sediment  load.  In  some  cases  backfilling  will 
be  done  with  an  approved  material;  notably  In  situations  where  high  veloc¬ 
ities  and  heavy  streambed  loads  might  cause  severe  scouring. 

Page  V-9P:.,  Lines  12  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

Increased  sedimentation  in  streams  could  be  caused  by  a  break  in  slope 
of  the  stream  profile.  This  can  cause  increased  headward  erosion  which 
would  cause  erosion  of  soil  on  areas  much  greater  in  size  than  that  of  the 
pipeline  right-of-way. 

NB  Comment; 

The  methods  proposed  by  Northern  Border  as  summarized  below  substan¬ 
tially  provide  the  same  level  of  mitigation  suggested  by  the  DEIS.  These 
nr..-  will  be  detailed  and  placed  in  the  construction  specifications. 

Suom  }fid  -rossings,  such  as  rivers,  streams,  gullies  and  creeks  shall 
be  Installed  ami  lored  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  Construction 
Drawings,  and  In  accordance  with  permit  requirements,  and  In  accordance  with 
the  requirement;  cf  all  statutory  authorities  including  those  authorities 
concorned  with  wa.i  supply,  irrigation,  water  pollution,  navigation  and 
f Is.  fS 


/yv 


3-67 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

3. 1.3.5  IMPACTS  ON  WATER  RESOURCES  (Pages  V-992  to  V-1016) 

Page  V-992,  Lines  22  to  25  and  V-993,  Lines  1  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statements; 

Impacts  of  the  proposed  construction  will  affect  water  quality,  quan¬ 
tity,  use,  and  the  physical  environment  of  which  the  water  is  a  part. 

These  impacts  will  result  from  changes  in  sediment  loads,  dissolved  solids» 
and  stream  channels. 

NB  Comment: 

Changes  In  the  amount  of  sediment  load  due  to  Increased  erosion  will 
result  In  a  small  short-term  impact  on  water  quality.  Changes  in  the  amount 
of  sediment  load  due  to  the  construction  activity  will  result  In  a  similar 
impact.  Changes  in  the  amount  of  dissolved  solids  due  to  changes  in  the 
water  environment  will  be  minor  as  the  result  of  the  small  amount  of  stream 
which  will  be  impacted  by  this  project  compared  to  the  total  amount  of 
drainage  area.  Northern  Border  recognizes  the  problems  associated  with 
erosion,  and  will  Incorporate  erosion  and  sedimentation  controls  in  the 
construction  sepcifications.  Erosion  control  measures  will  be  implemented 
during  construction  as  an  integral  part  of  the  construction  procedures. 

Changes  in  stream  channels  due  to  changes  In  stream  environments  will 
be  mitigated  following  construction  by  the  Applicant's  restoration  program. 
This  calls  for  restoration  of  the  bed  and  banks  of  all  streams  to  approxi¬ 
mately  pre-existing  conditions. 

Changes  in  the  amount  of  dissolved  solids  due  to  maintenance  and  oper¬ 
ation  procedures  along  the  right-of-way  will  be  minor.  Northern  Border  has 
no  program  or  plan  which  will  involve  the  use  of  other  than  minor  amounts 
of  herbicide  to  control  vegetation  around  block-valve  stations.  Other  im¬ 
pacts,  resulting  from  the  spills  of  fuels  in  the  application  of  chemicals 
along  and  adjacent  to  the  right-of-way,  will  be  minor.  Applicant  will 
maintain  fuel  storage  in  controlled  areas  with  dikes  and  will  make  minimal 
use  of  herbicides  along  the  right-of-way.  Herbicides  will  only  be  used  in 
the  first  phase  of  the  restoration  program  to  control  weeds;  a  limited 
amount  may  be  used  in  the  operation  phase,  if  necessary. 

3. 1.3. 5. A  Effects  on  Surface  Water 

Page  V-993,  Lines  19  to  25,  and  V- 998,  Line  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  this  section  DOI-DEIS  presents  a  discussion  of  the  causes  of  increased 
turbidity  and  sediment  loads  in  surface  waters.  These  include  activities 
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All  waterway  crossings  shall  be  restored  to  as  near  original  contours 
as  possible  Including  filling  of  excavation  and  bank  cuts,  and  removing 
surplus  excavated  materials  from  streambeds. 

The  banks  of  all  streams  and  rivers  shall  be  properly  rip  rapped  with 
sacks  filled  with  either  earth  or  sand  mixed  with  cement  or  rip  rapped  with 
other  approved  material. 

As  nearly  as  possible,  the  beds  of  all  streams  and  rivers  shall  be  re¬ 
stored  to  their  former  elevations  and  grade.  Spoil,  debris,  piling,  coffer 
dams,  false  work,  excavation,  construction  materials  and  obstructions  re¬ 
sulting  from  construction  of  the  pipeline  shall  be  removed  from  the  crossing 
to  prevent  interference  with  normal  water  flow  and  interference  with  any 
normal  use  of  such  streams  and  rivers,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  In  a  manner 
and  at  locations  satisfactory  to  the  governing  agencies. 

All  streambanks  and  additional  work  space  required  for  construction 
will  be  revegetated  to  approximate  pre-existing  conditions.  Banks  shall  be 
properly  seeded  to  avoid  erosion  before  consolidation. 

Page  V-999,  Lines  7  to  10  and  Line  16  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  indicates  that  a  shift  In  location  of  the  pipeline  can  occur 
If  it  Is  not  buried  below  scour  depth  and  that  increased  localized  erosion 
may  result  from  the  discharge  of  hydrostatic  test  waters,  even  if  discharged 
at  the  normal  flow  rate  of  the  stream. 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  will  maintain  the  pipeline  bottom  of  the  trench  below 
scour  depth  in  all  cases.  The  discharge  of  hydrostatic  test  water  will  re¬ 
sult  In  a  very  minor,  highly  localized  short-term  Impact. 

Page  V-1000,  Line  2  to  V-1001,  Line  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  presents  a  summary  discussion  on  the  impacts  of  increased 
turbidity  and  sediment  loads  In  streams.  Impacts  include:  reduced  aquifer 
discharge  as  a  result  of  Increased  sedimentation  In  channel  floors  and  banks, 
Increased  sediments  fouling  public  and  private  water  supply  filters,  fish, 
wildlife  and  vegetation  disturbances.  The  DEIS  concludes  that  the  impact  on 
aquifer  recharge  in  water  supply  operations  is  minor. 

NB  Comment: 

The  comments  given  for  this  section.  Page  V-992,  Lines  22  to  V-993, 
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I 

Line  9  apply  here  and  Indicate  that  sediment  loads  and  turbidity  will  not 
markedly  increase  due  to  the  proposed  action.  I 

Page  V-1001,  Line  12  to  Page  V-1003.  Line  16.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  this  section  DOI  presents  a  discussion  of  the  effects  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  construction  on  local  watersheds.  These  Impacts  Include:  the  activ¬ 
ity  of  the  pipeline  trench  as  a  french  drain  to  divert  runoff  or  Infiltra¬ 
tion  from  one  sub-basin  to  another  sub-basin,  diversion  of  surface  runoff 
from  potholes,  and  the  effect  of  diversion  of  surface  runoff  on  lakes  and 
year  round  streams.  This  section  concludes  that  the  impact  will  be  neglig¬ 
ible.  However,  if  It  directly  affects  a  private  water  supply  (which  would 
have  to  be  evaluated  on  a  case  to  case  basis)  the  impact  would  be  great. 

NB  Corment: 

Impermeable  plugs  or  sack-breakers  will  be  placed  In  the  trench  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  migration  of  water  down  the  trench  and  its  acting  as  a  french  drain, 
as  stated  In  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (3)  of  December  12,  1974.  The 
question  of  piping  was  also  addressed  In  response  to  Question  No.  (52)  of 
the  November  22,  1974  series  of  the  FPC/DOI.  The  impact  of  diversions  on 
potholes  will  similarly  be  small. 

Construction  adjacent  to  a  pothole  would  have  only  a  minor  effect.  Pot¬ 
holes  are  either  filled  as  a  result  of  surface  runoff  being  collected  In  the 
depression  underlain  by  the  layers  of  impermeable  till  or  as  a  result  of  ex¬ 
tensions  of  the  ground  water  table.  In  the  first  case  the  operation  of  the 
trench  would  not  Impact  the  pothole  and  surface  runoff  would  be  available 
from  other  portions  of  the  circumference  unaffected  by  construction  activities. 
The  impermeable  till  will  prevent  water  in  the  pothole  from  entering  the 
trench.  In  the  second  case  there  may  be  a  temporary  disruption  of  the  levels 
of  water  in  the  pothole  as  a  result  of  trench  dewatering  activities  which 
might  be  required  to  maintain  the  trench  free  of  water.  In  this  case  there 
will  be  a  short-term  minor  impact  on  the  water  layers  within  the  pothole. 

As  stated  In  the  response  to  Question  No.  (52).  the  pipeline  construc¬ 
tion  operation  will  have  no  impact  on  wells  which  are  typically  drilled  and 
cased. 

Page  V-1003,  Line  16  to  Page  V-1004,  Line  5.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  this  section,  the  DOI-DEIS  describes  potential  Impacts  on  municipal 
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products  of  the  light  fractions  used  as  fuels  will  be  short-lived  because  I  / Y*? 
of  the  rapid  recovery  rate  and  growth  of  these  organisms. 

Page  V-1007,  Lines  1  to  25,  V-1009  Line  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  discusses  and  dismisses  pipe-coatings  as  water  pollutants, 
and  similarly  discusses  paints,  solvents  and  lubricates.  Asbestos,  fertil¬ 
izers,  pesticides  and  herbicides  are  presented  as  impacts  on  water  supplies. 

NB  Comment: 

Asbestos  will  not  be  used  In  pipe  coatings,  nor  will  building  materials 
employed  and  discarded  with  the  construction  operations  employ  asbestos. 

The  only  source  possible  as  part  of  construction  will  be  from  brake  linings 
of  vehicles.  This  will  not  enter  the  waters  along  the  proposed  route  ex¬ 
cept  In  the  same  fashion  as  normal  vehicular  traffic  along  any  highway  in 
the  U.S. 

The  report  presents  a  discussion  of  the  significant  adverse  effects  of 
the  use  of  chlorinated  insecticides.  The  discussion  is  not  applicable  since 
EPA  regulations  have  banned  their  use.  The  use  of  the  other  pesticides  has 
been  addressed  on  Pages  4-24  and  3.1.3-21  of  Volume  4  of  the  NB-EIA  and  in 
response  to  Question  No.  (33)  of  November  22,  1974  which  states  that  herbi- 
cides  may  be  used  In  certain  aspects  of  vegetation  programs  to  control  the 
growth  of  weeds.  This  information  is  also  Indicated  in  Question  No.  (32)  of 
November  22,  1974.  In  these  questions  it  is  stated  that  minimum  amounts  of 
herbicides  such  as  2-4-D,  2-4-5-D  may  be  used  If  necessary  to  combat  weeds 
at  the  right  time  of  right-of-way  restoration  and  put  to  use  in  alternatives 
to  mechanical  maintenance  of  the  wooded  portions  of  the  right-of-way.  Her¬ 
bicide  use  will  be  selected  as  required  and  applied  in  accordance  with 
manufacturer's  recommendations  and  all  applicable  regulations.  New  applica¬ 
tions  may  be  required  on  western  rangelands  until  a  permanent  cover  of  grasses 
becomes  a  biological  method  of  weed  control.  The  use  of  herbicides  may  con¬ 
sist  of  an  initial  broadcast  application  with  local  application  during  future 
years  and  by  selected  spraying  In  wooded  areas.  As  a  result  of  the  controls 
to  be  used  by  Northern  Border  In  both  the  construction  and  operational  phases 
of  the  project,  the  use  of  herbicides  will  have  a  minor  effect  that  will  be 
negl Igible. 

Catastrophic  spills  will  be  controlled  by  proper  usage  and  further  mit¬ 
igated  by  the  small  amount  of  herbicides  which  will  be  used  in  the  project. 
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surface  water  supplies  as  a  result  of  the  rapid  withdrawal  of  hydrostatic 
test  water.  This  can  result  In  an  increase  In  turbidity  to  the  supply  or 
a  lowering  of  the  water  level  relative  to  the  supply  Intake.  The  DEIS  con¬ 
cludes  that  If  the  situation  did  occur  It  would  be  serious;  however.  It  Is 
considered  unlikely. 

NB  Comment: 

This  point  has  been  addressed  in  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (39) 
of  November  12,  1974,  which  states  that  water  withdrawals  will  be  control  let 
to  prevent  any  significant  changes  In  water  level  and/or  water  flow.  Water 
withdrawals  and  discharges  will  be  done  In  accordance  with  all  applicable 
regulations.  Where  possible,  water  withdrawals  from  flowing  streams  will  be 
limited  to  approximately  10  percent,  of  the  stream  flow  rate  and  the  draw 
down  of  standing  bodies  of  water  will  be  controlled  to  prevent  a  significant 
Impact. 

Discharge  of  hydrostatic  test  waters  will  be  controlled,  and  any  local¬ 
ized  turbidity  which  may  result  at  the  discharge  point  will  be  minor  In  ex¬ 
tent  and  duration. 

Page  V-1004,  Line  6  to  Page  V-1006,  Lines  1  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  this  section  the  DOI-DEIS  states  that  the  effects  on  water  quality 
will  be  degradational ,  consisting  of  Increases  in  turbidity  and  sediment 
loads  and  Increase  of  dissolved  solids.  It  Is  further  stated  that  the 
impacts  are  believed  to  be  negligible  to  minor  in  character.  The  DOI-DEIS 
also  discusses  the  effect  of  degradation  downstream  from  spills  of  chemical 
applications,  and  the  spillage  of  petroleum  products. 

NB  Comment: 

The  effects  of  additional  solids  from  sediments  for  water  supplies  have 
already  been  addressed  in  the  corments  to  Page  V-922  and  other  parts  of  this 
section. 

The  impacts  of  solution  of  sodium  sulfate  from  bedrock  and  the  added 
effects  of  lignite  and  coal  solution  due  to  the  pipeline  operations  are 
negligible. 

Spillage  of  gasoline  and  diesel  fuels  will  be  minimized  by  care  In 
handling.  Any  occurrences  will  be  minor  and  be  managed  by  cleanup  proced¬ 
ures.  Effects  on  microorganisms  from  Inadvertent  spillage  of  petroleum 
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The  wooded  right-of-way  which  may  have  to  be  maintained  Is  less  than  500 
acres,  thus  it  can  be  seen  that  only  minor  amounts  of  herbicides  would  be 
required.  ■ 

3. 1.3. 5.  B  Effects  on  Ground  Water 

Page  V-1009,  Line  8  to  Page  V-1015,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  presents  a  discussion  of  effects  on  both  ground  water 
quality  and  quantity,  the  occurrence  of  which  Is  unsubstantiated.  Hypo¬ 
thetical  adverse  impacts  are  presented,  but  Invariably  the  likelihood  of 
the  significance  of  the  effects  Is  concluded  to  be  negligible  or  nil.  The 
circumstances  described  are  admittedly  unlikely  or  improbable. 

NB  Comment: 

The  proposed  construction  will  affect  only  minor  portions  of  aquifers 
or  recharge  areas.  The  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  both  ground  water 
quality  and  quantity  will  be  Insignificant. 

Page  V-1010,  Lines  7  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Extremely  fine  (colloidal)  particles  eroded  from  the  soil,  the  under¬ 
lying  earth  materials,  or  trench  backfill  can  enter  a  ground  water  supply 
and  increase  the  turbidity  of  water  removed  for  use  as  a  water  supply. 

"The  probability  that  the  turbidity  of  a  shallow  aquifer  will  be  increased 
Is  negligible,  for  a  deep  aquifer  It  Is  believed  to  be  nil.  The  likelihood 
that  such  an  Increase,  if  it  occured,  would  be  significant,  is  nil." 

NB  Comment: 

This  effect  will  not  occur  along  the  proposed  pipeline.  The  impact  of 
the  proposed  project  on  ground  water  quality  will  be  insignificant. 

Page  V-1011  to  V-1012,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  trench  will  "behead"  the  upper  part  of  the  ground  water  present  In 
a  shallow  aquifer.  This  effect  will:  1)  reduce  the  water  and  hence  quantity 
in  water  supply  wells  located  near  the  trench,  2)  drain  ponds  and  wetlands, 
and  3)  reduce  or  stop  flow  from  a  spring  downslope  of  the  trench.  In  gen¬ 
eral,  the  trench  will  have  only  local  Insignificant  impact  on  the  freedom 
and  direction  of  flow  of  groundwater  because  the  trench  floor  will  commonly 
be  above  the  water  table,  and  elsewhere  will  not  Intercept  it  deeply. 
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NB  Comment: 

The  placement  of  the  pipe  will  not  adversely  affect  the  natural  sub¬ 
surface  flow  patterns.  The  trench  will  have  an  Insignificant  Impact  on 
groundwater  flow  and  groundwater  quantities. 

Page  V-1012  to  V-1014.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Water  that  has  been  In  the  trench  may  eventually  reach  a  deep  aquifer 
and  degrade  the  quality  of  water  in  the  aquifer. 

NB  Comment: 

The  proposed  project  will  have  an  insignificant  effect  on  groundwater 
quality.  The  occurrence  of  this  Impact  Is  unsubstantiated. 

Page  V-1014  to  V-1016,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  effects  on  water  quality  can  be  degradational .  The  case  will  con¬ 
sist  of  an  increase  In  dissolved  solids  and  an  increase  In  turbidity. 

NB  Corment: 

The  effects  on  the  quality  of  groundwater  are  unsubstantiated.  The 
proposed  project  will  have  no  effect  on  groundwater  quality  or  quantity. 

Page  V-1016,  Lines  10  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  actions  can  have  impact  on  the  quality  of  groundwater  if 
impoundments  are  constructed  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  wastes.  Such 
Impoundments  may  Include  sewage  or  other  materials.  However,  even  in  these 
cases,  the  possibility  of  groundwater  contamination  is  dependent  on  the  soil 
permeability  and  substructure." 

NB  Comment: 

In  general,  impoundments  will  not  be  constructed.  However,  If  impound¬ 
ments  are  constructed,  their  purpose  will  be  to  protect  the  quality  of  water 
by  offering  treatment  and  controlling  the  discharge  of  wastes.  Construction 
will  be  in  accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations  governing  such  activ¬ 
ities  and  include  considerations  of  soil  permeability  and  substructure. 
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Page  V-1021,  Lines  11  and  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Plant  communities  along  the  route  will  change  in  composition  making 
the  pipeline  strip  visible  for  at  least  10  years." 

NB  Comment: 

The  above  statement  is  not  substantiated,  although  it  is  stated  that 
even  in  relatively  flat  and  properly  revegetated  rangelands  pipeline  con¬ 
struction  may  be  associated  with  long-term  visibility  of  the  trench  area 
(NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  page  3.1.3-13,  Line  24). 

Page  V-1022,  Lines  3  to  6  and  Lines  10  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Shallow  range  sites  (badlands  or  rolling  rangeland  ....)  are  prom¬ 
inent  primarily  in  the  western  part  of  the  study  area  for  78  miles  along 
the  Missouri  River,  the  Little  Missouri  River  and  the  Heart  River." 

"Badlands  are  found  on  both  sides  of  the  Little  Missouri  River  for 
20  miles,  gorges  can  be  as  deep  as  500  feet." 

NB  Comment: 

This  is  an  accurate  description  of  the  existing  environment  in  the 
general  study  area.  However,  it  does  not  reflect  the  description  along 
the  proposed  route.  The  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Pages  3.3.3-20  to  23,  is  very 
specific.  Construction  is  likely  to  have  a  long-term  impact  on  slopes 
on  about  30  miles  of  rugged  rangelands  plus  about  4  miles  of  badlands 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  Little  Missouri  River. 

Page  V-1024,  Line  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Clearing  will  destroy  the  standing  crop  along  1,214  miles  of  the 
route  ..." 

NB  Comnent: 

The  total  route  through  Minnesota,  Iowa,  and  Illinois  amounts  to 
527  miles  of  which  about  480  miles  are  cropland.  Only  a  portion  of  these 
croplands  will  have  a  standing  crop  at  the  time  of  construction. 


3. 1.3. 6  VEGETATION  (Pages  V-1019  to  V-1055) 

3. 1.3. 6.  A  Construction  Impacts 

3. 1.3. 6.  A. 1  Terrestrial  Plant  Communities 

Page  V-1019,  Lines  10  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  most  seriously  affected  area  along  the  right-of-way  will  be  the 
IS3  trench  where  substrata  material  is  used  to  cover  the  pipeline.  This  will 

make  revegetation  very  difficult." 

NB  Comment: 

Revegetation  will  be  difficult  in  areas  where  subsoil  characteris¬ 
tics  are  unfavorable  and  topsoils  are  thin.  This  is  the  case  along 
approximately  20  percent  of  the  route  through  the  Upper  Missouri  River 
Basin.  Rangeland  revegetation  procedures  will  be  attached  to  engineer¬ 
ing  specifications  to  ensure  revegetation  regardless  of  local  difficulties. 

Page  V-1019,  Lines  13  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  range  sites  described  in  Section  2. 1.3. 6  fall  into  three  gen¬ 
eral  categories:  (1)  shallow  soils,  rough  topography,  traversed  for 
158  miles,  (2)  deep  soils,  topography  is  level  to  rolling,  traversed  for 
199  miles,  and  (3)  wetland  sites,  traversed  for  228  miles. 

NB  Comment: 

IS1/  The  rangelands  of  the  Upper  Missouri  River  Basin  can  be  divided 

according  to  the  statement.  However  the  route  has  been  designed  across 
mostly  level  lands  with  limited  wetland  areas.  For  example,  rangelands 
containing  wetlands  cover  only  about  120  miles  of  the  route  and  only  a 
fraction  of  this  total  is  actual  wetland  habitat. 

Page  V-1020,  Lines  23  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Shallow  sites  will  be  encountered  in  the  eroded  tributaries  of 
Frenchman,  Rock  and  Willow  Creeks  for  about  38  miles." 

NB  Comment: 

In  this  area  the  pipeline  traverses  about  11  miles  of  erosive 
coulees  with  extremely  shallow  soils  (NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  page  3.1.3-13, 

Line  4). 
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Page  V-1034,  Lines  16  and  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  erosion  potential  is  higher  on  these  slopes  than  elsewhere  along 
the  proposed  route  through  Indiana",  refering  to  slopes  adjacent  to  the 
IS  7  Eel  and  Wabash  Rivers  in  Carr,  Miami  and  Wabash  Counties. 

NB  Comment: 

The  erosion  potential  is  higher  on  these  slopes  than  elsewhere  along 
the  proposed  route  through  Indiana,  however  a  long-term  impact  due  to  ero¬ 
sion  will  be  prevented  by  restoration  and  revegetation  (NB-EIA,  Volume  4, 
page  3.1.3-76,  Lines  22  to  25). 

Page  V-1039,  Lines  12  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"These  timbered  slopes  also  play  a  most  significant  role  in  soil  and 
watershed  conservation,  and  long-term  erosion  could  result  from  disturbance. 
NB  Comnent; 

IS  %  The  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  page  3.1.2-85,  Lines  22  and  23,  states  that 

long-term  erosion  on  these  timbered  slopes  will  be  prevented  by  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  vigorous  ground  cover. 

Page  V-1042,  Line  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"These  timbered  slopes  also  play  a  most  significant  role  in  soil  and 
watershed  conservation." 

NB  Comment: 

Long-term  erosion  should  be  prevented  by  the  establishment  of  a 
vigorous  ground  cover  (NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  page  3.1.2-93,  Lines  32  to  35). 

Page  V-1043  ,  Line  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

I  S^  "No  stripmined  land  will  be  crossed  by  the  proposed  route  ..." 

in  West  Virginia. 

NB  Comnent: 

Routing  of  the  proposed  pipeline  was  carefully  planned  to  avoid 
currently  operating  strip  mines.  Futur^  strip-mining  operations  were 
also  considered,  utilizing  the  latest  reports  of  U.S.  Bureau  of  Mines 
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and  consultation  with  coal  geologists  of  the  respective  states.  (FPC/DOI, 
Question  No.  20,  dated  November  22,  1974).  Strip-mine  areas  will  be  crossed, 
for  example  a  strip-mine  area  will  be  crossed  in  Jefferson  County,  Ohio, 
about  one  mile  northeast  of  the  community  of  Pine  Valley.  (Ref.  NB-EIA, 
Volume  2,  Page  2.1.1-322,  Lines  1  and  2). 

Where  minerals  are  encountered,  the  pipeline  may  impose  restriction 
on  their  production  and  this  includes  open-pit  mining,  quarries  and  to  a 
limited  degree  underground  mining.  The  open-pit  or  strip-mine  may  involve 
dedication  of  a  portion  of  the  resources  under  the  pipeline  itself  and 
a  buffer  strip.  Special  planning,  design  and  construction  techniques  can 
be  employed  to  recover  the  resources  (Ref.  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  19,  dated 
November  22,  1974). 

Terrestrial  Aerial  Mosaics  included  in  Volume  7  of  the  NB-EIA,  clearly 
depict  existing  coal  mines,  known  strip-mine  areas  and  the  proposed  pipe¬ 
line  route. 

However  it  should  be  noted  that  where  necessary  in  these  areas,  field 
adjustment  in  the  pipeline  alignment  will  be  made  during  survey. 

Page  V-1045,  Lines  2  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

A  significant  impact  upon  bottomland  hardwoods  on  the  east  side  of 
the  Monongahela  River  and  on  both  sides  of  the  Youghiogheny  River  is  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  requirements  of  clearing  relatively  large  "staging  areas." 

NB  Comnent: 

This  impact  will  be  mitigated  by  re vegetation  and  by  screening  with 
trees  and  shrubs. 

Page  V-1046,  Lines  6  and  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"These  timbered  slopes  also  play  a  most  significant  role  in  soil  and 
watershed  conservation,  and  long-term  erosion  should  be  prevented." 
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NB  Comment: 

These  impacts  will  be  prevented  by  the  establishment  of  a  vigorous 
ground  cover  (NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Page  3.1.2-100,  Lines  27  to  29). 

Page  V-1048,  Line  22  to  Page  V-1049,  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Montana:  The  proposed  route  will  traverse  35  potholes  totaling 
17.5  acres  (Type  III  and  IV  wetlands)  in  the  Frenchman  Creek  drainage. 

In  the  Rock  Creek-Willow  Creek  Area  nine  potholes  totaling  12  acres  will 
be  crossed.  Several  small  oxbows  along  tributaries  of  Porcupine  Creek 
that  will  be  crossed  also  contain  wetland  sites.  About  15  acres  of 
wetland  (Type  III)  will  be  crossed  in  the  Cottonwood  Creek  drainage.  In 
the  Boxelder  Creek  drainage  approximately  10  acres  of  wetland  (Type  II 
and  III)  will  be  crossed.  In  the  Big  Muddy  Creek  floodplain  about  36 
acres  of  marsh  sites  will  be  traversed.  In  the  Shotgun-Little  Muddy 
Creek  drainage  four  potholes  totaling  15  acres  including  one  permanent 
water  body  would  be  crossed." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DOI-DEIS  describes  potholes  and  other  wetlands  in  Montana 
which  either  are  not  in  fact  crossed  by  the  proposed  route  or  are  crossed 
but  are  of  such  an  intermittent  nature  as  to  be  of  no  importance  to  wild¬ 
life.  Additionally,  construction  will  occur  during  a  period  when  these 
ephemeral  wetlands  are  completely  dry.  On  the  basis  of  a  survey  of  1973 
stereo  aerial  photographs  of  the  proposed  alignment,  the  NB-EIA  states 
on  page  3.1.2-15,  "The  proposed  route  will  not  cross  important  areas  in 
Montana."  There  are  no  potholes  crossed  by  the  route  in  the  Frenchman 
Creek  drainage  and  the  Rock  Creek-Willow  Creek  area.  The  wetlands  in  the 
Cottonwood  Creek  drainage  are  not  of  type  III;  they  are  fed  by  an  inter¬ 
mittent  stream  and  are  dry  most  of  the  year.  The  oxbows  of  the  Porcupine 
Creek  tributaries  crossed  by  the  proposed  route  do  not  contain  wetlands  of 
value  to  wildlife  since  the  tributaries  which  feed  them  are  intermittent. 

No  wetlands  are  crossed  in  the  Boxelder  Creek  drainage.  At  Big  Muddy 
Creek  the  route  will  cross  a  wide  floodplain.  Although  the  route  will  not 
traverse  the  high  quality  marsh  areas  which  are  adjacent  to  this  floodplain. 
Northern  Border  recognizes  that  one  small  wetland  at  MP  144  (NB-EIA, 

Volume  7,  Aerial  Mosaic  A-109)  will  be  intercepted.  No  potholes  are 
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crossed  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Shotgun-Little  Muddy  Creek  drainage. 

Page  V-1049,  Lines  19  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"For  approximately  170  miles  the  route  traverses  the  heart  of  the 
prairie  pothole  region"  in  South  Dakota. 

NB  Comment: 

NB-EIA  (page  3.1.2-31)  estimates  the  distance  through  the  prairie 
potholes  of  South  Dakota  at  "more  than  60  miles".  Moreover,  the  route 
passes  well  south  of  the  "heart"  of  the  region  in  an  area  where  pothole 
density  is  relatively  thin  with  commensurately  reduced  waterfowl  value. 

Page  V-1049,  Line  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  estimates  the  route  "...  will  transect  about  16  miles  of 
wetlands  including  307  potholes"  in  South  Dakota. 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  estimates  are  unsubstantiated. 

The  NB-EIA  (Page  3.1.3-31  and  3.1.2-32)  estimates  the  number  of 
potholes  intersected  in  South  Dakota  to  be  about  100  (less  than  50  on 
the  Coteau  du  Missouri  and  about  55  on  the  Coteau  des  Prairies).  The 
estimates  in  the  NB-EIA  are  derived  from  a  review  of  1973  stereo  photos 
of  the  proposed  alignment. 

Page  V-1052,  Lines  17  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  long-term  impact  on. the  wet  meadows  is  likely  because  construction 
may  improve  drainage,  leading  to  early  drought  conditions  and  to  changes 
in  veqetation.  This  could  be  avoided  by  reconstruction  of  the  original 
slopes,  by  revegetation  and  by  compaction  of  the  soil  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA  states  on  pages  3.1.2-63  and  3.1.2-64,  "A  long-term 
impact  on  the  wet  meadows  could  occur  if  construction  improves  drain¬ 
age,  leading  to  early  drought  conditions  and  to  changes  in  the  vegeta¬ 
tion.  This  will  be  avoided  by  reconstruction  of  the  original  slopes,  by 
revegetation,  and  by  compaction  of  the  soil  to  prevent  vertical  and 
lateral  drainage  along  the  pipeline." 


3. 1.3. 6. A. 2  (Cont.) 

Page  V-1055,  Lines  2  and  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Approximately  270  miles  of  prairie  pothole  country  will  be  crossed 
in  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota  and  Minnesota  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

DOI's  measurements  are  unsubstantiated;  those  in  the  NB-EIA  are 
derived  from  1973  stereo  air  photo  coverage  of  the  proposed  route.  It 
is  stated  in  the  NB-EIA  that  the  proposed  route  passes  through  about 
/b'-)  5  miles  of  prairie  pothole  country  in  North  Dakota  (Volume  4,  Section 

3.1.2,  page  3.1.2-23),  more  than  60  miles  in  South  Dakota  (Volume  4, 
Section  3.1.2,  page  3.1.2-31),  and  56  miles  in  Minnesota  (Volume  7, 
Figures  A- 1 39  to  A-143).  Thus  the  total  mileage  traversed  through  the 
prairie  pothole  country  is  approximately  121. 

Page  V-1055,  Lines  6  and  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Special  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  will  result  from  disturbance 
to  wetlands  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

Apart  from  the  word  "special",  which  is  unclear,  the  DOI-DEIS 
ignores  the  fact  that  Northern  Border  will  effect  hydrologic  restoration 
of  wetlands  in  accordance  with  18  CFR  2.69  and  as  stated  in  the  response 
to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  50,  dated  November  22,  1974  and  Question  No.  27, 
dated  December  12,  1974. 

Page  V-1059,  Lines  11  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  maintenance  right-of-way  of  approximately  40  feet  width  (141 
acres)  which  must  remain  relatively  free  of  all  but  low-growing  veneta- 
tion  will  have  visual  impacts  throughout  the  operation  period.  The 
approximately  30- foot  wide  strip  along  each  side  of  the  right-of-way 
that  will  be  allowed  to  reestablish  without  further  disturbance  after 
construction  (212  acres)  will  have  the  least  impact  on  vegetation." 

NB  Comment: 

The  D0I  statement  implies  that  the  right-of-way  is  symmetrical  with 
respect  to  the  pipeline  trench.  Figure  1-10  on  page  1-46  of  the  NB-EIA 
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shows  that  the  lateral  distances  from  the  pipeline  centerline  to  the  I  / 

edges  of  the  working  and  storage  sides  of  the  right-of-way  are  67  and  33 
feet  respectively.  B 
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3. 1.3. 6. B  Operation  and  Maintenance  Impacts 
Page  V-1056,  Lines  6  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Once  the  pipeline  Is  buried.  It  is  intended  that  most  of  the  land 
...  will  revert  to  its  previous  use  and  condition.  The  Intensity  of  mit¬ 
igation  will  determine  how  fast  this  will  occur.  Where  adequate  mitiga¬ 
tion  measures  are  not  applied  ...  there  will  be  lasting  Impacts...". 

NB  Comment: 

A  buried  gas  pipeline  is  compatible  with  all  land  uses  except  that 
structures  cannot  be  built  over  It.  It  Is  to  be  expected  that  landowners 
will  continue  to  actively  make  productive  use  from  the  soils  on  the 
right-of-way  and  that  their  requirements  for  productivity  will  accelerate 
right-of-way  restoration  to  its  previous  conditions.  Also,  NB-EIA, 

Volume  4,  Section  4,  Pages  4-17  to  4-20,  Indicates  that  right-of-way 
rehabilitation  will  not  be  a  passive  process  whereby  it  reverts  to 
original  conditions,  but  dependent  on  a  program  of  restoration  which  will 
be  planned  to  meet  the  specific  requirements  of  distinct  environments. 

As  such,  the  entire  right-of-way  will  be  restored  either  by  Northern 
Border  or  by  landowners. 

Page  V-1057,  Lines  1  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Figure  3. 1.3. 6-1  shows  ...  anticipated  soil  temperatures  - 

These  data  indicate  that  soils  will  be  warmed  during  the  sumer  over 
most  of  the  pipeline.  Where  frost  conditions  exist,  gas  temperatures 
will  be  above  freezing,  and  may  thaw  the  soil  to  the  surface." 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  data  supplied  by  Northern  Border  in  its  Amended  Application 
of  September  1975,  the  following  new  averages  for  summer  and  winter  gas 
temperatures  are  estimated  to  be: 

Summer  Winter 


Montana 

61° 

521 

North  Dakota 

65° 

62' 

South  Dakota 

66° 

59 

Minnesota  (W) 

76° 

68 

Minnesota  (E) 

77° 

73 

Iowa 

75° 

74 

Illinois 

66“ 

60 

Ohio 

58° 

55 

Pennsylvania 

49° 

36' 
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Gas  temperatures  will  be  almost  exclusively  above  the  freezing 
point  during  the  winters.  The  difference  between  gas  temperature  and 
subsurface  winter  temperatures  does  not  pose  new  practical  problems. 

Thawing  above  the  pipeline  would  occur  only  slightly  faster  than  in  the 
surrounding  area  and  would  not  cause  a  large  runoff  of  water. 

Page  V-1057,  Lines  9  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...impacts  to  vegetation  are  likely.  The  warmer  soil  temperatures 
over  the  pipeline  may  benefit  vegetation  growth.  The  plants  could, 
however,  be  induced  to  early  growth  and  damaged  by  low  early  spring  air 
temperatures.  Early  greening  of  range  vegetation  might  lure  livestock 
and  wildlife  onto  the  pipeline  resulting  in  overgrazing  and  damage  to  plants." 
Early  or  continued  thawing  may  create  soft  wet  surfaces  subject  to 
trampling  damage  from  animals  and  a  hazard  to  farm  equipment. 

NB  Comment: 

Pipelines,  through  agricultural  areas,  are  common  in  the  midwest. 
Modification  of  the  soil  temperature  is  minor.  Seed  germination  is  more 
dependent  on  the  large  diurnal  differences  in  air  temperature  rather 
than  the  pipeline  which  will  be  3-1/2  feet  below  the  surface;  and  the 
plants  will  not  be  induced  to  early  growth  with  susceptability  to  damage 
by  low,  early  spring  air  temperatures,  as  the  result  of  the  pipeline. 

Areas  where  puddling  is  a  problem  can  be  subject  to  trampling  damage 
by  livestock.  It  is  a  common  problem  in  wet  midwestern  pastures  and  not 
related  to  the  development  of  a  pipeline.  The  hazard  to  farm  equipment 
is  minimal  considering  that  farmers  will  be  aware  of  any  wet  spots. 

Page  V-1057,  Line  23,  to  V-1059,  Line  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Topsoil  replacement  will  not  be  practiced  except  where  required  by 
the  landowner  or  federal  stipulation.  Where  subsoils  are  of  good  quality 
and  practices  such  as  liming  and  fertilization,  and  application  of  manure 
are  utilized  new  vegetation  can  be  reestablished  to  an  acceptable  level 
during  the  first  two  to  five  years  of  the  operation  period.  Where  very 
poor  materials  such  as  heavy  clay,  shale,  sandstone,  gravel,  cobbles, 
and  highly  alkaline  or  acidic  subsoils  are  left  on  the  surface,  restor¬ 
ation  of  vegetation  or  crops  to  previous  levels  will  not  be  achieved 
during  the  complete  operation  period." 
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NB  Comnent: 

Northern  Border  intends  to  preserve  topsoil  in  select  areas  where 
it  is  necessary  to  adequately  restore  the  right-of-way,  subject  to  land- 
owner  requirements.  The  restoration  plan  is  currently  being  developed. 

As  stated  in  Response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (24)  of  December  12,  1974: 
"Where  possible,  unfavorable  strata  such  as  alkaline  soils,  fragmented 
bedrock,  clays,  etc.,  will  be  returned  to  the  bottom  of  the  trench  to 
expedite  restoration  and  revegetation." 

Page  V-1060,  Lines  3  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Estimates  of  land  affected  by  compressor  stations,  communication 
towers,  block  valves,  delivery-measuring  stations,  and  access  roads 
total  1 ,156  acres. 

NB  Comment: 

The  Amended  Application  of  September  1975  changed  the  number  of  com¬ 
pressor  stations  under  full  flow  conditions  from  36  to  25.  This  decrease 
in  compressor  stations  caused  a  corresponding  increase  in  the  number  of 
communication  towers  not  included  within  the  compressor  station  areas 
and  a  decrease  in  acreage  requirements  to  572.  Permanent  access  roads 
will  be  required  for  compressor  stations  and  microwave  towers,  but  will 
be  constructed  as  near  as  possible  to  existing  roads,  so  that  land  re¬ 
quirements  should  be  minimal. 

Acres 

Revised 


Original 

September  1975 

Compressor  Stations 

720 

249* 

Communication  Towers 

208 

300 

Mainline  Block  Valves 

4 

6 

Deliver-Measuring  Stations 

72 

26 

Permanent  Access  Roads 

152 

- 

TOTAL 

1,156 

572 

17/ 

*  See  Note  1  to  the  introduction. 
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debris  will  be  recovered  for  reuse,  for  recycling,  or  It  will  be  disposed 
of  In  approved  landfill  site.  Trees  and  vegetation  will  be  disposed  In 
compliance  with  18  CFR  2.69. 

Pipe  storage  requirements  are  addressed  In  response  to  FPC/DOI  Ques¬ 
tion  No.  (18)  of  December  12,  1974.  Sites  will  be  selected  from  property 
available  for  commercial  storage  and  sites  will  be  restored  to  the  land¬ 
owner's  requirements.  The  projected  pipe  stockpile  and  locations  are 
listed  In  Table  1.6  of  the  NB-EIA. 

The  width  of  right-of-way  required  at  stream  crossings  Is  the  subject 
of  the  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (43)  of  November  22,  1974.  The 
extra  work  area  required  at  a  small  stream  would  approximately  be  equal 
In  width  to  the  normal  right-of-way.  In  the  NB-EIA,  approximately  twice 
the  width  of  the  right-of-way  multiplied  by  the  length  of  the  crossing  was 
the  Index  used  to  assess  the  Impact  on  the  terrestrial  habitat  at  stream 
crossings . 

Response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (71)  of  November  22,  1974,  concerns 
the  Impact  on  wetlands  and  public  areas.  It  states  that  construction  will 
be  In  accordance  with  18  CFR  2.69  and  preconstruction  water  levels  will  be 
reestablished. 

The  requirements  for  land  In  addition  to  that  required  for  the  con¬ 
struction  right-of-way  will  have  an  Impact  that  Is  only  a  fraction  of  the 
total.  In  addition,  mitigation  and  restoration  will  pertain  to  these 
additional  areas  as  well. 

Northern  Border's  project  does  not  Involve  filling  wetlands;  drainage 
patterns  will  be  restored;  the  method  and  extent  of  clearing  of  brush  and 
trees  has  been  stated;  stream  crossings  have  been  designed  In  concept,  and 
water  use  has  been  estimated.  Sufficient  Information  to  make  a  reason¬ 
able  assessment  of  the  impact  of  construction  has  been  provided  and  it  must 
be  concluded  that  the  impact  related  to  those  areas  identified  in  the 
comment  is  a  very  small  fraction  of  the  total  impact  of  the  project. 

Page  V-1062,  Line  25  to  Page  V-1063,  Line  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  primary  Impact  of  construction. . .relates  to  the  fact  that  very 
little  comparatively  natural  habitat  Is  left  along  the  route...  The  clear¬ 
ing  of  the  construction  right-of-way  with  Its  destruction  of  all  brush  and 
trees  over  a  100-foot  swath  In  open  country  and.. .wider  along  river  banks 
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3. 1.3. 7  WILDLIFE  (Pages  V-1062  to  V-1111) 


3. 1.3. 7.  A  Nature  and  Extent  of  Direct  and 

Indirect  Construction  Impacts 

3. 1.3. 7.  A. 1  Terrestrial  Habitats  and  Species 


Page  V-1062,  Lines  2  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  analyzing  construction  and  operation  impacts  on  terrestrial  ...» 
the  levels  of  impact  given  here  must  be  regarded  as  below  actual  levels. 

No  information  Is  currently  available  on  the  length  and  locations  of 
access  roads;  ...  borrow  areas,  ...  location  and  extent  of  disposal  areas, 
...  pipe  storage  areas,  ...  These  impact  areas  not  covered  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  evaluations  could  involve  the  filling  of  wetlands,  the  disruption  of 
drainage  patterns,  the  clearinq  of  brush  and  woodland  ...  such  activities 
...  could  have  adverse  impacts  on  wildlife  habitat  and  ...  wildlife  ... 
far  in  excess  of  the  impacts  on  the  right-of-way  itself." 


NB  Corment: 


The  construction  right-of-way  will  have  a  width  of  100  feet.  Approxi¬ 
mately  twice  this  width  is  required  on  major  river  crossings.  This  addi¬ 
tional  impact  on  habitat  at  major  river  crossings  was  examined  on  aerial 
photographs  and  included  in  estimates  of  the  impacts  on  the  terrestrial 
environment  in  the  NB-EIA. 

Methods  and  associated  requirements  for  land  relating  to  pipe  storage, 
disposal  of  excess  materials,  and  access  roads  have  been  the  subject  of 
several  NB  responses  to  FPC/DOI  Questions. 

The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (38)  of  December  12,  1974,  gives 
a  figure  of  50  temporary  roads  with  an  average  length  of  less  than  1  mile. 
Temporary  roads  no  longer  required  after  construction  will  be  restored. 

Responses  to  FPC/DOI  Questions  Nos.  (  1  and  2  )  of  December  12,  1974 
state  that  excess  spoil  will  be  used  to  construct  erosion  control  struc¬ 
tures;  spread  over  the  right-of-way  or  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  land- 
owner  requirements  and  applicable  regulations.  Replacement  backfill  ma¬ 
terials  will  be  obtained  from  excess  spoil  material,  right-of-way  cuts,  or 
from  commercial  borrow  pits. 

Responses  to  FPC/DOI  Questions  Nos.  (  28,  29,  and  30  )  of  November  22, 
1974,  supply  additional  Information  on  surplus  soil  disposal  and  the  dis¬ 
posal  of  unsuitable  excavated  material.  All  scrap  material  and  construction 
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will  add  to  losses  of  natural  habitat  due  to  overgrazing,  clearing.... 
urban  expansion." 

NB  Comment: 

These  factors  were  considered  In  route  selection.  It  Is  therefore 
In  the  public's  interest  that  construction  will  be  along  a  route  consis¬ 
ting  of  92  percent  open  land  and  clearing  of  brush  and  trees  will  amount 
to  about  1000  acres.  As  a  result,  also,  the  route  will  not  significantly 
add  to  the  total  losses  In  natural  habitat  that  continue  to  occur  due  to 
clearing,  clean  farming,  urban  expansion  and  other  ^actors. 

Page  V-1063,  Lines  17  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  noise,  the  smells  and  activities  associated  with  construction, 
which  will  take  place  primarily  during  the  period  when  most  birds  and 
mammals  are  producing  their  young,  will  seriously  Inhibit,  for  at  least 
one  season,  the  reproduction  of  many  species  along  a  wide  band  across 
the  country  much  wider  than  the  right-of-way." 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA  discusses  the  impact  of  the  construction  on  the  repro¬ 
ductivity  of  birds  and  mammals  In  section  3. 1.2. A  of  the  NB-EIA.  The 
impact  Is  minor  when  related  to  the  size  of  the  total  area  affected,  the 
Influence  of  other  factors  affecting  populations  such  as  routine  agricul¬ 
tural  activities  and  the  effects  of  weather,  disease,  predators,  and 
food  availability.  The  Impact  will  be  confined  to  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  the  right-of-way. 

Page  V-1064,  Lines  15  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“It  Is  difficult  to  assess  the  Impact  on  the  size  of  the  mule  deer 
population  ...  It  can  be  said,  however,  that  there  will  be  a  signifi¬ 
cant  drop  In  local  mule  deer  populations." 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA  on  Page  3.1.2t8,  states  that  the  deer  species  are  limited 
by  browse  and  will  be  adversely  affected  by  losses  In  wooded  cover.  Also, 
on  Page  3.1.2-17,  the  NB-EIA  states  that  the  probability  of  an  Impact  on 
big  game  and  big  game  hunting  quality  Is  low  due  to  the  high  mobility  and 
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comparatively  low  population  density  of  deer  and  antelope.  The  few  deer 
living  In  hardwoods  draws  will  move  out  of  the  disturbed  zone  (see  Page 
3.1.2-18). 

The  right-of-way  passes  through  a  part  of  Montana  where  mule  deer 
abundance  has  been  classed  as  ranging  from  few  to  common  (see  NB-EIA, 

Figure  2. 2. 4-5,  Page  2.2.4-35).  The  loss  in  habitat  on  the  right-of-way 
is  likely  associated  with  a  reduction  in  the  utilization  of  the  area  so 
affected.  It  is  not  likely  to  result  in  a  significant  drop  in  local  mule 
deer  populations,  since  the  right-of-way  does  not  support  a  discrete 
local  population  of  mule  deer  at  this  time.  Moreover,  it  is  not  known 
that  the  loss  of  habitat  on  the  right-of-way  will  significantly  affect 
the  carrying  capacity  of  those  areas  which  support  certain  populations 
of  mule  deer.  It  is  significant  that  the  route  avoids  rugged  habitat, 
which  constitutes  good  mule  deer  habitat,  to  as  large  a  degree  as  possible. 

Page  V-1065,  Lines  6  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"There  will  be  a  significant  drop  in  local  white-tailed  deer  popula¬ 
tion  sizes  until  reestablishment  of  disrupted  habitat  has  been  effected. 

NB  Comment: 

The  significance  of  the  reduction  in  population  is  unsubstantiated. 

The  Route  passes  through  a  part  of  Montana  in  which  white-tailed  deer  are 
not  generally  common  and  restricted  mainly  to  bottomlands  along  the  major 
rivers  (NB-EIA  Figure  2. 2. 4-6,  Page  2.2.4-37).  Abundance  is  limited  and 
will  be  affected  by  losses  of  browse  (see  NB-EIA,  Page  3. 1.2-8).  However, 
it  is  not  true  that  construction  will  be  the  cause  of  a  significant  drop 
in  local  white-tailed  deer  populations  until  the  disrupted  habitat  recovers. 
The  disruption  of  habitat  may  result  in  a  lower  degree  of  utilization, 
because  of  the  loss  In  browse  but  the  effect  of  this  project  on  deer  abun¬ 
dance  Is  Insignificant. 

Page  V-1065.  Lines  13  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  Rock  Creek-Willow  Creek  drainage  construction  will  disrupt  96 
acres...  During  the  25  years  It  will  take... to  recover. . .antelope  popula¬ 
tions  will  be  significantly  reduced  on  the  local  level." 
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NB  Comment; 

The  right-of-way  does  not  now  produce  local  populations  of  antelope 
and  antelope  populations  will  not  be  significantly  reduced  by  the  loss  of 
habitat.  The  area  involved  Includes  a  combination  of  features  making  for 
good  habitat;  only  one  of  these,  the  scattered  occurrence  of  browse,  will 
be  affected  by  the  right-of-way.  The  total  loss  In  food  resources  Is  so 
restricted  that  It  will  not  significantly  affect  antelope  abundance. 

Page  V-1065,  Lines  19  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Sage  grouse  which  ...  concentrate  in  somewhat  similar  habitat  [coulees 
and  sage  brush]  In  the  Lime  Creek  drainage  will  lose  some  101  acres  of  key 
habitat  ...  It  may  be  25  years  before  revegetation  will  recover  and  pre¬ 
sent  populations  that  could  be  sustained." 

NB  Comment: 

The  area  impacted  and  the  length  of  time  required  for  recovery  of  the 
impacted  vegetation  are  unsubstantiated.  NB-EIA,  Page  2.2.4-41,  states  that 
sage  grouse,  particularly  during  the  winter,  is  dependent  upon  sage  brush. 
The  NB-EIA,  Page  3.1.2-17,  describes  the  probability  of  impacting  on  sage 
grouse  strutting  grounds  as  very  low.  This  statement  was  based  on  the 
generally  low  density  of  these  grounds  (see  NB-EIA,  Page  2.2.4-42). 

Reexamination  of  the  Route  on  aerial  photographs  reveals  that  the 
Route  transects  the  Lime  Creek  area  upstream.  Coulees  with  sage  brush  are 
much  more  characteristic  several  miles  south  of  the  Route  than  along  the 
Route,  which  crosses  relatively  flat  terrain  once  It  leaves  the  coulees 
and  sage  brush  associated  with  Bitter  Creek  drainage. 

Page  V-1065,  Line  24  to  Page  V-1066,  Line  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Across  Montana  construction  disrupt  ...  543  acres  ...  used  by  sharp¬ 
tailed  grouse  and  Hungarian  partridge.  It  may  take  up  to  15  years  for  ... 
these  game  birds  will  recover  to  their  present  levels." 
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NB  Comment: 

The  area  impacted  and  the  length  of  time  required  for  recovery  of  the 
impacted  vegetation  are  unsubstantiated.  The  NB-EIA,  Page  3.1.2-16,  Indicates 
that  construction  disturbances  leading  to  dispersion,  nest-destruction. 
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accidental  mortality  and  habitat  losses  may  affect  the  productivity  of  a 
few  thousand  birds  including  economically  significant  birds  such  as  the 
sage  grouse,  sharp-tailed  grouse,  Hungarian  partridge,  and  pheasant. 

The  NB-EIA,  Page  2.2.4-43,  indicates  that  all  grouse  are  cyclic  in 
abundance.  It  is  not  correct  to  assume  that  utilization  of  the  right-of- 
way  by  these  gamebirds  will  be  correlated  with  right-of-way  recovery  or 
that  construction  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  numerical  abundance. 
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Ing  of  this  creek  was  selected  to  avoid  large  marshes  occurring  north  and 
south  of  the  route.  The  proposed  route,  however,  crosses  a  permanent  wet¬ 
land  at  Milepost  144;  this  wetland  had  not  been  identified  In  the  NB-EIA. 
However,  it  should  be  noted  that  the  proposed  route  passes  through  a  south¬ 
ern  extremity  of  this  marsh  for  only  about  700  feet. 

The  impact  would  be  minor,  and  the  deviation  recommended  in  the  DOI- 
DEIS,  Page  V-1323,  Lines  19  to  23,  which  would  put  the  route  upstream  of 
this  wetland  area  and  add  1,000  feet  to  the  route  would  not  be  justified. 


Page  V-1066,  Lines  14  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  pipeline  route  traverses  64  potholes  in  Montana  as  well  as  other 
bottomlands  susceptible  to  drainage,  totaling  about  152  acres." 

NB  Comment: 

The  cited  figures  are  at  variance  with  previously  documented  evidence 
in  the  DOI-DEIS.  The  estimated  number  of  potholes  intercepted  being  64  on 
Page  V-1066,  and  48  on  Pages  V-1048,  V-1049  and  V-1381.  The  question  of 
wetland  impacts  in  Montana  has  been  addressed  in  Section  3. 1.3-7  of  Part  V 
of  this  critique.  NB-EIA  (Page  3.1.2-15)  states  that  no  important  wet¬ 
lands  will  be  crossed  in  Montana.  The  above  given  acreage  is  three  times 
higher  than  indicated  in  the  NB-EIA,  Page  3.1.2-15  ( i . e . ,  4  miles  or  about 
50  acres).  This  statement  is  amended  to  include  the  wetland  at  MP  144 
(NB-EIA,  Vol.  7,  Aerial  Mosaic  A- 1 09 )  which  is  part  of  the  Big  Muddy  Creek 
area.  The  route  avoids  the  more  extensive  wetlands  to  the  north.  Hydro- 
logic  restoration  of  this  wetland  will  not  present  a  problem  since  the 
area  is  underlain  by  thick,  impermeable  till. 

Page  V-1066.  Line  22  to  Page  V-1067,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Canada  geese  ...  nesting  close  to  the  route  on  Manning  Lake  marshes 
will  be  disturbed  ...  with  a  1-year  production  loss  of  some  36  birds." 

NB  Corment: 

The  statement  on  production  loss  of  36  birds  is  unsubstantiated.  The 
NB-EIA,  Page  3.1.2-15,  states  with  respect  to  the  Manning  Lake  area,  that 
waterfowl  habitats  associated  with  marshes  near  Big  Muddy  Creek,  are  more 
than  one  mile  away  from  the  proposed  route.  This  statement  should  have 
been  that  the  major  wetland  areas  are  more  than  one  mile  away.  The  cross- 
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Page  V-1067,  Lines  5  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"An  index  of  the  impact  of  construction  ...  is  the  36  acres  of  flood- 
plain  in  Big  Muddy  Creek  ...  Beaver  ...  may  suffer  a  short-term  production 
reduction  in  36  animals. 

NB  Comment: 

The  population  estimate  is  unsubstantiated.  It  is  doubtful  that 
beaver  find  much  of  their  preferred  food  items  along  the  route  across  the 
floodplain  of  Big  Muddy  Creek,  since  almost  all  of  the  36  acres  are  open 
and  not  covered  by  shrubs,  saplings  and  trees. 

Page  V-1067,  Lines  18  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Coyotes  and  foxes  use  many  of  the  cover  areas  which  ...  would  be 
destroyed  ...  so  that  a  long-term  reduction  in  coyote  and  fox  populations 
would  occur." 


NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Page  3.1.2-17,  indicates  that  while  construction  will  affect 
many  small  mamnals  the  loss  will  be  compensated  for  by  high  reproductive 
rates.  Also,  factors  other  than  food  availability  frequently  determine  the 
abundance  of  small  animals.  Since  construction  will  have  a  negligible 
effect  on  these  prey  species,  it  cannot  have  an  effect  on  predators  such  as 
coyotes  and  foxes,  which  are  already  hunted  as  vermin. 


Page  V-1067,  Lines  22  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Some  270  acres  of  critical  cover  for  pheasants  would  be  destroyed 
along  the  route  which  will  cause  a  drop  in  pheasant  populations  ...  from 
5  to  15  years  without  an  active  program  of  revegetation." 
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NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  has  an  active  restoration  program  as  Indicated  in 
response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (22)  of  December  12,  1974,  and  the  NB- 
EIA,  Volume  4,  Paragraph  4.0.3. 

NB-EIA,  Page  2.2.4-43,  indicates  the  pheasant  to  be  a  farm  bird, 
inhabiting  brushy  areas  and  bottomlands.  Nesting  failure  is  primarily 
due  to  agricultural  practices  and  abundance  is  determined  by  winter  con¬ 
ditions.  Temporary  losses  in  pheasants  and  pheasant  habitat,  which  will 
be  restricted  to  the  right-of-way,  do  not  constitute  a  significant  impact. 
The  population  estimate  is  unsubstantiated. 


Page  V-1068,  Lines  1  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  construction  of  microwave  towers  ...  would  ...  impact  on  migrat' 
ing  birds  ...  [particularly]  The  endangered  whooping  crane  [which]  has  a 
major  flyway  across  Montana  ..." 


NB  Comment: 


The  impact  of  microwave  towers  on  migrating  birds  will  be  negligible 
and  the  probability  of  a  whooping  crane  flying  into  one  of  these  structures 
is  low  enough  to  regard  the  probability  as  negligible. 
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Page  V-1068,  Figure  3. 1.3. 7-1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Table  indicating  habitat  losses  suffered  for  the  life  of  the  project. 

NB  Comment: 

DOI-DEIS  data  is  unsubstantiated  and  additional  information  is  reguired 
for  the  reader  to  understand  why  and  where  the  acreages  given  are  critical 
to  species  listed  and  why  this  acreage  will  not  recover  within  a  period  much 
shorter  than  the  life  of  the  project. 


Page  V-1070,  Lines  14  to  18.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Local  mule  deer  population  along  the  route  will  be  significantly 
lower  for  the  life  of  the  project  at  least,  recovering  somewhat  as  vege¬ 
tation  recovery  takes  place  ..." 

NB  Conment: 

NB-EIA,  Page  3. 1.2-8,  states  that  the  deer  species  will  be  adversely 
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affected  by  losses  in  wooded  cover.  On  Page  3.1.2-28,  it  is  stated  that 
the  probability  of  an  impact  on  big  game  or  big  game  hunting  quality  is 
low  due  to  high  mobility  and  comparatively  low  population  density.  It  is 
stated  also  that  while  broken  rangelands  constitute  good  mule  deer  habitat, 
the  proposed  route  was  designed  to  cross  a  minimum  of  badlands  and  rugged 
rangelands.  The  loss  of  woody  habitat  is  less  than  40  acres  and  will  have 
an  insignificant  affect  on  mule  deer  populations. 

Page  V-1070,  Lines  19  to  24,  and  Page  V-1071,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS  State¬ 

ment: 

"...  effects  of  construction  on  the  vegetation  ...  will  have  long¬ 
term  adverse  impacts  on  a  variety  of  other  species  ...  The  number  and 
variety  of  these  species  on  a  local  basis  will  be  depressed  until  this 
habitat  is  restored." 

NB  Comment: 

NB-EIA,  Page  3.1.2-27  states  that  while  several  thousand  birds  and 
mammals  may  be  affected  by  construction,  losses  will  be  temporary  and  the 
effect  of  construction  is  negligible  in  relation  to  other  mortality  factors. 

Numerical  abundance  on  the  right-of-way  will  depend  on  right-of-way 
restoration  among  other  factors.  Construction  will  not  affect  local 
diversity  beyond  the  limits  of  the  right-of-way. 

Page  V-1071,  Line  20  to  Page  V-1072.  Line  2,  DPI -DEIS  Statement: _ 

"...  as  critical  winter  habitat  is  reduced  along  the  route,  ...  addi¬ 
tional  pressure  on  adjacent  habitat  acres  ...  [which]  may  be  damaged  through 
overuse  with  increased  deer  mortalities  in  areas  not  directly  affected  by 
construction  activities. 

NB  Conment: 

The  allegation  is  that  there  is  damage  and* mortal ity  over  and  above 
the  damage  due  to  construction  and  that  this  is  the  result  of  all  avail¬ 
able  habitat  now  being  utilized  to  capacity. 

The  proposed  route  will  affect  less  than  60  acres  of  woody  vegetation. 
Since  there  is  no  construction  during  the  winter,  the  loss  in  habitat  is  at 
first  restricted  to  these  60  acres  and  to  less  than  24  acres  after  a  period 
of  revegetation.  Animals  occurring  in  this  habitat  may  be  absorbed  by 
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comparable  habitat  along  the  route.  If  adjacent  habitats  cannot  absorb  the 
deer  from  the  proposed  route,  it  is  because  this  habitat  is  stocked  to 
capacity  and  if  habitat  conditions  then  account  for  the  mortality  of  a 
surplus  number  of  animals,  it  is  irrelevant  where  these  animals  were  pro¬ 
duced.  Hence,  mortality  of  deer  and  habitat  destruction  in  excess  of  the 
60  acres  lost  for  right-of-way  purposes  is  not  the  result  of  construction 
but  a  function  of  population  dynamics. 

Page  V-1073,  Line  13.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states,  "This  is  assuming  that  the  seal  on  pothole  floors  can 
be  restored." 


The  restoration  of  potholes  is  not  a  problem.  Potholes  on  the  Coteau 
du  Missouri  and  the  Coteau  des  Prairies  owe  their  wetland  characters  to  the 
presence  of  thick,  underlying  beds  of  poorly  permeable  glacial  till.  The 
chances  of  aquifers,  outwash  layers  or  lenses  of  sand  or  gravel  being 
penetrated  by  the  trench  are  relatively  remote.  Restoration  on  the  Coteaux, 
then,  will  primarily  consist  of  sealing  the  banks  or  margins  of  intercepted 
basins.  Wetlands  in  the  James  River  basins  of  South  Dakota  are  impounded 
in  alternating  layers  of  impermeable  till  and  highly  permeable  sand  and 
gravel  outwash.  Water  levels  in  these  basins  are  maintained  by  normally 
high  water  tables,  rather  than  impermable  floors,  so  that  resealing  fol¬ 
lowing  trenching  will  not  be  required. 

Page  V-1074,  Lines  10  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  stripping  of  the  sod  and  topsoil  ...  in  the  rolling  prairie  ... 
will  ...reduce  the  antelope  population  on  a  long-term  basis." 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Page  3.1.2-28  states  that  antelope  occur  west  of  Highway 
85  but  that  the  proposed  route  does  not  cross  good  quality  antelope 
habitat. 

NB-EIA,  Figure  2. 2. 4-5,  Page  2.2.4-35,  indicates  how  the  route  affects 
the  northern  limit  of  antelope  distribution  in  North  Dakota.  Extensive 
agriculture  is  the  basic  reason  for  the  scarcity  of  antelope  along  the  route. 
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Even  where  the  route  intersects  antelope  range,  it  will  not  cause  a  reduction 
in  numbers  since  these  numbers  are  determined  by  other  factors  such  as  the 
distribution  and  extent  of  rolling  prairie,  which  will  not  be  significantly 
affected  by  the  strip  temporarily  disturbed  for  right-of-way  purposes. 

Page  V-1075,  Lines  14  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  South  Dakota  along  the  construction  right-of-way  some  10  acres 
of  woodlands,  843  acres  of  grassland,  1190  acres  of  cropland,  ...  will  be 
disrupted  by  the  project.  Scattered  throughout  ...  are  307  potholes 
totaling  1,928  acres  which  are  crossed  by  86,235  feet  of  the  proposed 
route. " 

NB  Comment: 

NB-EIA,  Pages  3.1.2-29  to  3.1.2-35,  gives  estimates  of  1,800  acres  of 
cropland  and  500  acres  of  rangelands  which  include  275  acres  of  rangelands 
with  wetlands  (potholes),  and  a  negligible  amount  of  woodland.  (These 
figures  are  based  on  a  175  mile-long  and  100  foot-wide  construction  right- 
of-way.  The  cropland  acreage  should  be  closer  to  1600  acres  than  the  1800 
given  above).  The  large  DEIS  estimates  for  the  number  of  potholes  and 
wetland  acreage  to  be  affected  by  construction  have  been  addressed  in  the 
comment  to  the  DEIS  statement  in  Section  3. 1.3. 6,  Page  V-1049,  Line  22. 

The  number  of  potholes  intersected  is  about  100  as  presented  in  the  NB-EIA, 
Pages  3.1.2-32  and  3.1.2-33,  considerably  less  than  the  DEIS  estimate.  The 
DEIS  account  is  unsubstantiated,  whereas  the  NB-EIA  estimate  is  derived  from 
survey  of  aerial  photographs.  The  pothole  acreage  stated  by  the  DEIS  is  in 
error.  Crossing  86,235  feet  of  potholes  with  a  100-foot  right-of-way  will 
affect  about  198  acres. 

Page  V-1076,  Lines  12  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Potential  harvests  of  white-tailed  deer  and  of  mule  deer,  ...  will 
be  lowered  for  local  areas  along  the  proposed  route  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Page  3. 1.2-8,  states  that  the  deer  are  limited  by  browse 
and  will  be  adversely  affected  by  losses  in  woodland  cover.  Also,  on 
Page  3.1.2-35,  the  NB-EIA  indicates  that  the  probability  of  an  impact  on 
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big  game  is  very  low  due  to  a  high  degree  of  mobility  and  the  low  popula¬ 
tion  density  of  the  species. 

Along  the  route  through  South  Dakota,  mule  deer  are  marginal  and 
beyond  their  normal  range  which  lies  to  the  west.  This  species  is  not 
impacted.  The  white-tailed  deer  is  important  but  the  route  involves 
minimal  deer  habitat,  which  is  restricted  to  less  than  a  few  scattered 
areas  of  woodland  and  the  shrubby  marshes  of  a  number  of  potholes.  Hence, 
while  deer  may  utilize  the  area  affected  by  construction  to  a  lesser  degree 
during  the  recovery  period,  the  deer  harvest  will  not  be  significantly 
affected. 


Page  V-1077,  Lines  1  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  ferruginous  hawk,  a  rare  bird,  ...  is  very  intolerant  of  dis¬ 
turbances  while  nesting  so  that  nests  in  the  larger  trees  would  stand  a 
better  chance  of  hatching  success  ...  Construction  activities  would  dis¬ 
turb  about  nine  nests  ...,  a  rather  serious  impact." 


NB  Comment: 


The  NB-EIA,  Page  2.2.4-57,  regards  the  ferruginous  hawk  as  a  rare 
species  of  undetermined  status.  It  is  stated,  also,  on  Page  3.1.2-35, 
that  the  probability  of  an  impact  on  rare  species  is  low  due  to  low  popu¬ 
lation  densities  and  the  high  degree  of  mobility. 

The  loss  of  nests  of  rare  birds  of  prey  by  construction  activities 
would  have  an  impact  on  the  status  of  these  species.  Relative  to  the  rare 
status  of  ferruginous  hawk,  the  DEIS  should  substantiate  the  location  of  nine 
nests  on  or  adjacent  to  the  construction  right-of-way  to  effect  mitigation. 

It  Is  noted  also  that  construction  in  South  Dakota  will  have  a  minimal 
impact  on  high  trees  -  their  favorite  nesting  sites.  As  stated  in  the 
response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (40)  of  December  12,  1974,  minor  adjust¬ 
ments  in  the  alignment  may  be  made  at  the  time  of  survey  and  right-of-way 
acquisition  to  avoid  selected  larger  trees. 
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Page  V-1077,  Lines  20  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  indicates  that  "In  crossing  the  pothole  country  of  South 
Dakota  ...  the  proposed  route  will  [traverse]  307  separate  potholes." 
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NB  Coirment: 

See  corment  on  Page  V-1075,  Line  18  of  this  section. 

Page  V-1079,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states,  "The  floor  of  the  basin  ...  would  be  breached  by 
the  ditch.  Subsoils,  whose  clay  contents  reduce  permeability  of  the  basin, 
would  also  be  breached  and  make  permeable  underlying  material  exposed..." 

NB  Comment: 

The  breaching  of  pothole  subsoils  would  not  result  in  permanent 
drainage,  since  the  wetland  character  of  these  potholes  is  a  function  of 
thick  (in  excess  of  100  feet)  underlying  beds  of  poorly-permeable  glacial 
till  or  normally  high  water  tables.  The  water  retention  capacity  of  pot¬ 
holes  does  not  derive  from  a  thin  fragipan  on  the  basin  floor. 

Page  V-1079,  Lines  5  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states,  "If  the  ditch  fill  is  well  compacted  ...;  if  ... 
topsoil  ...  is  saved  for  replacement  ...;  if  excess  soil  is  disposed  of 
where  it  will  not  erode  into  the  basin;  if  erosion  is  control ed  ...;  if  the 
original  contours  and  drainage  patterns  are  restored;  if  the  pothole  floor 
is  restored  ...  and  if  reseeding,  fertilization  and  protection  takes  place 
immediately,  then  by  the  second  year  after  construction  the  potholes 
should  again  have  regained  their  previous  wildlife  potential." 

NB  Comment: 

NB  has  signified  Its  intention  to  restore  wetlands  in  accordance  with 
18  CFR  2.69,  where  consistent  with  landowner  requirements.  The  restora¬ 
tion  procedures  addressed  above  have  been  outlined  In  the  responses  to 
FPC/DOI  Questions  Nos.  (  29  and  50  )  of  November  22,  1974;  FPC/DOI  Ques¬ 
tion  No.  (27)  of  December  12,  1974;  and  a  wetland  restoration  plan  will 
be  Incorporated  Into  the  construction  specifications. 

Page  V-1079,  Lines  19  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states,  "The  applicant  has  signified  his  intention  to  fully 
restore  the  potholes  traversed  by  the  route  ..." 
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NB  Comment: 

The  statement  by  D0I  Is  misleading.  In  the  response  to  FPC/DOI 
Question  No.  (50)  of  November  22,  1974  the  applicant  indicates  his  intention 
to  conform  with  18  CFR  2.69  which  requires  the  reestablishment  of  pre¬ 
construction  water  levels  and  flow  characteristics  if  such  reestablishment 
is  consistent  with  landowner  requirements. 

Page  V-1080,  Lines  12  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states,  "The  route  will  cross  at  least  26  wetland  areas  (In 
Minnesota)  ...  with  the  disruption  of  the  floors  of  the  basins  with  per¬ 
manent  drainage  a  possibility." 

NB  Cotment: 

An  adequate  wetland  restoration  plan  Is  being  developed  and  the 
applicant  has  expressed  (response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (50)  of  November 
22,  1974)  his  Intention  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  18  CFR  2.69. 

The  probability  of  permanently  draining  these  wetlands  Is  remote,  since  they 
are  underlain  by  thick,  poorly  permeable  till  and  their  banks  will  be 
plugged  following  construction. 

Page  V-1080,  Lines  19  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  the  Ivanhoe  Wildlife  Management  Area  purchased  by  the  state  with 
the  aid  of  federal  funds  where  the  marsh  area  would  be  traversed  by  the 
route." 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Volume  2,  Page  2.2.1-129,  Line  3  may  be  In  error  stating 
that  the  route  Is  entirely  north  of  the  Ivanhoe  Wildlife  Management  area, 
as  It  is  shown  to  be  also  in  Volume  6,  Figure  C-32,  County  Map  for  Lincoln 
County.  The  topographical  map  (Quad  50)  in  Volume  6  of  the  NB-EIA  indicates 
the  route  traversing  the  most  northeastern  corner  of  the  wildlife  area. 

A  marsh  occurs  within  the  limits  of  the  wildlife  area  mainly  to  the 
south  of  the  proposed  route  and  another  marsh,  which  lies  mainly  north  of 
the  route,  at  the  northeastern  limit  of  the  wildlife  area.  Both  marshes 
are  considered  in  the  DEIS  statement. 

Chicago  and  Northwestern  tracks  pass  through  the  northern  tip  of  the 
marsh  largely  lying  within  the  limits  of  the  wildlife  area  and  through  the 
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middle  of  the  private  marsh.  In  addition,  the  private  marsh  is  fragmented 
by  a  section  road.  Field  alignment  will  consider  the  marshes  as  well  as 
the  location  of  the  road  and  railroad  tracks. 

Page  V-1081,  Line  20  to  Page  V-1082,  Line  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Looking  back.  It  Is  obvious  that  a  considerable  number  of  very 
valuable  Waterfowl  Production  Areas,  upland  and  big  game  habitat  areas, 
and  a  considerable  number  of  wetlands,  brushy  fringes  and  adjacent  upland 
complexes,  valuable  to  a  great  variety  of  small  birds  and  mammals  will  be 
traversed  by  the  route  In  Minnesota  ...  If  care  Is  taken  to  replace  the 
topsoil  ...  and  Imnediate  and  extensive  efforts  are  made  to  restore  drain¬ 
age  patterns  ....  It  could  be  anticipated  that  ...  preproject  waterfowl 
production  potential  might  be  restored  by  the  third  year.  Where,  however, 
wetland  basin  seals  are  breached  ...  there  could  be  a  permanent  loss  of 
these  wetlands  ...  Local  population  ...  will  be  depressed  for  several 
years  ...,  but  the  long-term  population  size  potential  and  variety  of 
species  present  should  be  unaffected,  assuming  ...  where  tree  plantings 
will  be  destroyed,  there  will  be  a  more  serious  loss  of  wildlife  population 
potentials  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Pages  3.1.2-46  to  3.1.2-50,  Indicates  that  construction 
In  Minnesota  will  impact  on  about  140  acres  of  grassland,  25  acres  of  wet¬ 
land  and  less  than  10  acres  of  woodland;  that  four  state  wildlife  areas 
are  included  in  this  acreage  (for  a  total  of  about  35  acres),  and  that 
construction  may  affect  the  productivity  of  birds  and  mammals  near  the 
route  during  the  summer,  but  without  long-term  impacts  on  wildlife  since 
habitat  losses  may  not  be  long-term. 

The  DEIS  statement  is  made  up  of  elements  that  are  correct  but  fail 
to  lend  perspective  to  the  low  level  of  impact  associated  with  the  route. 
While  4  wildlife  areas  are  Involved,  another  20  state  wildlife  areas  have 
been  avoided  In  the  routing.  The  residual  Impacts  are  over-emphasized  by 
such  statements  as  that  the  pre-production  waterfowl  potential  may  be  re¬ 
stored  within  three  years,  when  It  Is  considered  that  wetlands  are  sparse 
along  the  route  and  waterfowl  potential  may  be  restored  the  year  following 
construction. 
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The  Impact  on  wetlands  In  Minnesota  will  be  minor  and  short-term  be¬ 
cause  wetlands  will  be  restored  according  to  18  CFR  2.69  as  stated  In 
NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Page  4-1,  and  In  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (27) 
of  December  12,  1974.  Also  the  response  to  Question  No.  (35)  of  November 
22,  1974,  Indicates  that  the  planting  of  shrubs.  In  areas  where  there  Is 
a  necessity  will  mitigate  the  Impact  on  woody  cover. 

Page  V-1082,  Lines  3  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  care  is  taken  to  replace  the  topsoil  at  the  surface  in  these 
critical  habitat  areas,  and  immediate  and  intensive  efforts  are  made 
to  restore  drainage  patterns  to  prevent  erosion  and  to  revegetate  the 
right-of-way,  it  could  be  anticipated  that  there  would  be  a  drastic  loss 
of  waterfowl  production  in  the  area  in  the  construction  year,  a  serious 
loss  in  the  following  year,  but  that  pre-project  waterfowl  production 
potential  might  be  restored  by  the  third  year." 

NB  Comment: 

The  projected  reduction  in  waterfowl  production  is  grossly  overstated 
by  the  DOI-DEIS.  The  words  "drastic"  and  "serious"  are  unquantified 
and  emotional.  Further,  losses  to  productivity  off  the  right-of-way  but 
in  the  area  of  construction  will  not  extend  beyond  the  year  in  which 
construction  takes  place.  It  must  also  be  pointed  out  that  the  right-of- 
way  is  comprised  of  a  100-foot  wide  strip  which  will  intercept  only  26 
wetlands  for  a  total  intercept  distance  of  less  than  two  miles  (NB-EIA, 
Page  3.1.2-47).  While  short-term  impacts  in  the  form  of  lost  waterfowl 
production  will  occur,  they  will  be  small  in  relation  to  natural  yearly 
fluctuation.  Long-term  impacts  will  be  precluded  by  hydrologic  recon¬ 
struction  and  peripheral  revegetation. 

Page  V-1082,  Lines  10  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states,  "Where,  however,  wetland  basin  seals  are  breached 
by  the  ditch  and  an  increase  in  permeability  cannot  be  prevented  there 
could  be  a  permanent  loss  of  ...  wetlands  and  ...  wildlife  values." 

NB  Comment: 

See  previous  comment  on  Page  V-1080,  Lines  12  to  15. 
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Page  V-1083,  Lines  16  to  23.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states,  "A  considerable  number  of  these  remnants  will  be 
seriously  disrupted  ...  in  Minnesota  and  while  the  impact  should  be 
limited  and  short-term  if  restoration  takes  place  iranediately,  there  is 
still  the  distinct  possibility  that  restoration  ...  will  not  be  fully 
successful  and  that  irreparable  losses  in  the  variety  of  habitat  and  ... 
species  ...  will  occur.  The  possible  irreversible  drainage  of  some  of  the 
valuable  wetlands  traversed  is  one  of  these  areas  of  concern." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DOI-DEIS  suggests  that  the  impacts  to  wildlife  remnants  in 
Minnesota  will  be  "limited  and  short-term"  if  restoration  is  prompt  and 
successful.  The  responses  to  FPC/DOI  Questions  Nos.  (22  and  27)  of 
December  12,  1974,  indicate  the  means  by  which  such  restoration  will  be 
carried  out  by  the  applicant.  In  particular,  wetland  drainage  will  not 
be  a  problem  due  to  the  presence  of  underlying,  impermable  till  or  high 
water  tables. 

Page  V-1084,  Lines  14  and  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states,  "There  is  ...  no  guarantee  that  the  full  potential 
of  . . .  wetland  areas  [in  Iowa]  can  be  restored  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

See  previous  comment  on  Page  V-1080,  Lines  12  to  15. 

Page  V-1086,  Line  3  to  Page  V-1088,  Line  24,  DOI-DE IS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  pipeline  crossing  of  the  Mississippi  River  in  the 
vicinity  of  Mile  505.7  will  cross  a  number  of  ownerships  ...  the  line  will 
cross  approximately  0.7  mile  of  the  Princeton  Wildlife  Area  ...  owned  by 
the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  is  administered  by  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
as  part  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  Natural  Wildlife  Refuge  ...  owner¬ 
ship  of  the  Illinois  bank  is  private. 

The  effects  of  pipeline  construction  on  the  Princeton  Wildlife  Area 
will  be  irrmediate  and  detrimental.  Loss  of  upland  vegetation,  especially 
wooded  vegetation,  will  have  long  term  effects  on  breeding  birds  ...  con¬ 
struction  activities  on  the  marsh  will  result  in  destruction  of  waterfowl 
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breeding  and  brook  habitat  ...  Clearing  of  lowland  hardwoods  from  refuge 
islands  must  be  considered  a  long-term  (impact)  ... 

Probably  the  most  serious  effects  will  be  the  destruction  of  substrate 
in  the  sloughs  ...  The  proposed  crossing  will  be  located  at  the  head  of  the 
...  Cordova  Slough.  This  fact  is  of  special  concern  in  that  this  slough 
supplies  a  large  backwater  area  ...  siltation  will  result  in  shallower 
water  areas  . . . 

Spoiling  on  these  lands  would  result  in  direct  habitat  loss.  The  most 
serious  effects  will  be  silt  deposition  in  the  Princeton  Wildlife  Area  and 
sloughs  in  the  bottomland." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  statement  on  the  existing  environment  stresses  ownership  but 
lacks  some  essential  information  such  as  that  the  proposed  route  will 
follow  a  powerline  right-of-way  on  the  Iowa  side  and  the  nuclear  power 
station  on  the  Illinois  side  of  the  river. 

The  NB-EIA,  Volume  2,  Page  2.2. 5-^6,  describes  the  Princeton  and 
Upper  Mississippi  River  Natural  Wildlife  Refuge  Areas  as  sensitive.  The 
Princeton  Area  is  not  specifically  mentioned  but  treated  as  part  or  the 
Upper  Mississippi  River  Refuge  in  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Page  3.1.2-54, 
which  indicates  that  the  route  will  pass  through  about  2,500  feet  of 
bottomland  forest  in  the  Upper  Mississippi  River  Natural  Wildlife  Refuge, 
but  that  the  route  w.ill  adjoin  an  existing  right-of-way  for  part  of  the 
way,  and  affect  only  a  minimal  amount  of  woodland;  on  Page  3.1.2-55, 
it  is  stated  that  the  proposed  rout?  will  cross  the  refuge  for  about 
4,000  feet  of  which  2,000  feet  are  through  woods  along  an  existing  150 
foot-wide  right-of-way  and  2,000  feet  through  bottomland  forest 
and  aquatic  habitat.  The  route  across  the  refuge,  hunting  area,  ar.d 
Mississippi  River  crossing  involves  special  permits,  and  the  route  and 
its  restoration  through  these  critical  areas  will  be  in  accordance  with 
the  recommendations  of  the  agencies  involved. 

Air  photo  examination  indicates  the  rarsh  is  south  of  the  route  a- 
cross  the  Princeton  Hunting  Area  and  careful  route  selection  can  be  -se:  to 
avoid  the  marsh.  Noise  may  be  the  only  aspect  of  construction  that  impacts 
the  wildlife  of  the  actual  wetland  area.  The  wetland  area  has  certain 
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features  suggesting  that  it  may  have  a  history  of  farming  and,  perhaps, 
dredge  spoil  disposal. 

The  route  across  the  bars  in  the  river  involves  several  hundred  feet 
but  the  powerline  right-of-way  has  already  established  a  corridor.  The 
significant  islands  adjacent  to  Cordova  Slough  and  the  north  of  the 
Wapsipincon  River  are  not  involved. 

Siltation  and  its  possible  impact  on  the  sloughs  will  be  addressed  in 
the  comment  to  the  DEIS  statement  on  Page  V-1106,  Lines  4  to  12.  The  river 
at  the  point  of  crossing  has  a  scour  sand  bottom  and  the  organisms  are 
adapted  to  high  turbidity  and  siltation  rates.  The  sloughs  are  well  pro¬ 
tected  by  sedimentation  upstream  near  the  mouth  of  the  Wapsipinicon  River. 
The  Cordova  Slough  transmits  the  Mississippi  River  and  silt  carried  into 
this  arm,  will  be  carried  out.  Siltation  due  to  this  project  will  be 
insignificant  in  comparison  to  the  natural  course  of  this  process  in  the 
Mississippi  River. 

The  sloughs  and  refuge  areas  will  not  be  impacted  by  spoil  disposal. 

In  the  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (42)  of  November  22,  1974,  it  is  ' 
indicated  that  spoil  disposal  sites  are  likely  to  be  located  beyond  the 
tree  line  or  rivers  with  floodplain  forests.  Also,  disposal  will  be  subject 
to  approval  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  other  local,  state  and  federal 
agencies  having  jurisdiction. 

Page  V-1089,  Line  14  to  25,  and  Page  V-1090,  Lines  1  to  19,  DOI-DEIS 
Statement! 

"One  of  the  most  significant  impacts  on  woodlands  will  be  on  the 
approach  to  the  Illinois  River  crossing  ...  3750  feet  of  bottomland 
hardwoods  along  Pecumsaugan  Creek  ...  3000  feet  of  bottomland  hardwood 
and  sloughs  ...  750  feet  of  bottomland  hardwood  and  sloughs  ...  1875  feet 
of  upland  hardwoods  ...  woodlands  traversed  east  of  the  river  are  owned 
by  the  Illinois  Department  of  Conservation  and  proposed  as  an  addition 
to  the  Blackball  Mine,  an  abandoned  quarry  ...  which  has  the  largest 
colony  of  hibernating  bats  in  Illinois.  Five  species  of  bats  Including 
the  endangered  Indiana  bat  use  the  mine." 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Page  3.1.2-61,  states  that  the  most  valuable 
wooded  area,  to  be  crossed  for  a  total  distance  of  about  1  mile,  is 


17? 


zoo 


3-103 


3-104 


515 


MOSAIC  NO  A  86  -  LOCATION  OF  OELAWARE  RESERVOIR  RESEARCH  PLOTS 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

FART  II I  ENVIRONMENTAL  INFACTS 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


3. 1.3. 7. A. 1  (Cont.) 

found  on  the  Illinois  River.  The  NB-EIA,  Volume  2,  Page  2.2.5-31  and 
Volume  4,  Page  3.1.2-44,  refers  to  the  Indiana  bat  as  an  endangered 
species  which  will  not  be  affected  by  the  project  since  construction  does 
not  lead  to  the  destruction  of  caves.  These  limestone  caverns  are  about 
2,000  feet  away  from  the  proposed  route  and  disturbances  due  to  blasting 
can  be  minimized  by  controlling  the  blasting  charges. 

The  significant  values  present  In  the  Illinois  River  area  were 
recognized  In  the  NB-EIA  and  an  alternative  point  of  crossing  was  consid¬ 
ered  (see  Volume  4,  Table  4-1,  Page  4-8,  Area  Number  41).  The  proposed 
deviation,  which  passed  to  the  north  of  the  Starved  Rock  State  Park  area 
significantly  increased  the  length  of  the  line.  However,  the  original 
route  was  modified  to  avoid  the  State  Park  area  by  passing  through  private 
lands  which  were  subsequently  purchased  by  the  Illinois  Department  of 
Conservation. 

Page  V-1090,  Line  19  to  Page  V-1091,  Line  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Another  woodland  area  affected  is  the  Big  Bend  State  Natural  area 
along  Rock  River  ...  The  major  impact,  however,  will  be  the  limitation 
placed  on  the  management  options  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Page  3.1.3-64,  states  that  no  significant 
impact  on  the  multiple  use  management  value  of  the  Rock  River  area  would 
result  from  construction.  However,  It  Indicates  that  the  area  was  being 
considered  as  a  multiple  use  natural  area  by  the  State  which  has  since 
acquired  this  area.  A  permit  will  be  required  from  the  Illinois  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Conservation  and  the  routing  and  restoration  of  the  right-of-way 
will  be  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  that  agency. 

Page  y-1094,  Line  23  to  Page  V-1095,  Line  12,  (H.  Ohio). 

PCM  -  :s  statement 

"The  proposed  route  crosses  the  northern  portion  of  the  State's 
Delaware  Reservoir  Wildlife  Area  ...  The  Division  of  Wildlife  has 
established  permanent  research  plots  to  monitor  vegetative  succession  ... 
any  route  across  the  Division  of  Wildlife  area  would  have  to  pass  through 
one  or  more  of  these  scattered  research  areas  and  this  would  result  In  the 
loss  of  many  years  of  research  ..." 
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NB  Comment: 

NB-EIA,  Page  3.1.2-87,  Indicates  cognizance  of  the  research  plots 
and  recommends  careful  route  selection  to  avoid  research  plots.  The 
proposed  route  passes  through  one  research  plot  and  a  modification  in 
this  area  is  under  consideration  on  the  basis  of  the  research  plot  loca¬ 
tions  submitted  by  the  Project  Leader  of  the  Olentangy  Wildlife  Experi¬ 
mental  Station  (See  attached  Figure). 

Page  V-1094,  Lines  12  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Where,  however,  permanent  clearing  is  done  through  the  limited  areas 
of  bottomland  hardwoods  and  fringes  along  streams  and  through  scattered 
woodlots,  this  will  destroy  scarce  and  critical  habitat,  for  example, 
wood  duck  nesting  trees,  and  will  result  in  long-term  and  local  reductions 
in  wildlife  population  sizes  and  in  numbers  of  species.  Any  procedure 
which  tends  to  further  reduce  remaining  natural  habitats  within  the  farm's 
cultured  ecosystem  is  damaging  to  the  environmental  quality  of  the  area." 

NB  Conment: 

As  indicated  in  the  NB-EIA,  Pages  5,  3.1.2-84  and  3.1.2-85,  the  extent 
of  bottomland  hardwood  forest  along  streams  was  considered  in  the  route 
selection.  Stream  crossings  are  frequently  made  through  permanent 
pastures  or  grazed  open  woodlands.  In  all  but  three  of  the  Ohio  stream 
crossings,  where  bottomland  hardwoods  are  encountered  impacts  to  these 
forests  is  confined  to  strips  of  100  feet  or  less.  Therefore,  construc¬ 
tion  through  restricted  bottomland  hardwoods  does  not  constitute  signi¬ 
ficant  effect. 

3.1.3.7. A.2  Aquatic  Wildlife  Habitat  and  Species 

Page  V-1101,  Lines  18  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  adequate  care  is  not  taken  to  stabilize  streambanks  to  minimize 
sedimentation  and  to  restore  substrate  conditions,  the  stream  environment 
could  be  degraded  for  many  years  with  adverse  effects  on  populations  of 
aquatic  species  using  these  areas." 
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NB  Comment: 

The  stabilization  of  the  stream  crossing  sites  is  an  integral  part 
of  the  restoration  program  of  the  proposed  project,  (NB-EIA,  Volume  4, 
Section  4.0.3.E,  Page  4  -  19).  In  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  1,  Section  1.5.2, 
Page  1  -  56  and  Volume  4,  Section  4.0.2-H,  Page  4  -  17,  it  is  stated 
that  streambeds  will  be  restored  as  near  as  practicable  to  their  former 
elevations  and  grades  and  that  all  streams  will  be  stabilized  with 
suitable  material  to  prevent  the  subsequent  erosion  of  the  crossing. 
Streambanks  will  be  stabilized  by  the  use  of  such  techniques  as  revetments 
or  rip  rap  as  described  in  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (37)  of  Novem¬ 
ber  22,  1974.  In  addition,  all  stream  crossings  will  be  conducted  in 
accordance  with  the  regulations  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the  local 
or  state  authorities  having  jurisdiction  over  the  individual  stream  or 
river  crossing.  (FPC/D0I  Question  No. (25)  of  December  11,  1974  and  NB-EIA 
Section  4.0.3.E,  Page  4  -  19). 

Page  V-1102,  Lines  19  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  creeks  and  permanent  streams,  "During  trenching  on  stream  banks 
and  across  the  stream  bottom  and  until  the  stream  banks  have  been  stabi¬ 
lized,  turbidity  and  siltatlon  will  seriously  inhibit  all  aquatic  life 
for  a  considerable  stretch  of  stream  below  the  crossing." 

NB  Comnent: 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  3.1.2,  Pages  106,  107, 
and  111,  turbidity  and  siltation  will  inhibit  stream  uses  for  a  limited 
.distance  downstream.  Incremental  silt  loads  will  not  exceed  those 
experienced  during  high  flow  episodes  except  irmiediately  downstream  of 
the  crossing  site.  The  anticipated  impact  on  the  aquatic  species  in 
permanent  creeks  and  rivers  will  be  limited  to  the  reach  irmiediately  be¬ 
low  the  crossing  site  and  result  in  a  minor,  short-term  reduction  in 
overall  productivity. 
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Page  V-1103,  Lines  2  to  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  stream  bank  revegetation  is  delayed  and  the  stream  substrate 
is  not  restored,  erosion  siltation,  and  the  inhibition  of  aquatic  life 
could  persist  for  many  years. 


ZO(o 


3-107 


3-108 


516 


PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

3. 1.3. 7. A. 2  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

The  restoration  of  the  stream  crossings  In  an  integral  part  of  the 
proposed  project  (NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  4.0.3-E,  Page  4  to  19). 

Also  see  comment  for  Page  V-1101,  Lines  18  to  23. 

Page  V-1103,  Lines  11  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  the  crossings  of  major  rivers  which  may  take  up  to  140  days  to 
complete  could  result  in  several  years  of  greatly  reduced  populations 
of  aquatic  animals  and  plants  for  a  considerable  stretch  of  river  below 
the  crossing." 

NB  Comment: 

The  identical  ecological  factors  with  respect  to  the  recovery  of 
aquatic  populations  are  operative  in  creeks  and  streams  and  major  rivers. 
Increased  size  and  consequently  length  of  construction  period  does  not 
necessarily  mean  increased  impact,  (see  comment  Page  V-1102,  Lines  19  to 
22).  The  anticipated  impact  at  the  major  river  crossings  will  be  restrict¬ 
ed  to  the  vicinity  of  the  crossing  site  and  a  limited  distance  downstream. 
The  effect  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem  will  be  a  short-term  reduction  in 
productivity.  Such  an  effect  will  be  limited  to  the  year  of  construction. 

Page  V-1105,  Lines  7  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  South  Dakota,  "The  disruption  of  307  wetland  areas  during  con¬ 
struction  will  adversely  effect  the  breeding  of  this  species  (leopard 
frog)  and  result  in  a  short-term  diminution  in  population,  a  loss  in 
marketing  opportunity  and  in  wildlife  food." 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  a.  Section  3.1.2,  Pages  31  and  32, 
the  proposed  route  will  intersect  approximately  100  not  307  wetlands  in 
South  Dakota.  The  majority  are  temporary  wetlands  which  are  subsequently 
formed.  In  view  of  the  amount  of  wetland  areas  occurring  in  South  Dakota 
and  the  nature  of  the  wetlands  intersected,  the  project  will  not  have 
any  significant  impact  on  the  leopard  frog  populations,  the  frog  market, 
or  their  predator  populations. 
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struction  activities  will  have  a  limiting  effect  on  waterfowl  and  fish 
populations  over  an  extended  period  and  certain  slough  areas  may  be 
eliminated  as  productive  habitat  for  many  years.  Waterfowl  production 
and  sport  and  corrmercial  fishing  harvest  potentials  will  be  adversely 
affected  over  a  considerable  period  of  years." 

NB  Conment: 

The  Mississippi  River  crossing  was  located  in  an  area  which  has  pre¬ 
viously  been  disturbed  by  man's  activities.  The  pipeline  parallels  a 
power  line  at  the  crossing  and  the  Quad  Cities  Nuclear  Power  Plant  is 
situated  on  the  east  bank  immediately  upstream.  (NB-EIA,  Volume  3, 

Section  3.1.2,  Pages  55  and  56).  Waterfowl  values  are  considered  higher 
both  north  and  south  of  the  crossing  site.  The  main  channel  at  the  cross¬ 
ing  site  is  characterized  by  relatively  high  water  velocities  and  a 
scoured  sand  bottom. ^  As  a  result,  instream  construction  will  not  result 
in  the  resuspension  of  significant  quantities  of  silt  and  the  disturbed 
sand  will  resettle  irrmediately  below  the  crossing  site.  In  addition,  the 
pool  area  (14)  below  the  crossing  site  has  previously  been  subjected  to 
augmented  sedimentation  during  the  construction  of  wing  dams  and  diffuse 
pipes  associated  with  the  Quad  Cities  plant  and  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
periodically  dredges  this  reach  of  the  river  to  maintain  the  12  foot 
channel.  The  Mississippi  normally  carries  a  significant  silt  load.  Organ¬ 
isms  inhabiting  its  waters  are  adapted  to  high  turbidities  and  siltation 
rates,  particularly  in  slough  areas  where  the  water  velocity  is  reduced, 
thereby  augmenting  sedimentation,  increased  silt  loading  resulting  from 
the  construction  of  the  pipeline  crossing  will  have  a  limiting  effect 
on  the  aquatic  ecosystem.  The  impact  will  be  greatest  during  construction 
and  immediately  downstream. 

The  adversely  affected  reach  of  the  river  will  be  attenuated  rapidly 
downstream  due  to  the  limited  quantities  of  silt  at  the  crossing  site, 
mixing  and  dilution,  and  the  ability  of  the  aquatic  ecosystem  to  with¬ 
stand  periodic  high  silt  loads.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  the  popula¬ 
tion  levels  of  aquatic  species  or  waterfowl  production  will  be  signifi- 

1.  U.S.  AEC,  Final  EIS  Quad  Cities  Nuclear  Power  Station,  Docket  Nos. 

50-254,  50-265,  1972. 
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Page  V-1105,  Lines  13  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  Minnesota  all  streams  crossed  are  lowland  streams  where  primary 
effects  of  construction  activities  will  be  the  disruption  of  fish  spawning 
for  one  season  In  a  limited  downstream  stretch  of  those  creeks  and  rivers 
crossed  ..." 

NB  Conment: 

This  statement  concurs  with  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  3.1.2, 

Pages  106,  107,  and  111,  which  concludes  that  only  a  "limited  downstream 
stretch"  will  be  adversely  affected.  It  contradicts  the  statement  in 
the  DOI-DEIS,  Part  V,  Volume  3,  Section  3. 1.3. 7. A. 2,  Page  V-1102,  Lines 
19  to  22,  which  describes  the  impact  affecting  a  "considerable"  downstream 
reach.  (See  Conment  V-1102,  Lines  19  to  22). 

Page  V-1106,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"At  the  Wapsipinicon  River  crossings  the  quality  of  the  fishing 
experience  on  this  federally  designated  recreational  river  will  be  de¬ 
graded  until  streambank  vegetation  and  tree  screens  are  reestablished." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Wapsipinicon  River  crossings  will  be  screen  planted  as  is  stated 
in  response  to  D0I/FPC  Question  No.  (35),  and  the  impact  will  be  short-term. 

At  the  western  crossing  of  the  river,  the  tree  line  on  the  banks  Is 
discontinuous  and  the  pipeline  crosses  through  a  break  on  the  treeline 
eastern  bank.  Similarly,  the  floodplain  forest  on  the  south  bank  of  the 
eastern  crossing  is  through  widely  scattered  trees.  In  addition,  the 
existing  settirg  has  already  heen  altered  since  the  presence  of  man  is 
evident  as  there  are  several  roads  and  bridges  along  its  course  (NB-EIA, 
Volume  3,  Section  2.4.3,  Page  92).  As  a  consequence  the  effect  on  the 
quality  of  the  fishing  experience  will  be  negligible. 

Page  V-1106,  Lines  4  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"At  the  Mississippi  River  crossing  there  are  slough  areas  which  are 
extremely  productive  of  aquatic  plants  and  benthic  animals  which  are  a 
valuable  food  source  for  waterfowl  and  sport  and  coronercial  fish  species. 

The  disruption  and  siltation  of  these  areas  from  the  extended  con- 
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cantly  impacted,  nor  will  any  slough  areas  be  eliminated  as  productive 
habitat. 


I 


211 


Page  V-1106.  Lines  13  to  20,  D0I-PE1S  Statement: 

"A  species  of  mussel,  the  Higgens  Eye  Pearly  Mussel,  has  been  pro¬ 
posed  for  inclusion  in  the  federal  endangered  species  list.  This  mussel 
occurs  in  the  Mississippi  River  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  crossing 
but  definitive  studies  have  not  been  made  as  to  the  actual  occurrence  at 
the  crossing  or  In  river  areas  which  would  be  affected  by  sediment  from 
project  operations.  The  extended  period  of  bottom  disturbance  and  in¬ 
creased  sedimentation  during  construction  could  have  a  serious  adverse 
effect  on  any  local  populations  of  this  mussel. 

NB  Comment: 

Since  there  is  no  evidence  of  Higgens  Eye  Pearly  Mussel  population 
in  this  area  within  the  past  decade  and  since  the  area  has  been  subjected 
to  substantial  disturbances  due  to  dredging  and  other  construction 
activity,  there  is  no  basis  to  assume  that  there  will  be  any  significant 
impact  on  this  species. 

Page  V-1107,  Lines  24  and  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Mussel  stocks  in  the  Wabash  could  be  adversely  affected  by  silta¬ 
tion  and  local  harvests  could  be  depressed  for  one  or  two  seasons." 

NB  Comment: 

Commercial  mussel  fishing  is  important  in  Indiana.  Presently  the 
major  portion  of  the  mussel  fishery  is  in  the  Terre  Haute  area  of  the 
Wabash  River.  The  proposed  route  crosses  the  upper  bend  of  the  Wabash 
twice.  The  two  crossing  sites  are  approximately  130  and  185  miles  up¬ 
stream  of  Terre  Haute.  Mussel  fishing  is  not  prohibited  by  law  at  the 
locations  of  the  crossing;  however,  there  is  presently  little,  if  any, 
mussel  fishing  at  these  sites  (NB-EIA,  Page  2.4.3-123)  and  no  signifi¬ 
cant  impact  is  anticipated. 

Page  V-1108,  Line  22  to  Page  V-1109,  Line  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Big  Darby  Creek,  a  tributary  of  the  Scioto  River  has  the  only  known 
population  of  Trautman's  catfish.  This  particular  species  and  four 
mollusks  indigenous  to  Big  Darby  Creek  are  presently  under  consideration 

3-112 


21 2- 


21 3 


517 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  II J  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


3. 1.3. 7. A. 2  (Cont.) 

as  candidates  for  endangered  species  classification.  Construction  of 
the  crossing  on  Big  Darby  Creek  could  have  very  serious  effects  on  this 
assemblage  of  unusual  aquatic  species  since  any  populations  destroyed 
could  not  be  reestablished  by  restocking  from  adjacent  areas.  There  is 
a  real  risk  here  for  the  permanent  loss  of  some  unique  aquatic  species, 
particularly  if  explosives  are  used." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Northern  Border  Pipeline  does  not  intersect  Big  Darby  Creek. 
Therefore,  there  is  not  risk  to  this  unique  assemblage  of  aquatic  species. 
(NB-EIA,  Volume  3,  Section  2.1.3-22)  and  the  reference  should  be  deleted. 


Page  V-lllO,  Lines  3  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"There  are  a  number  of  fish  species  considered  as  rare  in  Pennsy¬ 
lvania  which  occur  in  streams  crossed  by  the  route.  Populations  of  these 
species  would  be  adversely  affected  where  sedimentation  and  blasting 
would  occur.  No  critical  limiting  habitat  has  been  identified  for  these 
species  in  the  impacted  stream  segments  but  further  stress  on  these 
peripheral  populations  could  eliminate  them  from  some  areas.  This  is 
particularly  true  for  the  darters  which  prefer  clear  water  conditions.  " 

NB  Comment: 

This  is  an  over  generalization.  The  additional  stress  caused  by  pipe¬ 
line  construction  is  short-term  and  non-recurring.  Since  no  critical 
habitat  is  affected  and  the  impact  is  limited  in  extent,  there  is  no 
substantial  cause  and  effect  relationship  which  could  lead  to  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  these  peripheral  populations  from  any  areas. 


3-113 

PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

3. 1.3. 7. B  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

The  use  of  herbicide  will  not  result  in  a  significant  Impact.  In 
response  to  FPC/D0I  Questions  Nos.  (32  and  33),  November  22,  1974  con¬ 
cerning  the  techniques  used  to  maintain  non-agricultural  land  as  grass¬ 
land,  the  applicant  has  stated  that  the  use  of  herbicides  would  be  In 
accordance  with  the  manufacturer's  recommendations  and  all  applicable  re¬ 
gulations.  In  addition.  In  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (33),  November 
22,  1974,  It  was  pointed  out  that  the  use  of  herbicides  would  consist  of 
an  initial  broadcast  application  with  selected  application  during  future 
years. 

In  response  to  the  FPC/D0I  Question,  applicant  has  stated  that  In¬ 
secticides  will  not  be  used  In  the  restoration  or  maintenance  programs. 

The  level  of  impact  can  be  put  into  context  by  reference  to  response 
to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (33),  November  22,  1974  in  which  it  is  stated  that 
the  non  agricultural  acreage  of  permanent  right-of-way  is  less  than  2300 
acres,  of  which  only  400  acres  are  presently  wooded. 


Page  V-1111,  Lines  9  to  11 ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“The  use  and  maintenance  of  access  roads  to  the  pipeline  permanent 
right-of-way  and  to  the  compressor  stations  will  cause  a  limited,  but  con- 
tlnuning  level  of  wildlife  disturbance." 

NB  Comment: 

In  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (38),  December  12,  1974.  It  Is 
stated  that  approximately  50  access  roads  to  the  pipeline  right-of-way  of 
usually  less  than  1  mile  in  length,  will  be  required  during  construction. 

The  temporary  access  roads  will  be  either  restored  as  near  as  practicable 
to  pre-existing  conditions  or  upon  the  landowners  request  left  In  a  suit¬ 
able  condition  for  his  subsequent  use.  (NB-EIA  Vol.  1,  Sec.  1.5.2-K  p.  53). 
A  few  roads  may  be  required  to  provide  permanent  access  to  the  ROW.  In  re¬ 
sponse  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (37),  December  12,  1974  it  was  stated  that 
with  few  exceptions  compressor  stations  are  to  be  located  adjacent  to 
existing  public  roads  and  will  require  only  short  access  roads. 


3. 1.3. 7. B  Nature  and  Extent  of  Direct  and  Indirect  Construction  Impacts 
( Pages"' V-TTHTto  V-Tlll). - 

Page  V-lllO,  Line  16  to  V-llll  line  1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Impact  of  operation  and  maintenance  on  terrestrial  wildlife  species 
will  primarily  relate  to  the  continuing  suppression  of  trees  and  large  brush 
where  the  permanent  right-of-way  of  40  feet  cuts  through  brushy  gullies, 
streams  and  ditch  bank  fringes,  bottomland  hardwood  woodlots  and  various 
scattered  patches  of  relatively  natural  habitat.  These  limited  and  critical 
habitat  areas  will  be  adversely  affected  for  the  life  of  the  project  and  be¬ 
yond,  until  regrowth  of  trees  and  large  brush  can  take  place.  If  control 
Is  by  means  of  brush  cutting  machinery,  there  could  be  considerable  losses 
of  those  ground  nesting  birds  and  small  animals  which  would  utilize  these 
cleared  areas  If  brush  cutting  occurred  in  spring  or  early  suraner." 

NB  Comment: 

The  above  statement  gives  the  impression  that  a  large  area  of  "limited" 
and  "critical"  habitat  will  be  lost  for  the  life  of  the  project.  In  fact, 
by  design,  these  types  of  habitat  comprise  a  limited  segment  of  the  proposed 
route  and  in  many  areas  where  they  are  crossed,  they  do  not  represent 
limited  or  critical  habitat.  The  use  of  the  word  "considerable"  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  loss  of  ground  nesting  birds  and  small  animals  during  brush 
cutting  operations  significantly  overstates  the  impact  of  the  removal  of 
a  40'  wide  strip  of  brush.  Of  the  2300  acres  of  permanent  non-agricultural 
right-of-way  described  in  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (33),  November 
22,  1974,  less  than  500  total  acres  would  require  brush  or  tree  control, 
not  all  of  which  would  support  nesting  bird  populations.  With  an  expected 
maintenance  interval  of  2  to  3  years,  as  discussed  in  FPC/DOI  Question  No. 
(33)  of  November  22,  1974,  a  maximum  of  170-250  acres  would  be  disturbed 
each  year.  The  impact  of  the  maintenance  operations  are  described  in 
NB-EIA,  Section  3.2. 

Page  V-llll,  Lines  1  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

"Brush  and  tree  control  by  herbicide  sprays  could  be  deleterious  not 
only  to  animals  in  the  right-of-way,  but  also  to  animals  in  adjacent  drift 
areas  and  to  aquatic  species  where  the  pesticides  wash  into  or  drift  into 
surface  waters.  The  level  of  damage  will  be  related  to  the  herbicide 
material  used,  and  the  method  of  application." 
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Page  V-llll,  Lines  14  to  21.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  impact  of  the  operation  and  maintenance  on  aquatic  wildlife  species 
will  primarily  relate  to  the  continuing  suppression  of  trees  and  large  brush 
in  the  permanent  right-of-way  along  the  streambanks.  Brush  cutting  machinery 
could  cause  a  sufficient  level  of  surface  disturbance  to  cause  accelerated 
erosion  of  streambanks  with  adverse  effects  on  primary  production  and  fish 
reproduction  In  the  stream  for  a  considerable  period  after  each  brush  cut¬ 
ting  effort.  This  could  be  almost  an  annual  situation  in  more  humid  eastern 
segments  of  the  route." 

NB  Comment: 

An  important  function  of  applicants  revegetation  program  is  soil 
stabilization  for  erosion  control  and  applicants  maintenance  activities  will 
be  conducted  in  a  manner  which  will  not  jeopardize  the  function.  Brush  cut¬ 
ting  machinery  will  not  cause  the  degree  of  disturbance  to  the  rootstock  of 
the  brush  or  saplings  or  the  grasses  within  the  ROW  to  cause  the  level  of 
erosion  Implied  In  this  statement.  Brush  cutting  would  occur  on  an  annual 
basis.  It  is  anticipated  that  mechanical  clearing  In  the  more  eastern 
portions  of  the  route  would  be  accomplished  every  2  or  3  years  as  stated 
in  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (33),  November  22,  1974. 

Page  V-llll,  Lines  21  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  use  of  herbicides  could  cause  acute  poisoning  of  fishes  and  macro¬ 
invertebrates  or  more  indidlous  long  term  subacute  adverse  effects  on  micro¬ 
organisms  critical  In  the  stream's  food  chain.  The  specific  herbicides 
used,  and  the  methods  of  application  are  the  keys  to  how  serious  the  hazard 
would  be." 

NB  Confnent: 

See  comment  of  (V-llll,  lines  1  to  6). 
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3. 1.3. 8  ECOLOGICAL  CONSIDERATIONS  (Pages  V-1112  to  V-1114) 

Page  V-1112,  Lines  5  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed  pipeline  project 
will  add  to  the  disruption  of  natural  ecosystems  where  they  exist  and 
to  varying  degrees  affect  ecosystems  already  adapted  to  man's  Influence." 

NB  Comment: 

The  alteration  of  the  ecosystems  as  a  result  of  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  pipeline  system  are  no  different  from  those  presently 
Incurred  when  a  farmer  Increases  his  land  under  cultivation,  resulting  in 
an  Increased  level  of  productivity  In  terms  of  the  growth  of  crops.  There 
will  be  no  disruption  of  ecosystems  caused  by  the  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  the  proposed  pipeline  project.  The  impact  is  minor  and  must  be 
reviewed  with  respect  to  the  significant  benefits  resulting  from  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  a  major  new  supply  of  natural  gas. 


Page  V-1112,  Lines  8  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"When  topsoils  are  excavated  for  rights-of-way  and  the  pipeline 
trench,  soil  microorganisms  and  the  producer  green  plants  will  be  destroyed. 
With  the  elimination  of  the  basic  food  chain  elements,  the  present  eco¬ 
systems  will  cease  to  function  along  the  disturbed  right-of-way.  Even 
where  soils  are  replaced  and  revegetation  is  successful,  the  reconstituted 
site  will  differ  from  that  existing  before  disturbance." 

NB  Comment: 

The  right-of-way  does  not  correspond  to  an  ecosystem.  The  soil 
community  within  the  disturbed  ROW  will  not  cease  to  function  and  will 
reestablish  itself  by  recruitment  from  adjacent  land  and  reintegration 
through  natural  mechanisms.  The  right-of-way  in  agricultural  lands  will 
be  returned  to  its  pre-existing  use  and  level  of  productivity.  In  areas 
of  natural  habitat  the  right-of-way  may  result  in  a  shift  in  the  wildlife 
value.  No  significant  change  in  the  ecosystems  will  occur  although  the 
level  of  productivity  and  habitat  availability  may  be  different  within 
the  ROW. 
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Page  V-1112,  Lines  17  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  cultured  ecosystems  where  man  harvests  the  crops  and  makes 
supplementary  energy  Inputs  It  will  be  man,  the  ultimate  consumer,  who 
will  be  affected  by  the  decreased  productivity  of  his  grazing  and  crop¬ 
lands.  These  ecosystem  productivity  losses  have  been  described  in  pre¬ 
vious  sections." 

NB  Comment: 

Man  will  also  be  the  beneficiary  of  between  1.6  and  1.7  billion  cubic 
feet  of  gas  per  day  over  the  life  of  the  project  while  the  adverse  effects 
of  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  pipeline  on  agriculture  are 
considered  both  by  NB  and  DOI  to  be  short-term.  Less  than  0.0067  percent 
of  the  total  agricultural  lands  In  the  ten  state  region  will  be  affected. 

The  production  levels  which  are  artificially  maintained  by  agricultural 
management  practices  will  experience  only  a  minor  short-term  reduction. 

Page  V-1113,  Lines  5  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 

"Loss  of  any  of  this  [pothole]  breeding  and  migration  habitat  ... 
will  not  only  cause  environmental  changes  in  the  pothole  area  itself  but 
also  in  breeding  areas  In  Canada  whose  use  is  related  to  availability  of 
migration  habitat  In  the  pothole  area  ...".  DOI-DEIS  also  Indicates 
(Lines  13-16),  "Without  very  intensive  efforts  to  fully  restore  any  potholes 
Impacted  at  the  earliest  possible  date,  there  could  be  a  loss  of  produc¬ 
tivity  which  would  affect  ecosystems  in  several  nations." 

NB  Comment: 

DOI  overstates  the  problem  of  Impact  to  migrating  waterfowl  and  shore- 
birds,  and  invokes  International  consequences.  It  Is  clear  that  the 
minimal  and  temporary  loss  of  wetlands  along  the  100-foot  right-of-way 
which  crosses  the  prairie  pothole  region  cannot  materially  affect  the  annual 
migrations  of  these  birds.  Similarly,  the  Incremental  loss  of  waterfowl 
productivity  due  to  construction  in  the  region  will  be  small  and  In  general 
temporary,  so  that  the  effect  on  ecosystems  in  other  nations  would  be  insig¬ 
nificant  and  Imperceptible. 

Moreover,  the  DEIS  ignores  the  mitigative  procedures  outlined  in  NB-EIA, 
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Page  3. 1.2-6,  and  the  responses  to  FPC-D0I  Questions  (29),  (50)  and  (71), 
dated  November  22,  1974;  and  Question  No.  (27),  dated  December  12,  1974, 
which  would  render  losses  to  waterfowl  productivity  temporary.  These 
documents  outline  the  means  by  which  the  applicant  will  comply  with  18  CFR 
2.69  in  restoring  wetlands  In  terms  of  the  pre-construction  water  levels 
and  flow  characteristics,  if  such  reestablishment  is  consistent  with  land- 
owner  requirements. 

Page  V-ni3,  Lines  4  to  21 ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  pothole  region  is  of  critical  value  to  many  migratory  waterfowl 
and  shorebirds  and  has  already  been  decimated  by  agricultural  drainage. 
Without  very  intensive  efforts  to  fully  restore  any  potholes  impacted  at 
the  earliest  possible  date,  a  reduction  in  productivity  of  the  birds  could 
ensure  affecting  both  Canadian  and  Mexican  ecosystems;  also,  the  micro- 
wave  towers  are  a  distinct  hazard  to  the  endangered  whooping  crane  which 
must  migrate  through  these  areas. 

NB  Comment: 

The  preceding  comment  applies  to  the  effect  of  the  project  on  pothole 
productivity  and  their  restoration.  The  potential  hazard  to  the  whooping 
crane  populations  posed  by  the  microwave  towers  is  considered  to  be  ex¬ 
tremely  remote. 

Page  V-1112.  Lines  22  to  26.  and  V-ni3,  Lines  1  to  4.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Disturbances  to  the  limited  natural  existing  ecosystems  along  the 
pipeline  will  create  the  most  serious  Impacts,  especially  to  the  wildlife 
consumer  members  of  the  ecosystems.  Adverse  impacts  will  occur  primarily 
during  the  construction  phase  of  the  project.  Biotic  communities  will  be 
adversely  affected  not  only  by  the  loss  of  habitat  but  also  by  the  distur¬ 
bance  created  by  man's  presence  with  his  equipment.  In  some  areas  adverse 
Impacts  will  be  long  lasting.  There  are  some  specific  situations  where 
adverse  effects  to  the  wildlife  segments  of  the  ecosystems  will  be  most 
significant." 

NB  Comment: 

The  loss  of  additional  natural  habitat  along  the  pipeline  route  Is 
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the  most  significant  adverse  Impact  of  the  proposed  project  with  respect 
to  vegetation.  However,  as  stated  In  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  5.0, 
Pages  5-1  to  5-3,  It  is  not  considered  to  be  either  serious  or  significant 
in  terms  of  the  potential  Impact  to  the  local  wildlife  populations.  The 
primary  effect  to  these  populations  will  be  displacement  from  the  imnediate 
vicinity. 

Page  V-1114,  Lines  1  to  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  intensive  measures  to  limit  erosion  and  siltatlon  from  stream- 
banks  are  employed,  the  aquatic  ecosystems  impacted  should  have  essen¬ 
tially  recovered  within  2  years." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impact  on  productivity  of  aquatic  ecosystems  will  result  only 
at  the  actual  crossing  point  and  a  limited  segment  downstream,  and  re¬ 
covery  will  occur  over  a  short  time  period.  The  Applicant  has  stated 
that  extensive  erosion  control  measures  will  be  implemented  at  the  stream 
crossings  and  that  erosion  control  measures  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
construction  specifications.  In  addition,  both  the  design  of  the  stream 
crossings  and  the  construction  specifications  will  be  subject  to  review  by 
the  local,  state  or  federal  permit  agencies.  (NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section 
4.0. 3-E,  Page  4-19;  Volume  1,  Section  1.5.2,  Page  1-56;  Volume  4, 

Section  4.0.2-H;  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (37),  dated  November  22,  1974  and 
Question  No.  (25),  dated  December  12,  1974). 

Page  V-1114,  Lines  5  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

A  discussion  Is  presented  on  the  impact  of  the  removal  of  the  limited 
natural  habitat  found  in  gullies,  along  streambanks,  drainage  ditches, 
fencerows,  and  scattered  woodlots  and  windbreaks  in  primarily  cultured 
cropland  ecosystems.  It  is  concluded  that  the  construction  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  route  would  have  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  the  size  and  diver¬ 
sity  of  the  wildlife  populations,  on  the  diversity  of  plant  species,  and 
on  human  opportunities  to  enjoy  true  diverse  populations,  and  that  addi¬ 
tional  loss  of  these  habitats  would  accelerate  the  trend  toward  pure 
cultural  ecosystems. 
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NB  Conment: 

This  statement  does  not  consider  the  available  habitat  in  the  vicin¬ 
ity  of  the  pipeline  route.  It  overstates  the  potential  impact.  The  re¬ 
moval  of  a  100-foot  strip  through  these  limited  habitats  would  result  In 
some  loss  of  carrying  capacity  with  subsequent  displacement  to  adjacent 
habitat  or  population  reduction.  Local  species  diversity  would  not  be 
affected,  and  significant  adverse  effects  will  not  result  to  wildlife 
populations,  diversity  of  plant  species,  or  human  opportunities.  The  pipe¬ 
line  system  would  not  accelerate  the  trend  of  natural  habitat  conversion 
to  cropland  which  depends  on  the  farmers’  ability  to  utilize  these  areas 
and  bears  no  cause  and  effect  relationship  to  the  pipeline. 
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3. 1.3. 9. A  Principal  Economic  Activities 
Page  V-1116,  Lines  3  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  cost  of  construction  of  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Is  estimat¬ 
ed  by  the  applicant  to  be  $1.96  billion,  Including  costs  of  construction, 
materials  and  land  acquisition.  Construction  of  the  pipeline  and  support 
facilities  Is  scheduled  to  begin  In  May  1977  with  Initial  gas  deliveries 
to  begin  in  July  1978.  Construction  of  additional  pipeline  and  support 
facilities  will  be  spread  out  over  a  period  of  years  through  July  1980. 

The  proposed  construction  Includes  the  installation  of  the  pipeline, 
compressor  stations  and  microwave  towers  for  the  communications  system. 

The  proposed  route  has  been  divided  Into  11  segments,  several  of  which  will 
be  constructed  concurrently.  Each  segment  represents  a  distance  of  pipe¬ 
line  constructed  by  an  individual  construction  firm  which  will  provide 
construction  crews  and  required  equipment.  These  construction  crews  and 
required  equipment  are  called  a  spread. 

In  addition  to  the  mainline  spreads,  special  spreads  will  be  required 
for  each  of  the  12  major  river  crossings  and  separate  crews  will  be  employ¬ 
ed  for  the  construction  of  compressor  stations  and  microwave  towers. 

Figure  3. 1.3. 9-1  identifies  the  locations  of  the  11  mainline  segments, 
the  length  In  miles  of  each  segment  and  the  12  major  river  crossings. 

Figure  3. 1.3. 9-2  identifies  the  approximate  locations  of  the  30  compressor 
station  sites  that  are  to  be  constructed.  It  also  gives  the  locations  of 
the  88  microwave  towers." 

NB  Comment: 
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The  above  reflects  earlier  information  and  should  be  updated  as  follows. 
The  estimated  cost  of  construction  is  $1 .347_billion.  The  beginning  of 
construction  Is  May  1978  and  the  Initial  gas  delivery  date  is  July,  1980. 
Construction  of  all  pipeline  and  support  facilities  will  take  place  during 
this  period. 

The  proposed  route  has  been  divided  into  15  segments.  Figure  3. 1.3. 9-1 
locates  the  mainline  segments  and  the  12  major'river  crossings.  Figure 
3. 1.3. 9-2  identifies  the  locations  of  12  compressor  stations  and  87  microwave 
towers. 
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Page  V-1117  and  V-1118,  Figures  3. 1.3. 9-1  and  3. 1.3. 9-2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  maps  shown  by  the  DEIS  depict  the  following:  Figure  3. 1.3. 9-1 
construction  segments  and  major  river  crossings.  Figure  3. 1.3. 9-2  loca¬ 
tion  of  microwave  towers  and  compressor  stations. 

NB  Comment: 

These  figures  used  in  the  DEIS  reflect  earlier  information  and  need 
to  be  updated.  Refer  to  response  pertaining  to  Page  V-1116,  Lines  3  to 
25  inclusive. 

Page  V-1119,  Lines  1  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  reflects  the  48-inch  system  filing. 

NB  Comment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  of  September  1975,  the  statement 
should  read,  "In  addition  to  the  economic  and  social  impacts  of  the  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  the  pipeline  itself  Is  the  larger,  longer  term 
Impact  of  the  supply  of  560  billion  cubic  feet  of  gas  annually  on  the 
markets  to  be  supplied  via  the  pipeline  and  the  potential  stimulative 
effects  of  the  presence  of  a  natural  gas  transportation  system  upon  either 
possible  future  developments  such  as  coal  gasification  in  North  Dakota." 

Page  V-1119,  Lines  12  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  applicant  anticipates  that  about  one-half  of  the  workers  employed 
In  construction  of  the  pipeline  will  be  hired  from  outside  the  local  pipe¬ 
line  area  and  a  major  portion  of  monies  paid  to  these  workers  will  flow 
back  to  their  home  areas,  wherever  these  may  be.  Since  the  contractors 
who  will  actually  build  each  spread  of  the  pipeline  have  not  yet  been  select¬ 
ed,  it  is  impossible  to  know  just  where  this  portion  of  the  construction 
expenditures  will  flow  and  its  ultimate  economic  impact.  Bidders  on  con¬ 
struction  of  the  pipeline  will  likely  be  firms  with  some  degree  of  experience 
in  pipeline  construction.  There  is  no  reason  to  expect  that  these  will  be 
mainly  local  companies.  Also  unknown  at  this  time  is  the  geographic  pattern 
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over  which  construction  supplies  and  materials  will  be  purchased.  It  is 
likely  that  supplies  and  materials  will  be  purchased  from  a  diverse  area." 
NB  Corrent: 

The  “about  one-half"  conment  should  reflect  60  to  65X  outside  employ¬ 
ment  as  stated  in  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Page  3.1.3-11.  The  part  of  the  state¬ 
ment  stating  that  the  major  portion  of  monies  will  flow  to  other  areas  is 
true  but  it  Is  more  accurate  to  point  out  that  it  is  estimated  that  40X  of 
the  payrolls  will  be  spent  within  the  states  involved  in  the  construction 
of  the  pipeline.  This  is  pointed  out  in  NB-EIA  Volume  4,  3.1.3-C,  General 
State  and  Local  Impacts.  While  it  is  acknowledged  that  it  is  impossible 
to  forecast  where  these  monies  will  go,  it  can  be  recognized  that  this  will 
create  a  favorable  economic  impact  on  the  U.S.  in  general.  Obviously  some 
of  the  payroll  cash  flow  will  end  up  in  the  states  involved  and  further 
stimulate  their  economies. 

All  bidders  for  the  pipeline  work  will  only  be  firms  approved  and 
experienced  in  the  pipeline  construction  field.  This  is  a  condition  for 
awarding  contracts.  It  is  anticipated  that  contractors  may  be  non-local 
but  most  likely  will  sub-contract  some  work  to  local  contractors,  as  dis¬ 
cussed  in  NB-EIA  Volume  4,  Page  3.1.3-C  and  the  response  to  FPC/D0I 
Question  No.  (31)  of  December  12,  1974. 

Supplies  and  materials  will  be  purchased  from  a  diverse  area  which  will 
include  those  states  in  which  work  will  be  done.  Responses  to  FPC/D0I 
Questions  Nos.  (29,  30  and  31)  of  December  12,  1974,  address  themselves  as 
to  which  cities  it  is  anticipated  materials  and  supplies  will  be  purchased, 
types  of  supplies  to  be  purchased,  quantities  of  supplies  to  be  purchased 
and  work  that  prime  contractors  may  sublet  to  qualified  local  concerns. 

Page  V-1119,  Lines  24  to  26,  and  Page  V-1120,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS 

Statement: 

"The  largest  single  expenditure  will  be  for  the  1,619  miles  of  laroe 
diameter,  heavy  wall  pipe.  The  applicant  projects  that  $300  million  worth 
of  this  pipe  may  be  imported  into  the  United  States.  The  source  of  the 
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balance  of  the  pipe  required  is  unknown.  Hence,  the  locality  of  the  socio¬ 
economic  impact  of  a  considerable  amount  of  the  expenditures  for  this  pipe¬ 
line  cannot  be  specifically  identified  at  this  time  and  will  likely  not  be 
known  until  actual  construction  decisions  begin  to  be  made." 

NB  Comment: 

All  pipe  required  for  the  proposed  project  can  be  manufactured  in  the 
United  States.  The  pipe  to  be  used  for  the  project  will  be  42"  diameter 
from  the  Canadian  Border  to  Kankakee  and  36"  and  24"  diameter  for  the 
remainder  of  the  project.  This  will  not  necessitate  the  importation  of 
pipe  from  outside  of  the  United  States.  Pipe  purchases  in  the  United 
States  will  help  stimulate  the  national  economy.  Present  plans  call  for 
the  purchase  of  pipe  and  materials  from  within  the  United  States. 

Page  V-1120,  Lines  6  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Additional  materials  which  will  be  consumed  during  the  construction 
of  the  project  are  estimated  by  the  applicant  to  include  approximately 
14,330,000  gallons  of  diesel  fuel;  6,480,200  gallons  of  gasoline; 

215,150  gallons  of  lubrication  oil;  151,130  pounds  of  grease  for  equip¬ 
ment  operations,  and  4,019,200  pounds  of  welding  rods.  These  items  along 
with  a  wide  variety  of  handtools,  etc.  would  be  more  likely  to  be  purchased 
locally  although  again,  this  will  depend  upon  the  contacts  and  purchasing 
habits  of  the  individual  spread  contractors  and  the  capabilities  of  local 
suppliers." 

NB  Comment: 

FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (30),  of  December  12,  1974  addresses  the  pro¬ 
jected  location  of  some  of  the  purchases  to  be  made: 

"It  is  estimated  that  gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  lube  oil  and  grease  may 
be  purchased  through  contracts  with  local  suppliers,  while  materials  such 
as  welding  rods  and  pipe  will  not  be  available  locally  and  will  be  purchased 
on  a  national  level.  Arrangements  for  purchase  of  materials  will  be  con¬ 
current  with  the  planning  and  permit  application  period.  Materials  such 
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as  fence  posts,  fencing,  wire,  cable,  staples,  tile,  tile  supports,  gravel, 
concrete,  repair  parts  for  equipment  and  miscellaneous  small  tools  will  be 
purchased  locally  where  available.  It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  these 
needs  at  this  time  due  to  incomplete  knowledge  of  the  specific  construction 
needs.  However,  past  experience  indicates  that  75%  of  these  materials  may 
be  purchased  from  local  suppliers." 

The  estimates  of  the  amount  of  additional  materials  to  be  consumed 
during  the  construction  have  been  revised  to  reflect  the  change  in  construc¬ 
tion  period  and  the  scope  of  the  projects  as  stated  in  the  amended  applica¬ 
tion  of  September,  1975.  The  revised  estimates  are  shown  on  Table  1-13, 
Major  Materials  and  Supplies. 

Page  V-1120,  Lines  25  and  26,  Page  V-1121,  Lines  1  to  7,  Page  V-1122 

Lines  1  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Disturbance  of  agricultural  production  will  be  one  of  the  Important 
economic  impacts  along  the  construction  route.  Of  the  total  of  approxi¬ 
mately  19,626  acres  disturbed  by  the  construction  right-of-way,  about 
14,500  acres  are  estimated  to  be  cultivated  cropland.  The  following  Figure 
3. 1.3. 9-3  of  crop  values  lost  because  of  pipeline  construction  gives  a  crude 
estimate  of  value  of  agricultural  production  lost.  It  is  based  on  the  crop¬ 
land  in  the  100- foot  wide,  1619-mile  long  right-of-way.  Thus  the  crop  loss 
would  be  approximately  $3  million  for  one  season  of  lost  production. 

Because  of  the  disturbance  of  the  soil  profile  and  the  resultant 
changes  in  the  distribution  of  available  plant  nutrients,  soil  moisture, 
temperatures  and  porosity  relationships,  some  portion  of  the  disturbed  crop¬ 
land  will  likely  require  a  period  of  years  to  return  to  full  production. 
Portions  of  the  1,500  acres  dug  up  in  the  trenching  operations  may  not 
return  to  full  production  for  many  years.  If  we  assume  this  could  be  the 
equivalent  of  another  full  season  of  production,  the  crop  loss  induced  by 
the  pipeline  construction  could  be  of  the  magnitude  of  $6  million. 

This,  of  course,  is  just  a  rough  approximation  and  does  not  include  poss¬ 
ible  loss  from  grazing  land  or  woodland  disturbance.  Nor  does  It  include 
possible  loss  from  the  disturbance  of  an  additional  2,500  acres  at  river 
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Revision  2 
Table  1-13 

MAJOR  MATERIALS  AND  SUPPLIES 


MAINLINE  SPREADS 
GASOLINE  (GALLONS) 
DIESEL  FUEL  (GALLONS) 
LUBE  OIL  (GALLONS) 
GREASE  (POUNDS) 
WELDING  ROOS  (POUNDS) 


6,340,000 
12.480.000 
208.000 
142.000 
4  S 00 ,000 


MAJOR  RIVER  CROSSING  SPREADS 
GASOLINE  (GALLONS) 

OIESEL  FUEL  (GALLONS) 

LUBE  OIL  (GALLONS) 

GREASE  (POUNDS) 

WELDING  RODS  (POUNDS) 


140.200 

1J60D00 

7.160 

8.130 

19.200 


3.1. 3. 9. A  (Cont.) 

crossings,  stockpile  locations,  temporary  access  roads  or  the  more  perma¬ 
nent  location  of  compressor  stations,  microwave  tower  sites  and  delivery¬ 
measuring  stations." 

NB  Comment: 

The  crop  loss  estimated  by  DOI  Is  too  high  for  the  following  reasons: 

1)  The  $3  million  figure  is  based  on  disturbing  cropland  on  the 
100-foot  wide,  1619-mile  long  right-of-way  whereas  soil  productivity  will 
be  altered  in  the  trenched  area  only  (about  6  feet).  Although  production 
may  be  reduced  during  the  3-year  period,  the  area  over  the  trench  will 
return  to  production  the  season  after  construction.  Therefore,  the  loss 

of  production  would  be  much  less  than  the  equivalent  of  another  full  season 
of  construction. 

2)  Any  grazing  or  woodland  disturbance  would  occasion  only  minor 
losses  of  productivity. 

3)  As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  stockpile  locations  will  be  comnercial 
storage  areas.  Pipe  will  also  be  stored  in  the  construction  right- 
of-way.  Therefore  stockpile  locations  will  not  remove  land  from  agricultural 
production.  The  loss  of  agricultural  production  at  compressor  stations, 
microwave  tower  sites,  and  measuring  stations  will  be  very  minor. 

Page  V-1121,  Figure  3. 1.3. 9-3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI 's  Figure  3. 1.3. 9-3  "Crop  Production  on  Northern  Border  Pipeline 
RIght-of-Way"  shows  the  various  states  effected  loss  in  seasonal  crop  produc¬ 
tion  (corn,  soybeans,  small  grains  and  hay). 

NB  Corrment: 

A  comparison  of  the  DEIS  figure  table  entitled  "Potential  Crop  Loss 
Within  the  Right-of-Way  Due  to  Construction"  with  data  provided  in  the 
response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (28)  of  December  12.  1974  shows  that 
the  DOI-DEIS  overestimates  the  loss  of  crop  production  by  about  $2  million. 
This  may  be  partially  accounted  for  by  the  use  of  1972  and  1973  data  in 
the  response  to  the  question  and  the  use  of  1974  data  in  the  DOI-DEIS. 
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Page  V-1122,  Lines  14  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Compensation  for  all  of  these  losses  is  apparently  included  In  the 
estimated  $24  million  that  will  be  spent  for  land  requirements  —  $21  million 
for  right-of-way  acqusltion,  and  $3  million  for  acquisition  of  sites  for 
compressor  stations,  microwave  towers  and  other  related  facilities." 

NB  Comment: 

Compensation  for  all  losses  of  agricultural  production  are  Included  in 
the  money  to  be  spent  for  land  requirements.  Farmers  will  be  compensated 
for  their  loss  of  crop  production  by  the  pipeline  developer.  The  easement 
agreements  will  also  take  potential  crop  production  loss  into  account. 

The  amount  of  agricultural  land  to  be  disturbed  represents  a  very 
minor  amount  (.006%)  of  the  total  land  in  agriculture  in  the  10  states. 
Similarly,  the  loss  of  agricultural  production  is  extremely  minor  when  com¬ 
pared  to  the  very  large  value  of  farm  production  in  the  10  states.  For 
these  reasons,  the  impacts  on  agriculture  will  be  minor  and  short-term. 

Page  1122,  Lines  18  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Another  possible  cost  to  the  agricultural  industry  along  the  pipeline 
route  is  the  disruption  of  field  drainage  systems  by  the  trenching  operation. 
The  cost  involved  will  depend  upon  how  successful  individual  spread  contrac¬ 
tors  are  in  restoring  these  systems  after  the  pipeline  passes  through." 

NB  Comment: 

All  drainage  tiles  will  be  replaced  to  the  satisfaction  of  engineer, 
tenant  and/or  landowner  as  stated  in  the  NB-EIA.  This  requirement  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  construction  specifications  to  minimize  the  disruption 
of  field  drainage  systems  by  the  trenching  operation. 
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1975.  The  attached  chart,  estimated  "Average  Manpower  Required  for  Pipeline 
Construction",  Indicates  the  revised  local,  non-local  and  total  needs  for 
each  state  within  the  construction  area. 

Page  V-1125,  Lines!  to  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Because  of  the  change  In  schedule  of  construction,  manpower  require¬ 
ments  originally  scheduled  for  1981  and  1982  have  been  collapsed  into  years 
1979  and  1980,  respectively,  and,  thus,  may  be  more  arbitrary  than  actual." 

NB  Corrment: 

The  manpower  estimates  were  completely  revised  to  coincide  with 
changes  in  the  construction  schedule.  The  estimates  are  not  arbitrary  but 
rather  are  reasonable  calculations  based  on  changes  in  the  construction 
season  and  the  reduced  scope  of  the  project  as  presented  in  the  Amended 
Application  of  September,  1975. 

Page  V-1125. Lines  13  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Pipeline  construction  could  put  a  serious  strain  on  the  availability 
of  labor  in  several  areas.  In  Montana,  for  example,  the  peak  construction 
manpower  requirement  of  560  workers  in  1977  is  nearly  equal  to  the  number 
employed  in  contract  construction  in  the  pipeline  counties  of  that  state 
in  1970.  In  agricultural  areas  such  as  this  where  there  is  a  chronic 
seasonal  shortage  of  labor,  pipeline  construction  would  aggravate  the  man¬ 
power  problem  of  other  activities  in  the  area.  This  possibility  diminishes 
along  the  more  populated  segments  of  the  pipeline  route." 

NB  Comment: 

This  paragraph  exaggerates  the  impact  which  construction  will  have  on 
the  labor  market.  Although  the  peak  construction  manpower  requirement  is 
high  relative  to  the  number  of  workers  employed  in  contract  construction 
in  the  pipeline  counties  in  1970,  as  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  Section  3.1.3.C, 
about  35  to  40  percent  of  the  construction  workers  are  expected  to  be  hired 
locally.  Local  construction  workers  will  not  be  hired  exclusively  from 
counties  through  which  the  proposed  route  will  pass,  but  rather  will  be 
hired  from  many  counties  in  the  region  of  construction.  The  figure  of  560 
workers  (which  has  since  been  revised  to  584)  represents  peak  manpower  which 
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Page  V-1122,  Lines  24  to  26.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  economic  impacts  of  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  on  the 
local  conmunitles  through  which  It  passes  will  be  generally  short-term  and 
minor." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DOI-DEIS  neglects  qualifying  economic  impacts  as  beneficial.  As 
stated  In  the  NB-EIA  (Page  3.1.3-12),  the  construction  of  the  proposed  pipe¬ 
line  will  stimulate  local  economics  and  Increase  employment  opportunities. 

This  Impact  will  be  beneficial. 

Page  V-1123.  Lines  14  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  socio-economic  Impact  will  vary  from  year  to  year  between  1977 
and  1980  depending  on  the  construction  schedule,  with  the  heaviest  Impact 
occurring  in  the  first  year." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impact  will  occur  between  1978  and  1980.  The  construction  schedule 
calls  for  construction  periods  occurring  between  May  1978  through  November 
1978,  May  1979  through  November  1979,  and  May  through  June  1980  with  the 
completion  of  construction  and  gas  flow  to  start  in  July  1980.  Socio¬ 
economic  impacts  will  be  similar  during  1978  and  1979  with  only  minor  Im¬ 
pacts  during  1980.  The  construction  of  pipeline,  compressor  stations  and 
microwave  towers  will  take  place  during  1978  and  1979  with  completion  of 
the  effort  in  1980. 

Page  V-1124,,  Figure  3.1 .3.9-4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  figure  shows  "Average  Annual  Manpower  Required  for  Pipeline  Construc¬ 
tion  by  State". 

NB  Corrment: 

This  figure  shows  manpower  needs  for  1977  through  1980.  The  new  period 
of  construction  is  from  1978  through  1980. 

The  estimates  of  average  manpower  needs  required  for  pipeline  construc¬ 
tion  have  been  revised  to  reflect  the  change  in  the  construction  period  and 
the  scope  of  the  project  as  stated  In  the  Amended  Application  of  September 
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would  only  be  expected  for  short  periods  of  time.  The  estimated  average 
manpower  to  be  hired  locally  in  Montana  will  be  84  in  1978  and  51  in 
1979. 

In  the  preparation  of  the  NB-EIA,  a  review  of  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  programs  for  Valley  County  and  the  Fort  Peck  Indian  Reservation 
showed  unemployment  higher  than  state  averages  and  underemployment  to  be 
chronic  problems  in  the  region  through  which  the  proposed  route  would 
pass.  For  example,  unemployment  was  12  percent  on  the  reservation  in 
1973  (NB-EIA  Page  3.1.3-19).  The  unemployment  figures  indicate  a  sub¬ 
stantial  number  of  people  who  are  looking  for  work.  Because  of  the  nature 
of  skills  which  would  be  required  of  local  workers,  as  discussed  in  the 
response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (34)  of  December  12,  1974,  it  is  expected 
that  unemployed  persons,  as  well  as  those  employed  in  contract  construc¬ 
tion,  could  be  hired. 

For  these  reasons,  it  was  concluded  in  the  NB-EIA  that  the  proposed 
project  will  not  adversely  affect  local  labor  supplies  and  specifically, 
in  Montana,  workers  who  may  leave  current  employment  to  take  advantage  of 
new  employment  opportunities  generated  by  the  project  will  not  result  in 
adverse  effects  on  local  businesses  due  to  the  high  unemployment  rates. 

The  project  will  have  a  minor  but  beneficial  impact  on  the  unemployment 
situation  in  Montana. 

Page  V-1126,  Figure  3. 1.3. 9-5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  presents  a  table  showing  "Peak  Manpower  Required  by  State, 
1977-1980". 

NB  Comment: 

The  estimates  of  peak  manpower  requirements  have  been  revised  to 
reflect  the  change  in  the  construction  period  and  the  scope  of  the  project 
as  stated  in  the  amended  application  of  September  1975.  The  revised  data 
is  presented  in  "Revision  2,  Table  3. 1.3-2".  In  addition  the  following 
revised  Table  1-10  "Construction  Manpower  Estimates"  chart  is  provided  on 
the  following  page. 
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Revision  2 
Table  3. 1.3-2 

PEAK  MANPOWER  REQUIRED  BY  STATE.  1978  -  1980 


Revision  2 
Table  1-10 

CONSTRUCTION  MANPOWER  ESTIMATES* 


MAINLINE  SPREADS  4*40 

MAJOR  RIVER  CROSSING  SPREADS  1.060 


TOTAL 


6JOO 


•IN  ADOITION  TO  THE  ESTIMATE.  APPROXIMATELY 
10-2OK  ADDITIONAL  MANPOWER  WILL  BE  REQUIRED 
FOR  SURVEY.  INSPECTION,  RIGHT-OF-WAY  ACQUIS 
ITION,  ENGINEERING  AND  OTHER  SUPPORT  FUNCTIONS 
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Page  V-1127,  Figure  3. 1.3. 9-6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  presents  a  table  showing  "Estimated  Total  Annual  Payroll  by 
State,  1977-1980". 

NB  Comment: 

"Estimated  Total  Annual  Payroll  by  State"  has  been  revised  to  reflect 
the  change  in  the  construction  period  and  the  scope  of  the  project  as 
stated  in  the  Amended  Application  of  September  1975.  The  revised  data  are 
presented  in  "Revision  2,  Table  3. 1.3-3". 


Revision  2 
Table  3. 1.3-3 

ESTIMATED  TOTAL  ANNUAL  PAYROLL  BY  STATE 
1978  -  1980 
IS  1.0001 
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Page  V-1130.  Figure  3, 1,3, 9-9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  presents  a  Table  "Construction  Parameters  by  State." 

NB  Comnent: 

Number  and  location  of  compressor  stations  and  microwave  towers  have 
been  revised  to  reflect  the  change  In  the  construction  period  and  the  scope 
of  the  project  Is  stated  In  the  amended  application  of  September  1975. 

This  data  Is  presented  In  the  table  below: 


Number  of  Compressor  Number  of  Microwave 
Stations  Towers 


Montana  i 
North  Dakota  2 
South  Dakota  2 
Minnesota  1 
Iowa  2 
Illinois  2 
Indiana  7 
Ohio  7 
West  Virginia  0 
Pennsylvania  0 
Total  72 


9 

14 
10 

7 

15 
9 

10 

9 

1 

3 

87 
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Pages  V-1131,  Lines  4  and  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Construction  of  these  facilities  will  be  spread  out  through  the 
4  year  construction  period." 

NB  Conment: 

The  construction  period  Is  3  years. 

Pages  V-1131,  Lines  12  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"All  of  the  above  construction  impacts  are  expected  to  be  short-term. 
Longer-term  employment  and  income  impacts  will  result  from  the  operation 
and  maintenance  of  the  pipeline  system.  The  system  is  expected  to  be  fully 
automated  requiring  the  employment  of  only  200  personnel,  with  an  annual 
payroll  of  $3  million,  when  in  full  operation.  Operation  and  maintenance 
of  the  system  will  be  through  two  divisions  and  seven  district  offices. 
Types  of  positions  which  will  probably  be  hired  locally  include:  clerk, 
typist,  stenographer,  file  clerk,  engineer,  grounds  and  equipment  mainten¬ 
ance  personnel,  draftsman  and  technician.  If  these  personnel  were  distri¬ 
buted  evenly  among  the  line,  there  would  be  only  13  personnel  stationed  in 
each  100-mile  segment  of  the  line.  This  number  would  be  unlikely  to  have 
a  significant  impact  on  the  labor  force  along  any  segment  of  the  line." 

NB  Conment: 

The  construction  impacts  referred  to  above  will  be  short-term  and 
primarily  beneficial.  The  DEIS  states  that  only  200  personnel  will  be 
needed  to  operate  the  system.  This  is  a  significant  employment  factor 
since  the  annual  payroll  of  approximately  $3  million  will  carry  on  over 
the  lifetime  of  the  project. 

The  averaging  of  personnel  stationed  along  the  line  in  the  DEIS 
tend  to  be  misleading.  The  people  will  be  employed  basically  in  the 
division  and  district  offices.  This  will  contribute  to  the  employment 
opportunities  in  the  communities  where  they  locate,  a  long-term  bene¬ 
ficial  impact. 
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3. 1.3. 9. C  Local  Tax  Structure  And  Tax  Base 
Page  V-1132,  Lines  8  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  is  not  expected  that  Installation  of  the  proposed  pipeline  will 
affect  the  local  tax  structures.  It  will,  however,  affect  local  tax  bases. 
The  applicant's  engineering  estimate  of  the  cost  of  the  pipeline  in  each 
county  and  estimates  of  ad  valorem  taxes  that  may  be  derived  are  given  in 
Figure  3.1.3.9-10.  If  this  estimate  is  close  to  the  mark,  the  amount  of 
tax  generated  would  be  significant  --  $39.6  million  annually.  This  averages 
one-half  million  dollars  per  county.  Because  of  the  disparity  in  assess¬ 
ment  method  and  applications  between  counties,  a  definitive  estimate  is 
really  not  possible  except  through  each  county  assessor." 

NB  Corment: 

The  pipeline  project  will  increase  the  local  tax  bases  all  along  the 
route.  As  stated  in  Section  3.1.3  of  the  NB-EIA,  this  will  create  a  long¬ 
term  beneficial  impact,  especially  since  the  system  will  require  very  few 
public  services  during  the  operation  and  maintenance  stage. 

The  average  tax  generation  was  presented  to  provide  an  estimate  of 
the  long-term  economic  benefits  associated  with  the  project.  Individual 
counties  may  better  estimate  their  benefits  by  use  of  their  tax  rate  struc¬ 
tures  and  the  estimated  total  construction  cost  within  the  county. 

Page  V-1132,  Lines  18  and  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Estimating  income  tax  occurring  to  states  as  a  result  of  construction 
payrolls  is  equally  beset  with  uncertainties." 

NB  Corment: 

The  estimates  prepared  by  the  DEIS  are  based  on  reasonable  assumption 
and  while  an  exact  number  is  not  available  it  can  be  said  that  the  tax 
revenue  will  be  substantial  and  beneficial. 

Page  V-1137,  Lines  4  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Much  of  the  data  needed  on  wage  structures  of  the  construction  crews 
and  expenditure  patterns  of  contractors  and  crews  that  would  be  needed  for 
better  estimates  of  sales  taxes  and  income  taxes  that  will  accrue  to  state 
and  local  governments  will  not  be  available  until  construction  plans  develop 
further." 
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NB  Comment: 

The  estimate  of  $20  million  given  the  DEIS  was  based  on  reasonable 
assumptions  and  while  an  exact  number  is  not  available  it  can  be  said  the 
taxes  accrued  represent  a  substantial  figure  and  will  be  beneficial. 

3. 1.3. 9.  D  Economic  Trends  and  Development 

Page  V-1137,  Lines  14  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Secondary  impacts  will  be  much  more  significant.  These  will  include 
the  impact  of  1.23  trillion  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  annually  on  the 
energy  supply  of  the  entire  area  served  by  the  Northern  Border  companies 
and  possible  development  of  new  industry  based  to  some  degree  upon  existence 
of  the  pipeline  —  such  as  a  coal  gasification  industry  in  the  Northern 
Great  Plains  area." 


NB  Conment: 


The  gas  to  be  supplied  by  the  proposed  project  is  needed  to  maintain 
supplies  to  existing  industries.  The  purpose  of  the  Northern  Border  Pipe¬ 
line  project  is  to  deliver  gas  from  the  Canadian  Border  to  the  points  of 
delivery  indicated  in  the  application  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion.  The  Northern  Border  Pipeline  and  ancillary  facilities  have  been  sized 
to  transport  only  those  volumes  of  gas  currently  under  contract  from  Prud- 
hoe  Bay.  The  project  does  not  involve  the  transport  of  coal  gas. 

It  has  been  previously  stated  that  the  magnitude  of  the  gas  shortage 
is  so  great  that  other  gas  supplies  including  coal  gasification  will  be 
utilized  to  their  fullest  extent  with  or  without  this  project.  In  this 
regard,  coal  gasification  is  expected  to  develop  independent  of  this  project. 
If  in  the  future  the  proposed  Northern  Border  Pipeline  can  be  used  or  expand¬ 
ed  to  handle  coal  gas,  this  availability  can  only  be  considered  as  an  over¬ 
all  benefit  in  meeting  our  country's  future  energy  needs. 

For  these  reasons,  development  which  may  result  from  coal  gasification 
should  not  be  treated  as  part  of  the  proposed  project. 


23/ 


Page  V-1138,  Line  22  to  24  and  Page  V-1146,  Line  1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  could  have  an  influence  on 
the  development  of  a  coal  gasification  industry  in  North  Dakota,  and  the 


3. 1.3. 9. D  (Cont.) 

Great  Plains  area  of  Montana  and  Wyoming  as  well,  by  providing  an  access 
to  markets  that  do  not  exist." 

NB  Corment: 

As  discussed  above,  the  transport  of  coal  gas  is  not  proposed  as  part 
of  this  project. 

Page  V-1146.  Lines  1  to  26  and  Page  V-1147.  Lines  1  to  14,  DOI-PFIS 
Statement: 

The  DEIS  report  goes  into  detail  as  to  future  possible  coal  gasifica¬ 
tion  project  development  in  the  Northern  Great  Plains  region.  Information 
is  drawn  from  the  "Northern  Great  Plains  Resources  Work  Group  on  Mineral 
Resources"  and  the  "high  coal  development  profile." 

NB  Comment: 

As  discussed  above,  the  transport  of  coal  gas  is  not  proposed  as  part 
of  this  project. 
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3.1.3.10  SOCIOLOGICAL  FACTORS  (Pages  V-1148  to  V-1159) 

3. 1.3. 10. A  Population 

Page  V-1148,  Lines  8  to  13.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  200  or  more  permanent  operations  and  maintenance  personnel  repre¬ 
sent  a  population  change  of  perhaps  1000  people  distributed  In  an  as  yet  un¬ 
known  order  along  the  pipeline  route.  This  would  be  about  60  people  added 
to  the  population  for  each  100-mlle  stretch  If  all  were  hired  outside  the 
pipeline  locality.  This  number  would  not  have  much  impact,  even  in  the 
more  sparsely  populated  areas." 

NB  Comment: 

The  200  jobs  required  for  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  project  will  not  be  spread  out  along  the  pipeline  but  rather  will  be 
in  the  cornnunities  In  which  the  7  district  and  2  division  offices  will  be 
located.  These  employment  opportunities  will  create  a  beneficial  long¬ 
term  impact  on  their  respective  cornnunities. 

Page  V-1148,  Lines  15  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  is  not  believed  that  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  pipeline 
itself  will  affect  future  population  trends  anywhere  along  its  route.  The 
effect  of  the  energy  supply  which  will  be  made  available  because  of  the 
existence  of  the  pipeline  is  quite  a  different  matter. 

A  much  larger  population  impact  results  from  the  supply  of  gas  the 
pipeline  makes  available.  The  applicant  estimates  one  million  jobs  are 
dependent  upon  this  gas  supply  in  the  Northern  Border  Companies  market  area. 
If  true,  this  represents  a  population  of  about  2.5  million  people." 

NB  Comment: 

The  jobs  dependent  on  the  gas  supplied  by  the  proposed  project  in  the 
Northern  Border  Companies  market  area  are  existing  jobs  which  depend  on 
maintaining  present  levels  of  gas  supplies.  As  discussed  in  the  NB-EAS 
and  the  Foster  Associates,  Inc.  report  of  December,  1974,  supplies  of  nat¬ 
ural  gas  in  the  Lower  48  are  declining  and  are  not  being  replaced.  The 
proposed  project  will  contribute  to  the  maintenance  of  existing  levels  of 
gas  supplies  rather  than  increasing  gas  supplies  over  existing  levels. 
Therefore,  no  population  impact  is  expected  to  result  from  the  supply  of  gas 
the  proposed  project  makes  available.  The  project  will  preclude  an  adverse 


23  Z 


233 


3-141 

rm\A  v  ni/niflcnn  o<jruc.r\ 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


3. 1 .3.10. A  (Cont.) 

Impact  on  those  whose  present 


employment  depends  on  a  continuing  gas  supplier. 
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Page  V-1148,  Line  24  to  Page  V-1149,  Line  13.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  impact  of  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  on  development 
of  a  coal  gasification  Industry  In  North  Dakota  and  elsewhere  In  the  North¬ 
ern  Great  Plains  area  remains  problematic.  Assuming,  however,  that  such 
development  takes  place,  and  crediting  the  proposed  pipeline  for  making 
this  development  possible,  the  increase  In  population  that  would  result 
is  66,000  (33,000  in  North  Dakota)  in  the  year  2000  under  the  "most  proba¬ 
ble"  development  projection  discussed  In  3.1.3.10  and  195,000  people 
(81,000  in  North  Dakota)  under  the  "extensive  development"  projection. 

The  caveats  on  taking  these  projections  with  a  grain  of  salt  enumerated 
In  earlier  sections  should  again  be  kept  in  mind.  These  population  esti¬ 
mates  are  based  upon  750  workers  per  250  mmcf/day  plant,  200  workers  per 
10.5  million  ton  per  year  lignite  mine,  one  service  job  for  each  basic 
industry  job  and  an  average  family  size  of  2.5. 

The  impacts  of  this  kind  of  development  would  reverberate  throughout 
the  economic  and  social  structure  of  the  areas  where  development  takes 
place." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Northern  Border  Project  and  ancillary  facilities  have  been  sized 
to  transport  Alaskan  gas  from  the  Canadian  Border  to  the  Northern  Border 
Market  Area.  Transport  of  coal  gas  from  North  Dakota  is  not  part  of  the 
proposed  project. 

As  indicated  in  the  Foster  Associates,  Inc.  report  of  December,  1974, 
the  magnitude  of  the  gas  shortage  is  so  large  that  other  sources  of  natural 
gas  including  coal  gas  will  be  used  to  the  fullest  extent  with  or  without 
the  proposed  project. 
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3. 1.3. 10. B  Community  Structure 
Page  V-1149.  Lines  16  to  25.  DOI-DEIS  Statemept: 

"The  impact  of  the  proposed  pipeline  construction  on  the  housing  market 
of  communities  along  the  route  will  be  very  uneven.  In  those  areas  with¬ 
in  cormuting  distance  of  cities  of  some  size,  most  of  the  construction  crew 
can  be  absorbed  without  seriously  disrupting  the  local  housing  market.  At 
the  other  end  of  the  scale,  in  the  most  rural  areas,  the  only  suitable 
alternative  will  be  construction  camps.  In  this  case,  the  contractor  will 
make  arrangements  to  obtain  water  and  electrical  facilities  and  supply  san¬ 
itary  facilities.  Based  on  past  experience,  a  large  portion  of  the  non¬ 
local  construction  workers  typically  will  own  a  mobile  home  of  some  sort." 

NB  Comment: 

The  applicant  will  require  the  contractor  to  provide  construction 
camps  to  house  nonlocal  personnel  in  Montana,  North  Dakota  and  in  northern 
South  Dakota.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  disruption  of  the  local  housing 
market  will  be  minor  and  in  most  instances,  will  be  beneficial  due  to  the 
availability  of  rental  units  within  the  10  state  region  as  discussed  in 
response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  32  of  December  12,  1974. 

Page  >1150,  Lines.  1  to  1L  JQI-PEIS.  Smepefll: 

"Rental  unit  vacancy  rates  were  higher  than  the  national  average  in 
the  Montana,  North  Dakota  and  South  Dakota  pipeline  counties  in  the  1970 
Census  of  Housing.  If  the  same  rates'  pertain  in  1977  and  1978  when  the 
pipeline  construction  takes  place,  this  could  lessen  the  impact  of  the 
influx  of  construction  workers  on  housing  in  these  areas.  It  is  probable 
that  pipeline  construction  workers  will  be  highly  paid  relative  to  other 
workers  in  the  more  agricultural  areas  of  the  pipeline  route  (western  graz¬ 
ing  and  wheat  area,  and  northwestern  part  of  the  cornbelt  area.)  Hence, 
they  will  be  able  to  outbid  most  other  seekers  of  housing  in  these  areas 
during  the  construction  period.  The  construction  period,  however,  will 
be  so  short  as  to  have  little  permanent  effect  on  rental  housing  prices, 
or  upon  the  total  number  of  housing  units  available  in  each  locality. 

A  special  situation  may  exist  in  Glasgow,  Montana  where  the  closing 
of  an  Air  Force  base  in  1968  has  left  a  considerable  amount  of  housing 
available.  What  the  status  of  these  housing  units  will  be  when  the  pipeline 
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construction  would  take  place  ten  years  later  is  problematic." 

NB  Comment: 

The  construction  occurs  in  the  period  of  1978  to  1980.  The  construc¬ 
tion  camps  will  provide  housing  In  Montana,  North  Dakota  and  northern 
South  Dakota,  therefore  eliminating  the  need  for  the  construction  workers 
to  seek  local  housing.  It  is  anticipated  that  there  will  be  no  serious 
competition  for  housing  from  the  temporary  construction  work  force  any¬ 
where  along  the  route.  No  permanent  housing  will  be  needed  by  the  construc¬ 
tion  personnel.  Existing  vacancy  rates  indicate  sufficient  surpluses  to 
take  up  any  slack  in  the  housing  needs  and  still  provide  for  housing  mobil¬ 
ity  for  non-pipeline  people  as  discussed  in  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  32 
of  December  12,  1974. 

The  fact  that  the  Glasgow  Air  Force  base  located  in  Montana  still  had 
a  considerable  amount  of  housing  available  in  1974  was  verified  by  personal 
comnunication. 

Page  V-1150.  Lines  19  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  impacts  of  the  brief,  but  intense  inflow  of  pipeline  construction 
workers  on  comnunity  services  will  be  much  the  same  as  that  upon  other  econ¬ 
omic  parameters.  They  will  bear  much  more  heavily  upon  small  communities 
close  to  the  route.  They  will  be  more  In  evidence  along  the  northwestern, 
sparsely  populated  segments  of  the  line.  They  will  cause  very  few  ripples 
in  larger  cities  along  the  more  Intensively  populated,  eastern  spreads  of 
the  pipeline." 

NB  Corrment: 

Some  of  the  service  impact  will  be  absorbed  in  the  50-mile  commuting 
range  and  the  construction  camps.  Small  communities  along  the  route  can 
expect  beneficial  economic  impacts  In  the  commercial  area,  l.e.  restaurants, 
entertainment  facilities,  recreation  facilities,  etc. 

Page  1151,  Lines  1  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Impact  upon  local  school  districts  is  expected  to  be  light.  If  con¬ 
struction  takes  place  during  the  sumner  months,  as  Is  likely,  public  schools 
will  not  be  In  session.  In  cases  where  construction  might  be  in  the  winter 
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months  when  school  Is  In  session.  It  Is  unlikely  that  a  large  nuntoer  of 
construction  workers  would  bring  their  families  to  the  construction  sites 
In  view  of  the  relative  rapidity  at  which  construction  Is  expected  to 
move  along  the  route." 

NB  Comment: 

Impact  on  local  school  districts  Is  expected  to  be  very  light.  If  at 
all.  There  will  be  no  winter  construction.  Workers  accompanied  with  fam¬ 
ilies  during  the  summer  months  can  be  expected  to  have  their  families  re¬ 
turn  to  their  permanent  residences  prior  to  the  start  of  school  sessions. 
Page  V-1151,  Lines  8  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Impacts  upon  recreation,  cultural  and  related  services  will  be  greater. 
Construction  workers  will  likely  be  working  long  days  and  long  weeks,  but 
there  will  be  those  looking  for  a  good  time.  Local  bars,  movie  theaters, 
pool  halls,  restaurants,  etc.  will  be  well  attended  by  pipeline  construc¬ 
tion  workers.  In  the  less  populated  areas  where  these  impacts  will  be 
greater,  pipeline  workers  will  also  be  relatively  affluent  when  they  hit 
town  and  hence  have  a  comparatively  high  effective  demand  for  recreation 
services.  Following  close  upon  this  demand  for  local  recreation  services 
will  be  an  Increased  demand  for  law  enforcement  services;  pipeline  construc¬ 
tion  workers  will  be  no  different  from  any  other  group  away  from  home  in 
a  strange  town,  bored  and  looking  for  action.  There  will  also  be  an  In¬ 
creased  demand  placed  upon  many  conmunlties  for  medical  and  dental  services 
as  well  as  all  public  utilities,  including  water,  power  and  sewage  disposal. 
The  demand  for  local  welfare  services  can  be  expected  to  increase  as  some 
job  hopefuls  find  themselves  disappointed  in  their  job  expectations  and 
without  funds  to  move  on,  and  as  an  occasional  family  is  abandoned  along 
the  route  by  construction  workers." 

NB  Conroent: 

Impacts  upon  recreation,  cultural  and  related  services  will  be  more 
than  on  school  services.  The  major  impact  on  these  services  may  occur 
mostly  on  weekends. 

Service  areas  that  are  expected  to  have  a  greater  increase  in  bene¬ 
ficial  business  opportunity  are  the  comnerclal  enterprises,  i.e. 
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restaurants,  recreation  and  entertainment  (bowling,  taverns,  theaters, 
etc.),  shopping  centers,  food  stores,  barbershops,  vehicle  service,  etc. 

It  can  be  expected  that  there  will  be  no  Increase  In  demand  for  law 
enforcement  services  other  than  what  can  be  expected  by  normal  Influxes 
of  tourists  and  other  migrant  populations. 

Any  Increases  In  demands  for  medical  services  will  be  minor  and  short 
term.  Contractors  will  also  supply  water,  power,  sewage  facilities,  etc. 
on  site. 

Welfare  roles  are  anticipated  to  be  decreased  in  those  areas  receiv¬ 
ing  beneficial  economic  impacts  since  new  job  opportunities  can  help  to 
relieve  some  of  the  present  welfare  burden  and  assist  with  underemployment. 
Some  short-term  upward  economic  mobility  can  be  expected  by  those  permanent 
employees  residing  in  the  area  opening  job  opportunity  for  those  having 
lesser  skills. 

Paae  V-1151.  Line  25  to  Page  V-1152.  Line  5.  nm.nrrt 

'The  Impact  of  construction  vehicles  on  county  roads  could  be  partic¬ 
ularly  heavy  as  most  such  roads  will  not  have  been  built  to  heavy  vehicle 
standards.  Construction  related  traffic  will  likely  have  an  adverse  Impact 
In  Increasing  congestion  and  decreasing  safety  on  affected  roads.  Counties 
may  well  find  themselves  with  increased  road  repair  and  replacement  costs 
after  pipeline  construction  use,  and  this  could  constitute  an  adverse 
impact. " 

NB  Cownent: 

Contractors  will  repair  roads  damaged  by  their  equipment  so  that 
such  roads  are  equal  to  or  better  than  original  condition. 

Page  V-1152.  Lines  6  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement- 

"Local  government,  particularly  In  rural  and  semlrural  areas,  is  gener¬ 
ally  poorly  equipped  to  deal  with  the  Increased  demands  for  urban  services 
that  could  occur  when  500  to  1,000  people  move  through  an  area  as  part  of 
a  construction  team  and  its  support  people.  The  Increased  demands  for 
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urban  services  such  as  could  occur  in  this  project  will  be  of  such  limited 
duration  that  they  will  not  warrant,  in  most  cases,  those  services  being 
delivered  by  the  local  conmunity.  Rather,  the  contractor,  particularly  in 
the  sparsely  populated,  rural  sections  of  the  route,  should  expect  to  de¬ 
velop  appropriate,  temporary  service  delivery  mechanisms  for  his  own  people." 

NB  Comment: 

The  construction  camps  located  in  Montana,  North  Dakota  and  northern 
South  Dakota  will  provide  many  of  the  temporary  service  needs,  thereby 
relieving  service  requirements  by  local  governments  and  agencies.  Local 
services  are  normally  sufficient  to  deal  with  influxes  of  nonresidents 
since  they  are  accustomed  to  dealing  with  tourist,  hunters,  visitors,  etc. 
needs  and  the  impact  on  local  services  is  expected  to  be  minor. 

Page  V-1152,  Lines  16  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  following  urban  services  chart.  Figure  3.1.3.10-1,  indicates  the 
array  of  urban  services  that  are  generally  required  for  any  sizeable  group 
of  people,  the  importance  of  capital  versus  operating  costs  in  providing 
these  services,  and  the  sort  of  lead  time  required  for  their  construction." 

NB  Comment: 

It  is  expected  that  no  new  capital  investments  will  be  required  by 
local  public  and  semi-public  agencies  to  service  the  added  temporary  pop¬ 
ulation  associated  with  the  pipeline  construction  project.  Therefore,  there 
will  be  no  need  to  anticipate  increases  in  operation  and  maintenance  person¬ 
nel  costs. 
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Page  V-1152,  Line  21  to  Page  V-1156.  Line  7.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

'So  little  is  known  about  which  specific  communities  will  be  impacted 
by  the  proposed  pipeline  construction,  let  alone  the  existing  urban  service 
characteristics  of  those  conmunities,  that  little  more  than  generalized 
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speculation  can  be  offered  about  the  likely  impact  in  type  or  magnitude, 
or  to  what  degree  these  impacts  will  be  focused  on  a  particular  community 
or  dispersed  over  many  communities. 

Once  the  construction  phase  of  the  project  is  completed,  the  urban 
service  demands  of  the  maintenance  and  operational  aspects  of  the  project 
will  be  much  more  manageable. 

The  presence  of  construction  crews  in  many  small  coronunities  will 
undoubtedly  create  some  degree  of  friction  and  community  controversy  no 
matter  how  brief  their  stay.  This  will  be  an  adverse  effect  but  it  is  not 
believed  it  will  be  large  for  most  comnunities. " 

NB  Comment: 

It  can  be  demonstrated  that  most  economic  impacts  will  be  beneficial 
to  those  communities  affected;  the  additional  expenditures  may  assist  in 
providing  new  funding  resources  that  may  be  used  to  help  strengthen  or 
create  new  service  area  needs. 

Most  service  oriented  organizations  are  managerially  capable  of  pro¬ 
viding  adequately  needed  services.  It  can  be  assumed  that  they  will  be 
able  to  cope  with  an  increase  in  needs  since  they  are  normally  accustomed 
to  dealing  with  additional  temporary  demands  put  on  them  by  temporary  in- 
migration,  i.e.,  visitors,  tourists,  etc. 

The  local  beneficial  economic  and  related  possible  social  improvement 
effects,  i.e.,  reduced  welfare  roles,  employment,  upward  mobility,  etc.,  may 
be  looked  upon  in  a  positive  fashion  by  the  residents  of  local  communities. 
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3.1.3. 10. C  Waste  Generation 
?a3e  V-1156.  Lines  9  to  23.  DOI-DEIS 


The  DOI-DEIS  currents  Imply  that  the  Impect  of  waste  disposal  has  not 
been  adequately  assessed. 

NB  Comment: 

The  Impact  from  the  disposal  of  waste  generated  by  the  construction 
and  operation  of  the  proposed  facilities  has  been  addressed  In  Sections 
3.1.1.  3.1.5.  and  3.2.5  of  the  NB-EIA  and  the  response  to  answers  28.  29 
and  30  of  Questions  dated  November  22.  1974  and  answers  1.6  9  11  ,2 
and  24  Of  Questions  dated  December  12.  ,974.  As  stated  In  thesi  res'pons'es. 
adequate  solutions  are  available  for  the  disposal  of  these  wastes  In  accor¬ 
dance  with  all  applicable  regulations  and  without  generating  significant 
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3.1.3.10.C.1  Construction  Generated  Hastes 

Pag  V-1157,  Line  8  to  Page  V-1158.  Line  6  nm.pm  ^„rrmf|1, 


The  implication  Is  that  large  quantities  of  wastes  will  be  generated 
requiring  offsite  disposal  with  significant  truck  traffic.  While  no  1m-  ’ 
pact  is  stated,  this  Implication  contributes  to  the  impact  discussion 
given  on  Pages  V-1,59  to  V-,,60.  DOI  has  estimated  that  as  much  as  ,00 
cubic  yards  per  mile  may  be  generated. 

NB  Comment: 


- -  ana  unsuitable 

r  ver  spoil  Is  discussed  in  the  response  to  FPC/00I  Question  Nos.  (28, 
29,  30.  42  and  44)  dated  November  22.  1974  and  Question  Nos.  (1  9  n 
12  and  24)  dated  December  12.  1974.  These  responses  stated  that  only  ’ 

1  mited  quantities  of  materials  w„,  require  offsite  disposal  and  that 
this  material  will  be  disposed  of  with  a  minimum  level  of  impact  and  in 
accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations.  The  impact  of  offsite  dis¬ 
posal  on  existing  roads  was  discussed  in  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question 
No.  (4)  dated  December  ,2.  1974.  All  traffic  movement  would  meet  the 
applicable  weight  standards  or  overload  permits  would  be  obtained  The 
applicant  would  be  responsible  for  any  necessary  repairs  to  existing 
roads  as  a  result  of  their  use  for  overweight  vehicles. 

The  001  estimate  for  generated  waste  per  mile  of  pipeline  Is  ten 
times  greater  than  anticipated  by  Northern  Border. 
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Page  V-1158,  Lines  23  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statements: 

"In  the  easternmost  part  of  the  route,  this  amount  [of  waste]  could 
probably  be  handled  easily,  but  In  the  western  states  this  quantity  of 
waste  would  cause  a  substantial  Impact  on  the  communities'  facil 1  ties 
NB  Comnent: 

Refer  to  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Page  3.1.3-12,  and  FPC/D0I  Question  No. 

(29)  dated  November  29,  1974. 

The  word  "substantial"  is  misleading.  The  NB-EIA  states,  "The  extra 
demand  placed  on  local  public  services  will  result  in  a  minor,  short-term 
impact.  Question  29  states,  "The  disposal  sites  will  be  determined  by 
Northern  Border's  agent  through  contact  with  conmercial  disposal  areas, 
appropriate  authorities  of  the  county,  state  and  federal  governments,  and 
private  land  owners."  It  is  possible  that  the  existing  landfill  sites 
will  be  insufficient.  However,  other  approved  sites  will  be  found.  The 
impact  will  not  be  substantial. 

Page  V-1159,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Considering  that  about  100  gallons  of  liquid  waste  is  generated  per 
day  per  person,  it  is  estimated  that  about  200,000  gallons  per  day  of  addi¬ 
tional  sewage  will  be  created.  Obviously,  the  water  resources  must  be 
available  for  this  purpose  in  addition  to  the  treatment  facilities  to  handle 
this  disposal." 

NB  Comment: 

Refer  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (5)  dated  December  12,  1974,  and  FPC/D0I 
Question  No.  (26)  dated  November  22,  1974. 

The  DEIS  overstates  the  problem  in  this  section.  The  water  supply  and 
waste  disposal  figures  are  high.  A  better  estimate  for  a  transient  pop¬ 
ulation  would  be  25  to  50  gallons  per  capita  per  day.  Even  for  construc¬ 
tion  camps  the  generally  accepted  water  usage  figures  are  50  to  75  gallons 
per  capita  per  day.  The  figures  quoted  in  the  DEIS  document  represent  peak 
figures  for  short  periods  assuming  everyone  will  be  working  in  the  same 
location.  This  is  an  unreasonable  estimate.  Construction  workers  will  be 
located  throughout  the  states,  not  concentrated  in  one  area.  Additionally, 
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the  DEIS  projections  do  not  reflect  the  use  of  local  labor.  A  survey  of 
five  typical  rural  towns  has  revealed  that  the  existing  water  and  waste 
facilities  are  adequate  to  handle  the  increased  demand  placed  on  the  sys¬ 
tems  by  the  transient  population.  The  contractor  will  provide  private 
water  supply  and  waste  disposal  systems  at  camp  facilities  for  any  camp 
facilities  required.  The  facilities  will  be  in  compliance  with  all  regu¬ 
lations  and  health  and  safety  standards. 
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3.1.3.10.C.3  Oeteoriation  Caused  Waters 

Page  V-1159,  Line  8  to  Page  V-1160,  Line  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  discussion  presumes  that  the  applicant  will  violate  road  weight 
limits  resulting  in  the  destruction  of  336  miles  of  light  duty  county  roads, 
including  culverts  and  bridges  placing  economic  burdens  on  the  local  com¬ 
munities  for  their  replacement  and  the  disposal  of  waste  road  materials. 

NB  Comment: 

The  Northern  Border  activities  will  not  result  in  the  predicted  dam¬ 
ages  and  will  not  result  in  economic  burdens  on  local  corrmunities. 

As  stated  in  the  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (4)  dated 
December  12,  1974,  the  Applicants'  contractors  will  comply  with  existing 
load  limits  including  seasonal  road  bans  and  obtain  overload  permits  from 
the  appropriate  regulatory  agency.  As  a  result,  it  is  not  anticipated 
that  loads  within  the  approved  limits  will  result  in  damages  greater  than 
normal  wear  and  tear.  Damage  resulting  under  the  terms  of  the  overload 
permit  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company. 

The  impact  on  bridges  was  addressed  in  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question 
No.  (39)  of  December  12,  1974,  in  which  the  Applicant  describes  where  the 
use  of  low  load  bridges  are  required;  they  will  be  modified  to  insure  their 
integrity. 

Page  V-1159,  Line  9  to  Page  V-1160,  Line  8,  DOi-DEIS  Statement: 

"During  the  construction  phase,  there  will  be  substantial  heavy 
truck  traffic.  This  traffic  will  carry  pipes  from  stockpiles  to  the 
site,  will  carry  construction  equipment  to  and  from  the  site  and  around 
river  crossings,  and  will  carry  miscellaneous  materials  to,  and  wastes 
from,  the  site. 

Much  of  this  traffic  will  occur  on  roads  that  were  not  built  for 
that  purpose.  The  dirt  roads  will  become  washboarded  and  will  require 
additional  maintenance  by  the  local  county.  The  lightly  asphalted  roads 
can  be  literally  torn  apart.  The  destroyed  road  section  would  have  to 
be  hauled  away  and  the  road  resurfaced,  adding  additional  waste  and  gen¬ 
erating  more  traffic.  For  light  duty  county  roads  with  a  4-6  inch  gravel 
base  and  a  1-2  inch  asphaltic  surface,  destruction  would  generate  up  to 
780  cubic  yards  per  mile  for  a  24-foot  wide  road.  Since  little  informa- 
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tlon  Is  available  on  the  condition  of  roads  adjacent  to  the  right-of-way , 
it  is  difficult  to  estimate  total  amounts.  However,  if  even  one-half  of 
the  county  roads  in  the  project  area  with  low  to  medium  class  asphalt 
surfacings  are  subject  to  intensive,  heavy  construction  type  loadings, 
the  volume  of  destroyed  road  materials  could  reach  (336  miles  x  780  c.y./ml.) 
262,000  cubic  yards.  If  such  destruction  were  to  occur  it  would  place  an 
economic  burden  on  a  small  rural  county  and  would  also  strain  their  dis¬ 
posal  facilities. 

The  traffic  may  cross  bridges  and  culverts  that  might  fail  as  a 
result  of  it.  Although  care  might  be  expected  to  be  exercised  in  avoid¬ 
ing  this  event,  no  factual  information  has  been  obtained  to  show  that  it 
does  not  occur.  Again  waste  disposal  and  economic  burdens  would  be  placed 
on  the  local  government  agency." 

NB  Comment: 

All  damages  to  roads,  bridges  and  culverts  will  be  repaired  to  equal 
or  better  than  original  condition  at  Northern  Border's  expense  imposing 
no  economic  burdens  upon  the  local  government  agency. 

It  is  not  anticipated  that  any  roads  will  be  severely  damaged  by 
Northern  Border's  construction.  However,  if  any  of  the  roads  are  damaged, 
they  will  be  repaired  at  least  to  their  condition  before  construction  of 
the  pipeline  by  Northern  Border. 

Any  waste  generated  as  a  result  of  the  pipeline  construction  will 
be  disposed  of  in  a  manner  which  complies  with  all  applicable  regula¬ 
tions  at  the  expense  of  Northern  Border  and  with  no  burden  on  local 
government  agencies. 
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Page  V-1162,  Lines  4  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Because  of  the  nature  of  the  pipeline  project,  permanent  or  long-term  ; 
changes  in  agricultural  land  use  will  not  be  great.  While  land  use  impacts 
will  be  significant  during  the  construction  period,  most  of  the  agricultural 
land  crossed  will  revert  to  its  original  use  after  the  pipeline  is  installed." 

NB  Comment: 

In  the  NB-EIA  it  was  concluded  that  construction  during  the  growing 
season  will  cause  the  loss  of  crop  production  on  the  Route  for  that  year, 
and  that  the  land  may  be  returned  to  agricultural  use  following  the 
growing  season.  The  trench  area  may  not  return  immediately  to  full  crop 
production  because  of  soil  disruption.  Therefore,  in  most  areas  this 
reduction  in  productivity  will  be  relatively  minor  and  should  dissipate  ^  V7 

completely  within  a  few  years.  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  3.1.1, 

Lines  4  to  12). 

The  phrase  "will  be  significant"  should  be  "will  be  minor  and  short-  » 

term".  As  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA  construction  during  the  growing  season 
will  cause  loss  of  crop  production  on  the  Route  for  that  year.  This 
reduction  in  productivity  will  be  relatively  minor  as  the  land  impacted  : 

by  the  route  (about  .006%  of  the  agricultural  land  in  the  10  state  area) 
is  small  in  relation  to  the  total  agricultural  land  base  of  the  Study 
Area  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  3.1.1,  Lines  4  to  15). 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.1.1-A  of  the  NB-EIA,  a]J_  agricultural  lands 
used  for  construction  of  the  Proposed  Route  will  be  returned  to  agricultural 
use  following  construction  except  for  the  approximately  572  acres  required 
for  the  construction  of  ancillary  facilities.  This  line  will  be  committed 
to  use  by  the  proposed  project  for  the  life  of  the  project  but  can  be 
returned  to  agricultural  use  at  termination. 

Page  V-1162.  Lines  12  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement:  | 

The  DEIS  states  that  removal  of  trees  from  the  right-of-way  will  result  B 
in  a  primary  land  use  change  from  forest  products  to  livestock  grazing. 


3. 1.3. 11. A  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  Section  3.1.1.,  page  3. 1.1-5,  lines  16  to  23, 
woodlands  are  the  predominant  natural  feature  in  the  eastern  third  of  the 
ten  state  area,  which  includes  Ohio,  West  Virginia,  Pennsylvania  and  parts 
of  Indiana.  These  states  contain  about  71  of  the  73  miles  of  woodlands 
crossed  by  the  pipeline.  In  these  areas  the  primary  use  of  woodland  is 
for  recreational  purposes,  not  commercial  forestry.  Construction  of  the 
pipeline  through  this  type  of  land  will  result  in  the  transformation  of 
the  Route  into  an  open  space  corridor  with  potential  for  multiple  use. 

Page  V-1162,  Lines  18  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Where  livestock  are  not  allowed  to  graze  the  cleared  woodlands,  the 
new  primary  use  may  be  wildlife  habitat  of  the  more  common  farm  type  rather 
than  the  disappearing  woodland  type." 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  most  wildlife  in  the  forest  area  is  not  of 
the  farm  type,  nor  is  it  disappearing.  The  common  wildlife  in  these  areas 
are  forest-edge  species  such  as  ruffed  grouse,  woodchuck,  cottontail  rabbit, 
and  deer.  Long-term  effects  upon  wildlife  can  be  associated  with  habitat 
modifications;  however,  losses  in  wood  cover  may  be  regarded  as  relatively 
insignificant  since  woodland  does  not  constitute  a  factor  limiting  carrying 
capacity.  In  fact,  some  of  the  local  populations  such  as  deer,  cotton¬ 
tails,  and  other  species  common  in  Indiana,  Ohio,  West  Virginia,  and 
Pennsylvania  may  benefit  by  the  establishment  of  a  grass  and  legume-covered 
right-of-way  and  from  the  natural  regeneration  of  shrubs  along  the  forest 
edges- (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  3.1.1,  page  3. 1.1-5,  lines  16  to 
23  and  Section  3.1.2). 

Page  V-1162,  Lines  18  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Total  area  of  woodlands  affected  will  be  approximately  1,000  acres  of 
construction  right-of-way  and  480  acres  of  maintenance  right-of-way." 

NB  Comment: 

The  total  area  of  woodlands  affected  by  construction  is  approximately 
1,000  acres,  about  400  of  which  will  be  included  in  the  maintained  portion 
of  the  right-of-way.  The  DEIS  misquotes  the  latter  figure  and  implies  that 
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the  total  area  affected  is  greater  than  1,000  acres.  (Ref.  NB/EIA, 
Volume  4,  Section  3.1.1,  page  3.1. 1-3/4,  Table  3. 1.1-1) 


Page  V-1162,  Lines  23  to  25,  Page  V-1163,  Lines  1  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Other  areas  of  significant  agricultural  land  use  change  will  involve 
pipeline  facilities  constructed  on  agricultural  lands.  These  Include  the  30 
compressor  stations,  communication  towers,  mainline  block  valves,  delivery¬ 
measuring  stations  and  access  roads.  These  facilities  will  change  approxi¬ 
mately  1,200  acres  of  agricultural  land  to  pipeline  industrial  uses  during 
the  life  of  the  project.  An  additional  600  acres  of  agricultural  land 
will  be  used  to  stockpile  pipe  before  and  during  construction.  This  land 
will  revert  back  to  agricultural  use  after  the  pipe  is  removed. 

NB  Comment: 

Although  the  land  regulred  for  the  pipeline  facilities  will  be  removed 
from  their  present  use  for  the  life  of  the  project,  the  amount  of  land 
required  for  these  facilities  is  small  compared  to  the  total  amount  of 
agricultural  land  base  of  the  Study  Area.  The  impact  will  be  minor  and 
short-term. 

The  DEIS  reflects  earlier  information  and  should  incorporate  the 
following  changes  per  the  Amended  Filing  of  9/26/75.  Twelve  compressor 
stations  rather  than  30  will  be  built,  thus  reducing  impacts  considerably. 
The  total  amount  of  land  required  for  the  30  compressor  stations  and  the 
6  stations  identified  for  possible  future  construction  and  88  microwave 
towers,  as  compared  to  12  compressor  stations,  and  87  microwave  towers  is 
shown  below.  Since  originally  a  microwave  tower  was  to  be  located  at  each 
compressor  station  site,  52  independent  microwave  tower  sites  were  planned. 
The  amended  filing  shows  12  compressor  station  and  microwave  tower  sites  and 
78  Independent  microwave  tower  sites. 


30  COMPRESSOR  STATIONS 

ACRES  FOR 

ACRES  FOR 

STATE 

COMPRESSOR  STATIONS 

MICROWAVE  TOWERS 

Montana 

100 

24 

North  Dakota 

140 

28 

South  Dakota 

80 

24 

Minnesota 

80 

16 

Iowa 

100 

28 

Illinois 

80 

20 

Indiana 

40 

24 

Ohio 

80 

32 

West  Virginia 

0 

0 

Pennsylvania 

20 

12 

720 

208 

(Ref.  NB-EIA, 

Section  1.3,  page  1-26). 

12  COMPRESSOR  STATIONS 

ACRES  FOR 

ACRES  FOR 

STATE 

COMPRESSOR  STATIONS 

MICROWAVE  TOWERS 

Montana 

20 

32 

North  Dakota 

*0 

48 

South  Dakota 

40 

32 

Minnesota 

20 

24 

Iowa 

40 

52 

Illinois 

40 

28 

Indiana 

20 

36 

Ohio 

20 

32 

West  Virginia 

- 

4 

Pennsylvania 

~ 

12 

240 

300 

(Ref.  Amended 

filing  of  9/26/75) 

In  addition  to  the  540  acres  required  for  compressor  station  and  microwave 


tower  sites,  26  acres  are  required  for  the  measuring  stations  and  about  3 
acres  for  the  measuring  block  valves  bringing  the  total  land  requirement  to 
about  572  acres.  (See  Note  1  to  the  introduction.) 

As  pointed  out  in  the  N8-EIA,  Volume  1,  Section  1.3  and  FPC/D0I  Question 
No,  (18),  dated  December  12,  1974,  storage  sites  have  been  selected  from 
connercial  properties  and  will  be  either  leased  or  rented  temporarily,  and 
pipe  will  also  be  stored  on  the  right-of-way.  Therefore,  no  additional 
agricultural  land  will  be  used  to  store  pipe. 
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Page  V-1163,  Lines  7  to  16  and  Figure  3.1.3.11-1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Figure  3.1.3.11-1  Illustrates  the  effects  of  construction  on  crop 
production  during  the  construction  year  on  lands  disturbed  along  the 
100  foot  right-of-way.  The  additional  1,200  acres  required  for  pipeline 
facilities  will  add  to  these  temporary  land  use  change  effects.  The  effect 
has  not  been  quantified  in  terms  of  crop  losses  since  the  exact  location 
of  facilities  has  not  been  determined.  The  land  use  change  at  facility  sites, 
however,  will  carry  over  for  the  life  of  the  project. 

Pipe  stockpile  locations  will  also  add  to  the  effects  of  temporary  land 
use  changes  since  they  will  probably  be  located  on  present  agricultural  land. 

FIGURE  3.1.3.11-1 

Land  Removed  from  Cultivation  During  Pipeline 
Construction  and  Estimated  Crop  Losses* 


ACRES 

CORN 

SOYBEANS 

SMALL  GRAIN 

HAY 

STATE 

AFFECTED 

BU. 

BU. 

BU. 

(TONS) 

Montana 

1 

,100 

10,000 

250 

North  Dakota 

1 

,800 

20,000 

1,000 

South  Dakota 

1 

,800 

15,000 

20,000 

1,000 

Minnesota 

1 

,400 

70,000 

10,000 

5,000 

500 

Iowa 

2 

.700 

151,000 

19,000 

14,000 

1,000 

Illinois 

1, 

,800 

90,000 

20,000 

300 

Indiana 

1, 

,600 

71,000 

16,000 

7,000 

300 

Ohio 

'2, 

,000 

70,000 

15,000 

10,000 

600 

West  Virginia 

25 

1,000 

20 

Pennsylvania 

300 

5,000 

70 

2,000 

350 

Total 

14. 

525 

472,000 

80,070 

88,000 

5,320 

*  Estimates  prepared  by  Applicant 
NB  Comment; 

As  stated  above  the  land  requirements  for  the  project  are  about  572 
acres,  and  no  additional  land  will  be  required  to  store  pipe.  The  location 
of  compressor  stations  and  microwave  towers  Is  shown  on  the  aerial  mosaics 
appearing  in  Volume  7  of  the  NB-EIA.  As  shown,  the  sites  are  almost 
entirely  In  agricultural  land.  Because  the  amount  of  land  required  for 
ancillary  facilities  Is  so  small  relative  to  the  total  agricultural  land 
base  crop  losses  were  not  estimated.  The  land  used  for  ancillary  facilities 
will  be  comnltted  to  this  use  for  the  life  of  the  project  but  will  revert 
to  agricultural  uses  afterwards. 


3. 1.3. 11. A  (Cont.) 


Numbers  relating  to  crop  losses  presented  in  the  DEIS  Figure  3.1.3.11-1 
are  Inconsistent  with  those  presented  in  the  FPC/D0I,  Question  No.  (28), 
dated  December  12,  1974.  It  is  believed  that  an  error  was  made  in  the  DEIS 
In  reproducing  this  figure.  The  following  changes  should  be  made  in  the 
DEIS  Figure  3.1.3.11-1,  page  V-1163. 

1.  The  bushels  of  small  grain  for  North  Dakota  should  be  2,000, 

not  20,000  and  tons  of  hay  should  be  100,  not  1,000. 

2.  The  bushels  of  small  grain  for  Montana  should  be  1,000,  not 

10,000. 


5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 
9. 


The  bushels 
the  bushels 
20,000;  and 

The  bushels 
5,000. 

The  bushels 
The  bushels 
Total  under 
Total  under 
Total  under 


Because  of  these 
DEIS  are  considerably 


of  corn  in  South  Dakota  should  be  1,500,  not  15,000; 
of  small  grain  for  South  Dakota  should  be  2,000,  not 
tons  of  hay  should  be  500,  not  1,000. 

of  small  grain  for  Minnesota  should  be  14,000,  not 

of  com  for  Iowa  should  be  15,000,  not  151,000. 
of  small  grain  for  Ohio  should  be  100,  not  1,000. 
corn  should  be  323,500,  not  472,000. 
small  grain  should  be  43,000,  not  88,000. 
hay  should  be  3,920,  not  5,320. 

errors  in  reproduction,  the  crop  losses  estimated  by 
higher  than  those  actually  expected  to  occur. 


Page  V-1164,  Lines  1  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


2.  Industrial 

The  DOI-DEIS  statements  in  Section  3.1.3. 11— A— 2  relate  to  the  impacts 
of  the  Route  on  industrial  land  uses  including  problems  of  relocation  of  a 
proposed  industrial  park  In  Rock  Island,  Illinois.  The  issue  of  increased 
demands  for  the  expansion  of  industrial  land  in  North  Dakota  resulting  from 
transporting  coal  gas  via  the  proposed  pipeline  and  increased  construction 
of  coal  gasification  plants  are  also  discussed  in  this  section. 


NB  Comment: 


iso 


zsn 


The  DOI-DEIS  exaggerates  the  potential  impact  in  industrial  properties. 
It  should  be  noted  that  pipeline  right-of-way  can  be  used  for  secondary 
uses  such  as  a  greenbelt  or  utility  corridor  which  are  integral  components 
of  industrial  developments  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  3.1.1,  page 
3. 1.1-6,  line  8  to  9).  The  DOI-DEIS  statement  fails  to  point  out  that  the 
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amount  of  land  required  for  the  pipeline  right-of-way  Is  minor  when  compared 
to  overall  availability  of  land  In  the  region  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4, 

Section  3.1.1,  page  3. 1.1-6,  lines  6  to  8).  The  availability  of  industrial 
land,  the  fact  that  the  development  Is  proposed  rather  than  existing,  the 
fact  that  the  present  land  use  of  the  site  is  agricultural,  and  the  fact 
that  the  Route  will  cross  the  southern  periphery  of  the  proposed  industrial 
part  In  Rock  Island,  Illinois  all  mitigate  the  level  of  Impact  Indicated  In 
the  DOI-DEIS  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  3.1.1-A,  page  3.1.1-33,  lines 
21  to  24).  The  developer  of  the  park  will  be  reimbursed  for  the  aquisition 
of  any  lands  required  (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  3.1.3-13,  page  3.1.3-10, 
line  19  to  20).  The  developer  of  the  park  can  also  design  facilities  such 
as  a  service  corridor  which  would  be  permitted  on  the  pipeline  right-of-way, 
further  mitigating  the  impact  of  the  proposed  pipeline  construction  des¬ 
cribed  In  the  DOI-DEIS. 

The  transport  of  coal  gas  is  not  proposed  as  part  of  the  Northern 
Border  project.  The  proposed  project  is  sized  to  carry  only  those  volumes 
of  gas  currently  under  contract  from  Prudhoe  Bay.  Because  of  the  magnitude 
of  the  gas  shortage,  coal  gasification  is  expected  to  develop  independently 
of  the  proposed  project.  Therefore,  changes  in  industrial  land  use  In 
North  Dakota  as  a  result  of  coal  gasification  should  not  be  related  to  the 
proposed  project. 

Page  V-1164  to  V-1165,  Lines  17  to  26,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

4.  Residential 

Impacts  resulting  from  the  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  on 
residential  areas  such  as  the  Waterloo,  Iowa  and  Jeanette,  Pennsylvania 
areas  are  discussed  in  Section  3.1.3. ll-A-4  of  the  DOI-DEIS.  The  main 
thrust  of  the  discussion  is  the  physical  barrier  created  by  the  pipeline 
corridor  and  its  secondary  uses.  Various  effects  on  residential  development 
patterns  and  property  values,  as  well  as  psychological  and  sociological 
Impacts  resulting  from  the  presence  of  the  pipeline  corridor  are  discussed. 

NB  Conment: 

The  DOI-DEIS  does  not  consider  the  planning  which  accompanied  route 
selection  and  the  preparation  of  the  NB-EIA. 

In  addition  to  evaluating  existing  land  use,  comprehensive  land  use 
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plans  were  utilized  where  available  to  describe  and  evaluate  the  probable 
future  development  of  the  county,  Study  Area,  and  Route  and  the  implications 
of  the  plan  upon  the  project.  In  those  cases  where  formal  plans  were  not 
available,  a  statement  was  made  concerning  the  anticipated  growth  patterns 
within  the  county  and  how  these  patterns  will  affect  the  Study  Area  and 
Proposed  Route.  The  overall  Route  is  compatible  with  existing,  anticipated 
and  proposed  land  use  features. 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  the  Route  was  designed  to  avoid  residential 
developments  and  to  use  agricultural  land  and  existing  rights-of-way  where 
possible.  The  land  use  patterns  in  the  entire  ten  state  area  are  such  that 
the  use  of  agricultural  lands  and  low  density  rural  residential  patterns 
could  be  maximized.  Most  medium  and  high  density  areas  have  been  avoided 
by  the  Proposed  Route;  however,  where  this  was  not  possible,  route 
selection  was  based  on  density  patterns  within  the  area. 

The  case  presented  in  the  DOI-DEIS  describes  impacts  resulting  from 
land  use  patterns  which  are  not  typical  of  that  of  the  Study  Area.  As 
discussed  in  the  NB-EIA,  Section  3.1.1,  in  most  cases  the  Route  will  not 
prohibit  the  growth  of  rural  areas.  There  are  two  exceptions  to  this:  where 
the  Route  traverses  the  Waterloo,  Iowa  and  Jeanette,  Pennsylvania  areas. 

In  the  Waterloo,  Iowa  area,  expansion  is  expected  to  occur  within  or 
adjacent  to  the  existing  corporate  limits  of  Waterloo.  However,  the 
Waterloo  Metropolitan  Planning  Cormission  projects  that  the  close  proximity 
of  the  airport  to  the  urban  areas  will  encourage  development  in  the  inter¬ 
vening  rural  area.  This  development  pattern  would  not  be  affected  by  the 
proposed  project,  as  stated  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  3.1.1-A. 

The  Proposed  Route  adjoins  an  existing  pipeline  right-of-way  through 
the  Jeanette,  Pennsylvania  area.  At  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  2,  page 
2.1.1-344,  most  of  Jeanette's  growth  between  1954  and  1969  occurred  south  of 
the  city  in  Lincoln  Heights  and  east  of  it  along  State  Route  130.  The 
Proposed  Route  passes  north  and  west  of  the  city.  For  these  reasons  it  was 
determined  that  the  Proposed  Route  will  not  impinge  on  future  development 
within  the  area. 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  all  roads  and  highways  crossed  by  the  pipeline 
will  be  returned  to  their  original  condition,  therefore,  access  over  the 
pipeline  will  be  restored  eliminating  changes  of  the  Route  becoming  a  physical 
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barrier.  The  "other  side  of  the  track"  syndrome  and  its  resulting  psychol¬ 
ogical  and  sociological  impacts  are  not  supported  by  any  evidence  relevant 
to  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project.  The  pipeline  route  has 
secondary  potential  uses  such  as  greenbelts,  open  space  corridor,  recrea¬ 
tional  buffer  or  utility  corridors,  all  of  which  with  proper  planning  can 
become  integral  parts  of  urban  areas. 

For  these  reasons,  no  decline  in  property  values  or  unfortunate  effects 
on  children  are  anticipated  to  result  from  the  proposed  project. 


Page  V-1165,  Lines  10  to  26  and  Page  V-1166,  Lines  1  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement; 


5.  Mineral  Extraction 

The  DOI-DEIS  statements  refer  to  the  impact  of  the  construction  of  the 
proposed  project  on  mineral  extraction,  especially  coal  extraction.  Areas 
where  the  pipeline  crosses  existing  and  potential  mineral  extraction  sites 
are  identified,  and  constrainsts  the  pipeline  might  have  on  coal  and  other 
mineral  production  are  discussed  in  this  section.  The  relationship  between 
surface  support  for  the  pipeline,  and  the  impact  it  could  have  on  the  econo¬ 
mics  and  safety  of  mining  operations  are  also  discussed  in  this  section. 

The  use  of  the  proposed  pipeline  for  the  transportation  of  coal  gas  is 
discussed  as  well  as  subsequent  impacts  of  the  increase  in  coal  production 
and  the  coal  gasification  industry  along  the  Route. 

NB  Conment: 


The  DOI-DEIS  comment  implies  that  the  NB-EIA  ignored  an  evaluation  of 
impacts  of  the  proposed  pipeline  on  mineral  extraction,  especially  coal 
extraction.  It  also  implies  impacts  which  are  of  a  higher  degree  than 
those  indicated  in  the  NB-EIA. 

The  routing  of  the  proposed  pipeline  was  carefully  studied  and  selected 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  avoid  current  operating  mines.  Future  stripmining 
operations  were  equally  considered,  utilizing  the  latest  reports  of  U.S. 
Bureau  of  Mines  and  consultation  with  coal  geologists  of  respective  states 
(Ref.  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (20),  dated  November  22,  1974). 

However,  where  mines  are  encountered  the  pipeline  will  restrict  open- 
pit  mining  of  coal  or  quarrying  and,  to  a  limited  degree,  ground  mining.  The 
open-pit  or  strlpmine  may  involve  dedication  of  a  portion  of  the  resources 
under  the  pipeline  itself  and  a  buffer  strip  or  specially  planned,  design  and 
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construction  techniques  can  be  employed  to  recover  the  resources.  (Ref. 
FPC/D0I  Question  No  (19).  dated  November  22,  1974).  This  restriction  will 
exist  for  the  life  of  the  project. 

The  extent  to  which  the  recovery  of  potential  coal  resources  could  be 
affected  by  the  pipeline  facilities  cannot  be  fully  established  because  of 
lack  of  definitive  data  concerning  the  precise  location,  quantity  and 
quality  of  such  recoverable  resources. (Ref .  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (20),  dated 
November  22,  1974). 

The  possibility  of  coal  mine-induced  subsidence  affecting  the  proposed 
pipeline  is  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA,  Section  2.1.4.  Mine-induced  subsidence 
was  considered  as  a  potential  hazard  and  it  was  noted  that  subsidence  could 
be  in  the  order  of  several  feet.  During  the  period  of  final  alignment 
and  right-of-way  acquisition,  subsurface  mine  locations  will  be  taken  into 
consideration  and  critical  areas  avoided.  In  the  operation  of  the  pipeline, 
mining  activities  in  these  sensitive  areas  will  be  monitored  as  a  means  of 
minimizing  potential  problems . (Ref .  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (22),  dated 
November  22,  1974). 

The  purpose  of  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  project  is  to  deliver  gas 
from  the  Canadian  Border  to  the  points  of  delivery  indicated  in  the  appli¬ 
cation  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Cotmission.  The  Northern  Border  Pipe¬ 
line  and  ancillary  facilities  have  been  sized  to  transport  only  those 
volumes  of  gas  currently  under  control  from  Prudhoe  Bay.  The  project  does 
not  Involve  the  transport  of  coal  gas. 

It  has  been  previously  stated  that  the  magnitude  of  the  gas  shortage 
is  so  great  that  other  gas  supplies  including  coal  gasification  will  be 
utilized  to  their  fullest  extent  with  or  without  this  project.  In  this 
regard,  coal  gasification  is  expected  to  develop  independent  of  this  project. 
If  in  the  future  the  proposed  Northern  Border  Pipeline  can  be  used  or 
expanded  to  handle  coal  gas  this  availability  can  only  be  considered  as  an 
overall  benefit  in  meeting  our  country's  future  energy  needs.  It  is 
concluded  that  coal  gas  development  should  be  evaluated  independent  of  the 
availability  of  this  project. 
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Page  V-1166,  Lines  3  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Where  the  pipeline  Is  constructed  across  mined  areas,  care  must  be 
exercised  to  preclude  such  an  occurrence  (referring  to  mine  subsidence)." 

NB  Comment: 

Detailed  discussions  of  subsidence  hazards  are  presented  In  responses 
to  Sections  3. 1.3. 3  and  2.1.3.3C  of  the  DOI-DEIS. 

Page  V-1169,  Lines  9  to  10  and  Lines  12  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Specifically,  the  following  statements  are  not  In  proper  perspective: 
"Removal  of  this  natural  habitat  will  restrict  use  of  the  area  by  birds 
and  animals...".  "This  change  In  land  use  to  an  open  corridor  represents 
a  long-term  adverse  effect  due  to  a  conflict  in  use  and  a  disruption  of  the 
natural  vegetation." 

NB  Comment: 

Although  the  NB-EIA  states  that  the  removal  of  trees  along  the  western 
half  of  the  Proposed  Route  will  adversely  affect  wildlife,  it  also  states 
that  the  availability  of  woodlands  along  the  eastern  part  of  the  Proposed 
Route  is  not  a  factor  limiting  wildlife  populations.  About  71  of  the  73 
miles  of  woodlands  crossed  by  the  Route  are  in  the  eastern  half.  More 
wooded  public  areas  are  crossed  In  the  eastern  part  of  the  Proposed  Route. 

As  stated  repeatedly  in  the  NB-EIA,  the  Proposed  Route  was  selected  to 
avoid  public  lands  wherever  possible,  and  the  amount  of  wooded  public  lands 
crossed  is  minor, ^especially  in  the  western  half  of  the  Proposed  Route  where 
mature  woodlands  are  a  scarce  regional  resource. 

The  level  of  impact  is  better  represented  in  the  following  statements 
from  Section  3.1.1-A  of  the  NB-EIA: 

"Woodlands  are  the  predominant  natural  feature  in  the  eastern  third  of 
the  ten-state  area.  Construction  of  the  pipeline  through  this  type  of  land 
will  result  in  the  transformation  of  the  Route  into  an  open-space  corridor 
with  potential  for  multiple  use.  This  corridor  should  not  Impair  the 
recreational  or  aesthetic  utilization  of  the  woodlands.  Construction  through 
woodlands  has  a  long-term  impact  associated  with  this  transformation  of  the 
Route  to  an  open  space  corridor.  In  many  cases,  this  impact  will  be  favor¬ 
able."  (NB-EIA,  Pages  3. 1.1-5). 
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Page  V-1170,  Lines  16  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  most  serious  exception  to  the  preceding  paragraph's  conclusion 
may  occur  on  the  Little  Missouri  River,  North  Dakota;  Wapsipinicon  River, 

Iowa  and  the  Wabash  River,  Indiana.  These  three  rivers  may  lose  possible 
qualification  for  wild  or  scenic  river  status  because  of  long  range  impacts 
from  pipeline  crossings." 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  was  advised  by  the  DOI,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 
that  the  construction  of  a  natural  gas  pipeline  would  not  affect  the  status 
of  a  river  designated  under  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  (PL93-621 
as  amended  January  3,  1975),  nor  would  a  river  be  excluded  from  consideration 
because  of  the  presence  of  a  natural  gas  pipeline.  A  natural  gas  pipeline 
was  not  considered  a  water  resource  project  under  the  provision  of  the  Act 
and  therefore  was  not  subject  to  the  restrictions  covering  water  resource 
projects. 

In  addition.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  NB  river  crossings  will  be 
designed  in  accordance  with  18CFR2-69. 


Where  such  woodlands  exist  in  designated  floodplain  protection,  state 
or  national  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  or  other  stream-related  recreation  areas, 
"accommodations  for  underground  utility  lines  and  rights-of-way  through  these 
special-use  areas  are  consistent  with  their  overall  planning  objectives. 

The  construction  Impacts  are  minor  and  short-term,  except  where  the  Route 
crosses  streams  which  have  wild  or  scenic  designations  or  where  a  zoned 
floodplain  is  extensively  forested.  In  both  of  these  cases  the  resultant 
Impact  will  be  minor,  but  long-term.  (NB-EIA,  pages  3.1. 1-5-6)." 

The  proposed  project  would  not  impair  the  potential  of  a  stream  for 
designation  as  a  wild  or  scenic  river. 

Page  V-1170,  Lines  4  to  5,  8  to  9,  12  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"For  the  established  parks,  future  planning  will  have  to  consider 
restrictions  or  limintations  of  use  within  the  right-of-way." 

"During  the  construction  phase,  the  pipeline  corridor  will  be  closed 
which  may  block  access  to  other  parts  of  the  recreation  area." 

"Planning  and  land  use  changes  will  occur  throughout  the  parks  during 
construction,  but  these  impacts  will  generally  be  severe  and  short-term  In 
that  they  will  last  no  more  than  two  seasons." 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  the  presence  of  the  proposed  route  will  not 
impair  most  recreational  and  aesthetic  uses  except  during  the  actual  constru¬ 
ction  (NB-EIA,  page  3. 1.1-6).  Pipeline  construction  from  clearing  to  restor¬ 
ation  will  take  3  to  4  weeks  In  any  one  locality  (NB-EIA,  Volume  1).  The 
Impact  will  be  limited  to  the  right-of-way  and  its  immediate  environs  and 
will  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  on  the  park's  utilization.  Prior 
to  construction,  Northern  Border  will  consult  with  park  and  recreation  area 
management  to  obtain  the  necessary  permits  and  finalize  the  routing  through 
the  area.  Northern  Border  and  park  management  will  develop  plans  to 
provide  temporary  access  where  necessary  during  construction  operations. 

The  impacts  on  parks  will  be  localized,  being  limited  in  spatial  extent 
and  time. 
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3. 1.3. 11. B  Transportation  Facilities 

Page  V-1171,  Line  8  to  Page  V-1172,  Line  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  impacts  of  the  proposed  construction  on  major  roads  are  dis¬ 
cussed.  Settlement  of  roads,  interruption  of  local  traffic  during 
construction,  the  possible  closinn  of  roads  resulting  in  detours  and  out 
of  the  way  travel,  and  possible  traffic  accidents  resulting  from  the 
above  were  discussed. 

NB  Comment: 

Pipeline  crossings  of  major  roads  are  routinely  handled.  Construction 
procedures  for  these  crossings  have  been  developed  from  many  years  of 
experience.  The  boring  techniques  Included  in  construction  specifications 
will  eliminate  voids  from  around  the  casing  which  could  lead  to  settling 
of  the  roadway. 

No  detours  of  traffic  are  planned  or  contemplated.  All  permit  re¬ 
quirements,  including  traffic  control  regulations,  will  be  met  by  the 
construction  contractor. 

Page  V-1172,  Line  12  to  Page  V-1174,  Line  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  section  discusses  the  impact  on  non-freeway  roads.  It  is  stated 
that  where  the  pipeline  is  bored  under  non- freeway  roads,  the  impacts 
would  be  similar  to  those  resulting  from  crosslnq  major  roads.  However, 
because  crossing  roadways  with  the  open  trench  method  of  construction 
requires  the  use  of  detours,  accidents  are  more  likely.  The  travel 
time  added  by  the  use  of  alternate  routes  would  be  inconvenient  and 
could  be  critical  to  the  success  of  efforts  requiring  emergency  vehicles. 
Roadway  restoration  would  also  interrupt  traffic. 

The  section  states  that  the  use  of  roads  in  construction  areas  will 
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create  a  great  amount  of  traffic,  much  of  which  will  carry  heavy  or  over¬ 
sized  loads.  The  additional  use  and  heavy  loads  will  cause  considerable 
damage  to  some  roads  requiring  maintenance,  repair  and  resurfacing.  Low 
load  bridges  may  be  damaged  or  require  upgrading  before  use. 

NB  Coirment: 

Pipeline  crossing  of  non-freeway  roads  are  routinely  handled.  Con¬ 
struction  procedures  for  these  crossings  have  been  developed  from  many 
years  of  experience.  State  and/or  local  permits  are  required  for 
making  these  crossings  as  stated  in  the  NB-EIA.  These  permits  provide 
for,  among  other  things,  traffic  control  during  the  construction  operations. 
Detours  will  not  be  required,  however,  local  officials  are  notified  in 
advance  of  construction  in  order  that  they  may  plan  for  emergency  vehicle 
routes. 

It  is  anticipated  that  roads  used  for  transporting  heavy  loads  will 
be  capable  of  such,  therefore,  any  damage  to  these  roads  is  not  expected 
to  be  above  normal  wear  and  tear  levels.  As  stated  in  the  response  to 
FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (4)  of  December  12,  1974,  all  large  truck  movements 
will  be  carefully  planned,  routed,  and  controlled  to  cause  the  least 
possible  traffic  problems.  The  construction  schedule  avoids  construction 
during  the  spring  thaw  period,  thereby  avoiding  the  time  of  the  year  when 
damage  to  roads  is  most  likely  to  occur. 

Where  required,  overload  permits  will  be  obtained  from  the  appropriate 
regulatory  agency.  Typically,  these  permits  require  the  restoration  of 
the  road  surface  to  the  standards  of  the  regulatory  agency  in  the  event 
of  damage. 

Where  low-load  bridges  are  encountered,  they  will  be  modified  to 
carry  heavy  equipment  where  no  other  altenatives  are  available  as  discussed 
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In  the  Response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (39),  dated  December  12,  1974. 
Alternatives  include  existing  bridges  designed  for  heavier  loads;  temporary 
Bailey  or  portable  floating  bridges;  fords;  and  temporary  flumes,  culverts 
or  combinations  thereof.  Any  structural  modifications  made  on  existing 
bridges  will  be  done  In  concert  with  the  appropriate  government  agencies 
to  ensure  structural  integrity  and  the  compliance  with  any  codes  or  other 
requi rements. 

For  these  reasons,  the  impacts  on  non-freeway  roads  will  be  minor 
and  short-term,  as  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA. 

Page  V-1174,  Lines  6  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

If  there  were  a  collapse  of  railroad  tracks  crossed  by  the  proposed 
route,  it  would  probably  happen  while  a  train  was  traveling  over  the 
crossing  and  would  in  all  likelihood  be  catastrophic. 

NB  Consent: 

Pipeline  crossings  of  railroad  tracks  are  routinely  handled.  Con¬ 
struction  procedures  for  these  crossings  have  been  developed  from  many 
years  of  experience.  Ths  boring  techniques  Included  in  construction 
specifications  will  eliminate  voids  from  around  the  casing  which  could 
lead  to  settling  of  the  railroad  tracks. 

Page  V-1174,  Lines  14  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  only  impact  on  air  travel  would  relate  to  the  presence  of  con¬ 
struction  equipment  in  the  landing  and  takeoff  areas.  With  reasonable 
safety  precautions,  no  transportation  impact  is  anticipated." 

MB  Comment: 

The  statement  Implies  that  the  pipeline  will  cross  airport  landing 
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and  takeoff  areas.  No  airport  areas  will  be  traversed  by  the  pipeline 
and  construction  equipment  will  not  be  in  any  landing  or  takeoff  areas. 

There  will  be  no  impact  on  airports. 

Page  V-1174,  Line  18  to  Page  V-1175,  Line  10;  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Impacts  on  navigable  streams  are  presented. 

NB  Comment: 

The  larger  rivers  along  the  proposed  route  accommodate  commercial 
barge  traffic.  There  may  be  periodic  interruptions  of  this  traffic  during 
those  times  when  the  drag  sections  of  the  pipeline  are  being  installed 
and  during  some  stages  of  the  dredging  operation.  These  interruptions 
are  not  expected  to  be  longer  than  a  few  hours  (ref.  NB-EIA,  Vol .  4, 

Section  3. 1.2-8,  page  3.1.2-110,  lines  3  to  9).  A  description  of  impacts 
resulting  from  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  navigational 
waters  of  each  of  the  10  states  is  presented  in  Section  3.1.2.B-1,  lines 
1  to  10. 

The  general  conclusion  is  that  this  impact  will  be  minor  and  short-term 
in  nature. 

Page  V-1175,  Lines  15  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  is  quite  improbable,  but  possible,  that  should  the  pipeline 
develop  a  large  leak  under  the  river  crossing,  a  passing  boat  could  ignite 
the  escaping  natural  gas  and  cause  loss  of  life  as  well  as  property  damage." 
NB  Comment: 

No  accidents  such  as  that  described  in  the  D0I  statement  have  been 
recorded  in  pipeline  accident  reports.  Any  escaping  gas  bubbling  through 
water  would  be  buoyant  In  air  when  reaching  the  surface  because  of  the 
heat  transferred  from  the  water  during  the  turbulent  mixing.  This  would 
cause  rapid  dissipation  of  the  gas  making  the  accumulation  of  any  significant 
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pockets  of  flammable  gas  unlikely.  The  postulation  is  unfounded  and 
should  be  deleted  from  the  DEIS. 

Page  V-1175.  Lines  21  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  only  long  range  impact  which  could  be  anticipated  would  relate 
to  damage  and  inconvenience  caused  by  construction  related  failures  which 
may  not  show  up  fcr  several  years." 

NB  Comment: 

The  pipeline  will  be  designed,  constructed,  tested,  operated  and 
maintained  in  accordance  with  49  CFR  192. 

Page  V-1176,  Lines  4  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Problems  with  maintenance  would  be  avoided  if  a  procedure  were 
adopted  to  place  the  pipeline  in  a  sleeve  under,  at  least,  all  major  road 
and  railroad  facilities." 

NB  Comment: 

This  statement  is  unsubstantiated  and  should  be  deleted. 

3. 1.3. 11.  C  Transmission  Facilities 

Page  V-1176,  Lines  9  and  10,  15  and  16,  and  18  to  21;  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"These  facilities  can  suffer  damage  if  good,  safe  construction 
practices  are  not  followed." 

"Damage  to  certain  types  Of  lines  can  cause  property  damage,  pollution 
and  death." 

"However,  equipment  can  damage  poles  or  towers  and  can  cause  damages 
if  they  come  in  contact  with  the  overhead  lines.  Contact  with  powerlines 
can  cause  damage  to  equipment,  injury  or  death  of  workmen  and  disruption 
of  service  to  customers." 

NB  Comnent: 

This  section  implies  that  the  contractor  will  be  negligent  where 
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transmission  facilities  are  encountered. 

As  stated  In  the  NB-EIA,  the  contractor  will  meet  all  OSHA  standards. 
All  underground  facilities  will  be  located  and  marked  prior  to  grading 
and  trenching.  He  will  use  good,  safe  construction  procedures  at  all  times , 
Including  those  when  transmission  facilities  are  encountered,  as  explained 
In  the  NB-EIA.  He  will  take  all  reasonable  precautions  to  ensure  that 
services  supplied  by  the  transmission  facilities  will  not  be  Interrupted, 
as  directed  by  the  construction  specifications. 

3. 1.3. 11.  E  Expected  and  Potential  Trends 

Page  V-1177,  Lines  14  to  26,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  trends  in  planning  are  clearly  towards  formal  land  use  planning 
at  all  levels  of  government.  At  the  present  time,  most  authority  rests 
with  local  governments,  who  frequently  lack  the  capabilities  to  maintain 
a  comprehensive  land  use  planning  program.  In  future  years,  effectiveness 
of  land  use  planning  can  be  expected  to  greatly  Increase.  The  presence 
of  this  pipeline  Is  just  one  factor  that,  along  with  growing  population 
and  resulting  human  use  of  land,  will  lead  to  closer  control  of  land. 

For  example,  physical  areas  of  cities  will  expand.  In  certain  Instances, 
such  as  Waterloo,  Iowa,  the  pipeline  will  become  a  barrier  to  urban 
construction.  The  pipeline  presence  will  either  result  in  a  blunting 
of  city  expansion,  or  urban  construction  and  growth  will  leapfrog  the 
pipeline  leaving  a  green  belt  along  the  right-of-way." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DOI-DEIS  statements  generalize  on  what  might  be  a  singular  case. 
The  DOI-DEIS  also  speaks  of  effective  land  use  patterns  but  Implies 
impacts  usually  associated  with  ineffective  land  use  planning.  Nor  does 
the  DOI-DEIS  statement  recognize  the  fact  that  existing  and  future  land  use 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 

3. 1.3. 11. E  (Cont.) 

patterns  of  the  counties,  states  and  study  area  and  their  relationship 
to  the  proposed  pipeline  were  evaluated  during  the  planning  and  routing 
of  the  route. 

The  overall  route  Is  compatible  with  existing  and  proposed  land  use 
features.  A  buried  gas  line  Is  compatible  with  all  land  uses  except  that 
structures  cannot  be  built  over  it. 

The  land  traversed  by  the  pipeline  is  minor  when  compared  to  the 
total  land  use  base  of  the  study  area  that  has  potential  for  urban 
developement.  Also,  many  of  the  rural  and  urban  areas  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  pipeline  are  not  expected  to  expand  beyond  their  existing  boundaries, 
and  because  of  the  availability  of  land  adjacent  to  their  boundaries 
and  the  distance  of  the  proposed  route  from  them,  it  Is  anticipated  that 
those  that  do  expand  beyond  their  boundaries  will  not  encroach  upon  the 
pipeline. (Ref.  NB-EIA,  Vol .  4,  Section  3.1.1). 

Specifically,  In  the  Waterloo,  Iowa  area,  expansion  is  anticipated 
to  occur  within  or  adjacent  to  the  existing  corporate  limits  of  Waterloo. 
However,  the  close  proximity  of  the  airport  to  the  urban  area  will 
encourage  development  in  the  intervening  rural  area.  This  development, 
as  projected  by  the  Waterloo  Metropolitan  Planning  Cormission ,  would  not 
be  affected  by  the  proposed  project. (Ref .  NB-EIA,  Vol.  4,  Section  3.1.1-A, 
page  3.1.1-29,  lines  14  to  29).  Based  on  the  above,  it  is  anticipated 
that  the  project  would  have  no  effect  on  future  development  in  the  Waterloo, 
Iowa  area. 

The  statement  that  local  governments  lack  the  capabilities  to  main¬ 
tain  a  comprehensive  land  use  planning  program  is  unfounded  and  should  be 
deleted  from  the  DEIS. 
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3.1.3.12  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  (Pages  V-1178  to  V-1185) 

3. 1.3. 12. A  Archaeology 

Page  V-1178,  Lines  3  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  states  that  In  order  to  determine  impact,  recorded  sites 
"that  appear  to  be  directly  in  the  path  of  the  construction  corridor" , 
were  evaluated. 

NB  Cornnent: 

The  quoted  phrase  is  misleading  in  two  ways.  From  existing  data  and 
records,  it  is  impossible  to  state  that  a  site  is  definitely  "in  the  path" 
of  the  proposed  right-of-way.  NB-EIA  impact  section  3.1.1. -C  discussed 
those  known  sites  which  are  potentially  within  the  right-of-way.  The  use 
of  the  term  "construction  corridor"  Is  a  vague  term  used  in  the  DEIS  and 
Is  assumed  to  mean  the  100  foot  construction  right-of-way . 


Page  V-1178,  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  the  DEIS,  the  term  "near  misses"  is  used. 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  is  not  explicit  In  their  meaning  here.  NB  considered  all 
known  sites  which  are  potentially  within  the  proposed  right-of-way.  The 
NB-EIA  provides  in  depth  detail  on  sites  and  indicates  that  the  route 
was  specifically  designed  to  route  around  identified  sites.  It  also  pro¬ 
vides  for  field  alignment  to  avoid  sites  during  survey. 

Page  V-1178,  Lines  9  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  discusses  areas  containing  artifacts  near  a  site. 

NB  Comment: 

This  statement  is  misleading.  The  boundaries  of  a  site  are  defined 
by  the  distribution  of  artifacts;  therefore,  if  an  area  contains  signifi¬ 
cant  artifacts,  it  is  either  a  part  of  a  site  or  a  site  in  itself,  based 
on  Its  own  merits. 
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Page  V-1178.  Lines  11  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  15  sites  are  "directly  threatened"  by  construe- 
tion.  I 
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NB  Comment: 

Sites  Included  in  the  NB-EIA  discussion  were  those  whose  locations 
could  be  established  within  an  area  of  40  acres  and  may  or  may  not  be 
within  the  proposed  right-of-way.  They  are  not  "directly  threatened". 

As  stated  In  the  NB-EIA,  Section  3.1.1-C,  Page  3.1.1-109,  third  paragraph 
first  sentence,  significant  recorded  sites  will  be  avoided.  Also  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (13),  of  November  22,  1974,  Northern  Bor¬ 
der  stated  that  "wherever  possible,  sites  identified  before  construction 
will  be  avoided." 

Page  V-1179,  Line  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DEIS  uses  the  phrase  "likely  to  be  severely  impacted"  in  describ¬ 
ing  sites. 

NB  Corment: 

The  NB-EIA,  Page  3.1.1-110  states  that  there  exists  a  potential  for 
major  impact.  However,  this  potential  impact  will  be  mitigated  by  avoid¬ 
ing  sites  as  stated  In  the  NB-EIA,  Section  3.1.1-C,  Page  3.1.1-109,  third 
paragraph,  first  sentence  and  in  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (13), 
of  November  22,  1974. 

Page  V-1179,  Line  23  to  Page  V-lieO,  Line  1,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  major  concern  regarding  the  North  Cannon¬ 
ball  site  Is  that  its  extent  Is  unknown.  In  addition.  It  stated  "Be¬ 
cause  of  the  similar  characteristics  of  the  Missouri  River  bluff  in  the 
vicinity  of  this  site,  It  Is  safe  to  assume  that  both  the  site  and  as¬ 
sociated  remains  nearby  will  be  impacted." 

NB  Comment: 

The  extent  of  this  site  Is  no  more  important  than  it  is  for  any  site 
which  may  be  near  the  proposed  route.  Size  is  an  important  factor  be¬ 
cause  the  location  is  usually  only  known  to  within  forty  acres  and  since 
most  sites  are  smaller  than  that  In  extent.  It  will  be  possible  for  the 
proposed  right-of-way  to  cross  the  area  without  hitting  the  site.  This 
site  was  discussed  In  the  NB-EIA  on  Page  2.5.1-20,  In  the  first  full 
paragraph,  and  again  In  the  NB-EIA  on  Page  3.1.1-110,  third  paragraph. 
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first  sentence.  It  Is  possible  that  this  site  may  be  under  water  by 
the  creation  of  the  Oahe  Reservoir.  The  misuse  of  "site  and  remains" 
is  discussed  above  on  Page  V-1178,  lines  9  to  11.  This  assumption  Is 
Incorrect.  The  NB-EIA  states  that  identified  sites  will  be  avoided. 
See  the  response  to  Page  V-1178,  lines  11  to  13  for  further  clarifi¬ 
cation. 


zt>s 


Page  V-1180,  Line  21  to  Page  V-1181.  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  discusses  two  flint  quarries  In  North  Dakota  that  are  very 
close  to  the  proposed  route,  and  included  them  in  the  potentially  less 
severe  impact  group.  DEIS  states  the  sites  have  potential  significance, 
then  says  that  they  are  part  of  a  group  of  sites  "that  is  undoubtedly" 
qualified  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places." 

The  DEIS  says  that  although  the  proposed  route  avoids  the  two  sites,  it 
may  affect  scattered  artifacts  In  the  area. 

NB  Comment: 

These  two  quarry  sites  were  included  in  the  potentially  less  severe 
inpact  group  and  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA  on  Pages  3.1.1-111  and  3.1.1-112. 
The  DEIS  appears  to  be  contradictory  by  the  implications  that  this  Is  a 
very  significant  area.  Perhaps  this  area  does  qualify  as  a  district  for 
inclusion  6n  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  but  there  is  no 
supporting  documentation  to  substantiate  this  claim.  As  stated  earlier, 
Northern  Border  will  avoid  sites  of  known  significance.  (See  response 
to  Page  V-1178,  lines  11-13). 
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Page  V-1183,  Line  19  to  Page  V-1184,  Line  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal  is  part  of  the  Illinois  State  Park 
System.  The  crossing  point  of  the  canal  is  at  the  point  where  the  pipeline 
crosses  the  Illinois  River.  Two  other  state  parks  will  be  crossed  here  as 
well  as  important  wildlife,  archeological  and  aesthetic  areas.  There  is  no 
doubt  that  the  crossing  of  the  pipeline  in  this  area  will  cause  severe 
damage  on  all  of  these  areas.  The  impact  on  the  canal  will  depend  on 
whether  the  pipe  will  be  burrowed  under  the  canal  or  whether  an  open  cut 
technique  will  be  used.  It  is  possible  that  the  crossing  can  be  made  with 
only  minor  damage  to  the  canal  itself.  Some  trees  will  be  cut  within  the 
state  park  resulting  in  aesthetic  impact.  No  locks  will  be  damaged  by  the 
construction  or  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  route.  This  fact  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  significantly  lessen  the  impact  upon  the  canal." 

NB  Comment: 

In  1973,  the  problem  of  crossing  the  canal  in  this  area  was  discussed 
with  the  Illinois  Historic  Sites  survey.  They  indicated  that  boring  would 
be  preferrable  but  did  not  indicate  any  significant  reservations  about 
the  pipe  crossing  the  canal,  since  it  is  not  near  a  lock;  nor  did  they 
mention  that  it  was  being  considered  for  inclusion  in  a  state  park.  THE  DEIS 
assumes  "severe  damage"  without  presenting  data  to  substantiate  the  state¬ 
ment.  Since  this  section  deals  with  impact  on  historic  sites,  mention  of 
other  resources  seems  out-of-place.  As  to  the  impact  on  the  canal,  the  DEIS 
properly  concludes  that  the  impact  may  not  be  very  great.  Either  boring  or 
open  cutting  will  leave  the  canal  structurally  sound.  The  present  condition 
of  the  canal,  and  the  problems  associated  with  crossing  it,  are  specifically 
addressed  in  the  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (14)  of  November  22,  1974. 
The  Chicago,  Rock  Island,  and  Pacific  Railroad  right-of-way  is  adjacent  to 
the  canal  at  the  proposed  pipeline  crossing,  and  the  tree  belt  is  very  narrow 
at  this  point.  Therefore,  the  aesthetic  impact  should  not  be  as  great  as  the 
DEIS  implies. 

Page  V-1184,  Lines  7  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

A  section  of  the  Miami  and  Erie  canal  is  in  the  National  Register, 
but  other  areas  have  not  been  nominated.  The  aesthetic  and  recreational 
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Page  V-1182,  Lines  10  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  proposed  route  crossed  one  site  eligible  for  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  did  not  identify  the  site  that  is  pooposed  as  eligible  for  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

Page  V-1182,  Lines  15  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

It  is  stated  that  log  buildings,  with  siding,  may  be  along  the  pro¬ 
posed  route. 

NB  Conment: 

Since  Northern  Border  has  stated  that  no  standing  structures  will  be 
affected  by  construction,  this  paragraph  has  no  significance. 

Page  V-1183,  Lines  9  to  11 ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"All  of  the  remaining  segments  [  of  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal]  are 
considered  eligible  for  historic  landmark  designation." 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  contact  with  the  Illinois  Historic  Sites  Survey  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  section  of  the  canal  crossed  by  the  proposed  route  was  not 
a  sensitive  or  critical  area. 

Page  V-1183,  Lines  12  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  discussion  of  the  Fort  Bouis  site  separates  artifacts  from  the 
site,  implying  that  while  the  pipeline  may  miss  the  site,  it  may  hit 
significant  artifacts. 

NB  Conment: 

A  site  is  defind  by  the  distribution  of  artifacts,  and  if  there  are 
historic  items  near  Fort  Bouis,  they  will  be  considered  part  of  the  fort 
site.  Since  there  are  no  structural  remains,  this  site  will  be  treated  in 
the  same  manner  as  a  significant  prehistoric  archaeological  site,  and  will 
be  avoided  during  the  final  right-of-way  survey  as  stated  In  the  NB-EIA, 
page  3.1.1-109  and  in  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (13)  of  November  22, 
1974. 
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potentials  of  the  canal  are  mentioned,  and  the  Impact  Is  compared  to  that 
on  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal. 

NB  Conment: 

There  is  a  road  on  either  side  of  the  Miami  and  Erie  Canal  at  the  pro¬ 
posed  pipeline  crossing  and  only  a  few  scattered  trees  on  one  bank.  Based 
upon  these  conditions,  it  can  hardly  be  considered  one  of  the  most  scenic 
areas  and  the  aesthetic  impact  will  be  minimal.  In  the  next  to  last  sen¬ 
tence,  the  DEIS  states  that  the  impact  will  be  minor  if  the  proper  procedures 
are  followed.  If  possible,  the  pipeline  will  be  bored  under  the  canal 
leaving  it  structurally  intact.  A  more  complete  discussion  of  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  crossing  the  canal  is  included  in  the  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question 
No.  (14)  of  November  22,  1974. 
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3.1.3.13  RECREATION  AND  AESTHETIC  RESOURCES 

3. 1.3. 13. A  Recreation 

Page  V-1186,  Lines  8  to  26,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"To  illustrate  the  significance  of  the  Wabash,  the  following  recom¬ 
mendation  is  part  of  the  Indiana  State  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation 
Plan's  study  entitled  Indiana  Natural ,  Scenic  and  Recreation  Streams 
System: 

The  entire  length  of  the  Wabash  River  should  be  given  high 
priority  study.  This  vital  Hoosier  River  represents  a 
tremendous  recreational  potential  and  important  dimension 
in  the  proposed  system.  A  preliminary  study  of  the  335 
miles  downstream  from  Delphi  suggest  that  the  segment  could 
be  classified  as  a  Scenic  Stream.  Despite  a  heavy  silt  load, 
the  river  has  high  natural  values  with  few  modifications  of 
the  waterway  and  only  scattered  urban  areas.  The  margins 
are  remarkably  natural.  The  dam  at  Huntington  is  the  only 
manmade  impoundment  along  the  entire  length.  The  Wabash 
River  is  a  stream  of  international  renown  and  could  be  one 
of  the  state's  prime  recreational  attractions.  Recreation 
ranging  from  a  few  hours  to  monthlong  floating  expeditions 
make  this  a  place  for  nature-oriented  recreation  unequaled 
in  the  Midwest,  if  protected  in  its  free  flowing  condition.” 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  statement  gives  the  impression  that  the  proposed  route  will 
be  crossing  a  high  quality  natural  recreation  area.  This  impression  is 
unsubstantiated;  the  part  of  the  river  to  which  this  refers  (south  of 
Delphi)  is  well  over  50  miles  below  the  proposed  Wabash  River  crossing. 
Upstream  of  Delphi,  the  watershed  of  the  Wabash  is  more  urbanized  and 
several  communities  including  Wabash,  Peru,  and  Huntington,  are  located 
on  its  banks. 

The  proposed  crossing  is  through  cropland  about  midway  between  Peru 
(pop.  14,139)  and  Wabash  (pop.  13,379)  and  since  restoration  and  screen 
plantings  could  shield  the  right-of-way  from  view  from  the  river,  It  is 
not  anticipated  that  it  will  affect  the  long-term  recreational  use  of 
this  stretch  of  the  river. 
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Page  V-1187,  Lines  18  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  recreation  area  is  primarily  used  for  walking  and  hunting  which 
will  have  to  end  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  area  until  the  construction 
phase  is  complete  and  revegetation  occurs.  The  cutting  of  the  principal 
access  route  to  the  north  of  the  main  area  will  limit  visitation  to  the 
recreation  area." 

NB  Corment: 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA  and  in  the  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No. 
(15)  of  November  22,  1974,  the  final  alignment  of  the  proposed  route  will 
be  decided  after  consulting  with  park  management.  Any  necessary  permits 
will  be  obtained.  The  construction  phase  from  initial  clearing  of  the 
right-of-way  to  restoration  and  clean  up  will  last  a  maximum  of  3  to  4 
weeks  In  any  one  area,  and  Northern  Border  will  consult  with  park  manage¬ 
ment  to  provide  temporary  access  as  necessary  If  access  routes  are  dis¬ 
turbed  during  the  construction  phase. 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  the  proposed  route  was  selected  to  minimize 
distances  through  wooded  floodplains.  The  construction  will  disturb  about 
1.4  acres  of  closed  canopy  hardwood  forests  in  this  park.  About  0.6  acres 
will  be  maintained  as  permanent  right-of-way  while  the  remaining  0.8  acres 
will  be  allowed  to  revegetate  fully.  There  are  218  acres  in  the  park. 

The  primary  recreational  uses  of  the  park  are  walking  and  hunting. 
Although  the  construction  may  tend  to  limit  these  activities  temporarily, 
once  construction  is  completed  the  operation  of  the  proposed  project  will 
have  no  long-range  impacts  upon  these  uses. 

Page  V-1190,  Lines  5  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  pipeline  is  proposed  to  cut  through  2,500  feet  of  closed  canopy 
hardwood  forest  [in  the  Big  Bend  State  Conservation  Area]  causing  severe 
aesthetic  damage  to  the  park.  The  construction  phase  of  the  project  may 
result  in  either  closing  the  park  entirely  until  work  Is  complete  or  se¬ 
verely  reducing  recreation  activity  especially  hunting  during  that  period." 
NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  assertion  of  "severe  aesthetic  damage  to  the  park"  is  unsub¬ 
stantiated. 
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As  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA,  the  proposed  route  was  selected  to 
minimize  distances  through  public  lands  and  wooded  areas.  Where  it  was 
necessary  to  traverse  such  areas  an  effort  was  made  to  cross  them  at  the 
narrowest  possible  point.  Construction  of  the  proposed  route  will  dis¬ 
turb  about  5.7  acres  of  woodlands.  There  are  1188  acres  in  the  con¬ 
servation  area. 

Prior  to  construction  the  management  of  the  area  will  be  consulted 
and  all  necessary  permits  will  be  obtained. 

While  the  aesthetic  damage  to  the  park  may  be  considered  to  be 
severe  during  the  3  to  4  weeks  during  which  construction  will  take  place, 
after  restoration  the  right-of-way  will  once  again  blend  with  the  sur¬ 
rounding  area.  After  consulting  with  the  area's  management.  Northern 
Border  will  provide  temporary  access  to  users  of  the  area  if  access  routes 
are  temporarily  disturbed,  and  the  trench  will  only  be  open  for  a  few 
days  so  that  people  will  be  able  to  walk  across  the  construction  area 
once  cleanup  is  complete.  Construction  will  not  require  closing  the 
park,  and  given  the  large  acreage  of  the  park  and  short  construction 
period,  impacts  on  recreation  activity  will  be  minor. 

Page  V-1190,  Line  18  to  Page  V-1191,  Line  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Aesthetic  damage  to  the  park  [in  the  Starved  Rock  State  Nature 
Preserve]  will  be  severe.  A  4000  foot  long  corridor  of  high  quality 
bottomland  and  upland  forest  will  be  cut.  Almost  all  of  it  is  closed 
canopy  hardwood  forest.  There  will  also  be  topographic  impact  on  the 
face  of  the  bluff.  This  is  a  steep  and  picturesque  area  that  cannot  be 
totally  restored. 

Human  activity  within  the  park  during  the  construction  phase  will 
be  reduced  because  of  the  noise  and  activity  involved.  Also  the  park 
will  be  essentially  cut  in  half  during  this  period  which  is  expected  to 
restrict  some  recreation  activity.  The  construction  will  also  result  in 
reduced  wildlife  observation  at  least  temporarily.  In  total,  this  park, 
which  depends  on  mature  forest,  picturesque  bluff,  and  wildlife,  for 
its  popularity  will  have  all  three  features  badly  damaged.  The  visitation 
of  the  park  was  over  600,000  in  1973.  This  can  be  expected  to  drop  during 
the  year  of  construction  by  an  estimated  200,000  visits." 
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NB  Comnent: 

The  DEIS  estimate  of  the  decline  in  visitation  is  unsubstantiated. 

As  shown  in  the  NB-EIA,  a  deviation  around  this  area  was  evaluated 
(Volume,  4,  Table  4-1,  Page  4-8.  area  number  41).  However,  the 
deviation  added  significantly  to  the  length  of  the  proposed  route  and  the 
proposed  route  was  selected  to  pass  through  an  area  between  the  nature 
preserve  and  the  park  which  has  since  been  acquired  by  the  State.  The 
final  alignment  will  be  determined  in  consultation  with  the  park  manage¬ 
ment. 

The  construction  activities  at  the  very  maximum  would  affect  about 
9  acres  of  wooded  lands.  The  total  area  of  the  park  is  2524  acres. 
Although  the  aesthetic  impacts  will  be  long  term  through  wooded  areas, 
the  right-of-way  will  be  revegetated  to  blend  with  surrounding  areas. 

The  amount  of  land  affected  is  small  relative  to  the  large  acreage  of 
the  park  and  normal  recreational  activities  could  easily  take  place  in 
areas  not  effected  by  the  construction.  Furthermore,  the  land  connecting 
the  park  and  preserve  has  only  been  acquired  within  the  past  year  and  it 
is  very  doubtful  that  trails,  etc.,  have  been  fully  developed  or  that  its 
availability  is  a  significant  factor  affecting  the  annual  visitation  rate. 
The  open  space  corridor  which  would  result  from  the  construction  operation 
would  have  potential  for  multiple  use,  as  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA  (Volume 
4,  Pages  3. 1.1-5  and  3.1.1-61. 

Since  only  a  small  part  of  the  park  will  be  affected  by  construction, 
and  the  forests  will  attenuate  construction  noise  well,  it  is  doubtful 
that  the  impact  will  extend  beyond  the  immediate  construction  zone  or  that 
it  will  have  a  significant  effect  on  visitation. 

Page  V-1191,  Lines  17  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Unless  access  to  the  [Mattiessen  State]  park  will  be  hindered  by 
the  construction,  it  is  unlikely  that  visitation  to  the  park  will  be 
reduced." 

NB  Comnent: 

Northern  Border  will  consult  with  park  management  to  maintain  public 
access  to  the  park  during  construction. 
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Page  V-1192,  Line  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  state  has  several  test  plots  established"  in  the  Delaware  Reser¬ 
voir  State  Park  in  central  Ohio. 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  will  consult  with  the  park  management  to  establish 
the  alignment  so  as  to  avoid  test  plots. 

Page  V-1193,  Lines  1  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Lake  Clendening's  boundaries  will  not  be  crossed  by  the  pipeline 
but  a  semi-public  area  adjacent  will  experience  severe  impact.  The 
reservoir  is  owned  by  the  Muskingum  Watershed  Conservancy.  The  area  to 
the  south  of  the  lake's  boundary  is  owned  by  the  Boy  Scouts  of  America. 
Their  land  is  mostly  wooded  and  much  of  it  was  stripped  years  ago  for 
coal.  The  scouts  maintain  the  area  as  a  natural  area  and  as  a  result 
have  been  granted  access  and  use  of  Lake  Clendening  by  the  Conservancy. 
Clendening  itself  will  have  its  southern  access  limited  for  a  period  of 
time  during  construction.  The  scouts  will  have  their  access  to  the  Lake 
cut  and  the  corridor  cut  through  the  trees  will  cause  aesthetic  damage. 

The  extent  of  scout  facilities  in  the  corridor  is  not  known  but  it  is 
expected  some  trails  will  be  cut  and  some  camping  areas  may  be  destroyed." 

NB  Corment: 

The  impacts  to  scout  facilities  suggested  by  the  DEIS  statement  are 
unsubstantiated. 

While  some  aesthetic  impact  on  the  Boy  Scout  property  can  be  expected. 
Northern  Border  will  provide  temporary  access,  and  any  trail  or  camping 
areas  disturbed  will  be  restored  after  the  3  to  4  week  construction  period. 
The  scouts  may  be  able  to  use  the  restored  right-of-way  to  their  advantage 
for  wildlife  and  bird  observation  or  trails  as  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA 
(Volume  4,  Pages  3. 1.1-5  and  3. 1.1-6). 

The  impact  on  this  semi-public  area  could  therefore  be  better  cate¬ 
gorized  as  minor  and  short-term. 
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Page  V-1194,  Lines  3  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Other  than  aesthetic  impact,  the  construction  operation  will  physi¬ 
cally  divide  the  [Mingo  Creek]  park,  damage  some  sites  and  cause  a  general 
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disturbance  that  will  make  the  park  much  less  desirable  as  a  place  to  get 
away  from  the  city.  Most  of  these  impacts  will  last  one  season  although 
restoration  can  be  expected  to  continue  through  a  second  season.  Visita¬ 
tion  at  the  park  can  be  expected  to  experience  at  least  a  decline  during 
the  construction.  Should  this  step  be  needed,  the  600,000  visits  would 
either  be  diverted  to  other  areas  or  not  occur  at  all." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impact  on  Mingo  Creek  Park  is  overstated  in  the  DEIS  quote.  In 
particular,  the  estimate  of  the  decline  in  visitation  is  unsubstantiated, 
ed. 

Although  the  corridor  may  not  be  able  to  be  completely  hidden  from 
view,  the  right-of-way  can  be  landscaped  to  blend  with  surrounding  areas. 

The  park  management  will  be  consulted  prior  to  construction  to  avoid 
damaging  facilities,  and  to  insure  that  normal  park  activities  continue 
with  a  minimum  of  interruption.  Therefore,  some  degree  of  aesthetic 
impact  can  be  expected  and  visitation  may  decline  somewhat  during  the  3 
to  4  week  construction  period  resulting  in  a  minor,  short-term  impact. 


Page  V-1194,  Lines  15  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  major  attraction  at  Round  Hill  [Regional  Park]  is  a  working 
demonstration  farm.  The  pipeline  route  crosses  the  farm,  and  while 
having  only  a  season  or  two  impact  on  aesthetics  at  the  farm,  the  dis¬ 
ruption  will  greatly  impair  the  activities  in  this  part  of  the  park  for 
the  construction  period.  If  the  farm  is  able  to  remain  open  to  the  public 
during  pipeline  construction,  activities  and  visitation  can  be  expected 
to  drop  drastically,  perhaps  by  as  much  as  200,000  visits." 

NB  Comment: 
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The  DEIS  estimate  of  the  decline  in  visitation  is  unsubstantiated, 
and  the  above  statement  exaggerated. 

As  shown  in  the  aerial  mosaics  (A-98)  the  proposed  route  crosses 
only  about  1/2  mile  of  the  eastern  end  of  this  large  (963  acre)  park 
entirely  within  an  existing  right-of-way.  The  construction  operation 
will  be  complete  within  3  to  4  weeks  and  Northern  Border  will  consult 
with  the  park  management  to  assure  continued  operation  of  the  park.  Any 
drop  in  visitation  would  be  a  fraction  of  the  estimate  in  the  DEIS.  The  impact 
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could  better  be  categorized  as  minor  and  short-term,  as  Indicated  In  the 
NB-EIA,  Page  3. 1.1-7. 

Page  V-1195,  Line  11  to  Page  1196,  Line  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"River  crossings  will  be  critical  on  the  Little  Missouri,  Wapsl- 
plnicon,  Rock,  Wabash  and  Muskingum  which  are  all  streams  that  have  signi¬ 
ficant  scenic  qualities  and  have  either  been  designated  recreation  water¬ 
ways  or  are  being  considered  for  such  a  designation.  Erosion,  inability 
to  restore  steep  bluffs  and  the  necessity  to  maintain  an  open  corridor 
through  forested  areas  will  be  the  major  impacts.  Present  recreation 
use  will  need  to  stop  during  construction  but  will  return  to  original 
levels  after  construction  is  completed.  The  Little  Missouri  and  the 
Wapsipinicon  Rivers  both  have  such  outstanding  natural  qualities  that 
they  may  be  made  part  of  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  System.  The 
pipeline  will  damage  that  possibility,  especially  at  the  Little  Missouri 
crossing  in  North  Dakota  where  badland  topography  will  be  permanently 
scarred.  Another  river,  the  Wabash,  in  Indiana  is  a  candidate  for  a 
state  recreation  river  system.  Serious  damage  is  expected  at  the  cross¬ 
ing  near  Peru  because  of  the  presence  of  the  highly  erodible  Miami  silt 
loam  terrace  and  the  Crosby  silt  loam.  To  complicate  this  crossing 
problem,  exposed  bedrock  will  be  encountered  on  the  southeast  bluff. 

These  impacts  plus  the  cutting  and  maintaining  an  open  corridor  will  harm 
the  chances  of  this  river,  in  this  vicinity,  to  be  added  to  the  Indiana 
system  of  rivers." 

NB  Comment: 

The  presence  of  the  proposed  route  will  not  affect  the  potential  of 
any  rivers  for  inclusion  in  such  systems  (Personal  Communication,  Bureau  of 
Outdoor  Recreation).  Additionally,  where  necessary,  feathering  of  the 
right-of-way  and  screen  plantings  may  be  used  to  blend  the  crossing  with 
the  surrounding  area,  as  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA  and  the  response  to 
FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (19)  of  December  12,  1974. 

No  serious  damage  is  expected  at  the  Wabash  River  crossing.  Since 
all  erosion  control  measures  dictated  by  permit  requirements  will  be  ful¬ 
filled,  and  special  construction  procedures  may  be  used  where  erosion  po¬ 
tential  is  high,  as  discussed  in  the  NB-EIA  and  the  response  to  FPC/D0I 
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Question  No.  (38)  of  December  12,  1974,  the  impact  will  be  minor  and 
short-term. 
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3. 1.3. 13. B  Aesthetics 

Page  V-1196,  Lines  12  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Aesthetically,  the  most  serious  Impacts  will  be  the  long  term  effects 
such  as  long,  straight  cuts  through  timber  stands,  many  of  which  will  occur 
at  stream  crossings." 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  the  NB-EIA  and  again  in  the  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question 
No.  (19)  dated  December  12,  1974,  tunnel  views  will  be  avoided  by  modifying 
the  alignment  to  restrict  the  length  of  view  of  the  observer  and  by  slant¬ 
ing  shrubbery  to  shield  the  right-of-way  from  view.  Both  techniques  will 
provide  the  viewer  with  the  appearance  of  an  undisturbed  environment. 

Page  V-1197,  Lines  8  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"There  is  no  doubt  the  pipeline  will  make  the  possibility  (of  in¬ 
cluding  much  of  the  badlands  along  the  Little  Missouri  as  part  of  the 
national  system  of  scenic  and  wild  rivers;  less  likely  to  happen  by  re- 
ducing  the  aesthetic  quality  of  the  river  and  its  valley." 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  is  incorrect  since  special  landscaping  techniques  such 
as  feathering  the  right-of-way,  and/or  screen  plantings  will  help  to 
blend  the  right-of-way  with  the  surrounding  areas.  According  to  the 
Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation,  the  proposed  route  would  not  impair  any 
river's  potential  for  inclusion  in  the  federal  wild  and  scenic  river 
system. 

Page  V-1197,  Lines  23  and  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Possum  Hollow  Run  in  Allegheny  County,  Pennsylvania  is  another  area 
that  has  a  unique  oak  forest  and  scenic  setting." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Possum  Hollow  Run  area  is  zoned  for  residential  development,  as 
stated  in  the  NB-EIA.  Although, in  recent  years,  several  other  areas  in  the 
town  have  been  acquired  for  public  use,  there  are  no  plans  for  acquiring 
the  Possum  Hollow  Run  area. 

Page  V-1198,  Lines  17  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  certain  areas,  such  as  Mingo  Creek  and  Round  Hill  Park,  recreation  I  ZB  2. 
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activity  may  not  be  able  to  continue  during  the  construction  period 
and  be  limited  after  construction  during  restoration  of  vegetation  and 
facilities  such  as  roads." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Round  Hill  Regional  Park  is  a  demonstration  farm  and  upon  com¬ 
pletion  of  construction,  the  right-of-way  may  be  returned  to  cultivation. 
The  proposed  route  uses  an  exlstinq  right-of-way  through  the  park.  How¬ 
ever,  as  stated  in  comments  made  to  Section  3. 1.3. 13. A,  the  contractor 
will  consult  with  the  management  of  these  two  parks  to  insure  continued 
operation  of  the  park  throughout  construction  and  restoration. 


1 


3-190 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  III  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACTS 


3.1.3.14  AIR  QUALITY  CHANGE  (Pages  V-1200  to  V-1231) 

3. 1.3. 14.  A  Increased  Air  Pollutants 

3. 1.3. 14.  A. 1  Gaseous  Air  Pollutants  from  Permanent  Installations 


Page  V-1200,  Lines  10  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI  describes  the  fate  of  the  natural  gas  released  from  a  pipe¬ 
line  failure. 

NB  Comment: 
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The  conclusion  In  the  DEIS  is  that  a  mass  of  cold  methane  having  neg¬ 
ative  buoyancy  would  engulf  the  discharge  area  after  pipeline  rupture  is 
refuted  in  response  to  the  DOI-DEIS  subsection  3.1.3.16. 


Page  V-1202,  Lines  13  to  23.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  their  reasons  for  using  nitrogen  oxides  as  a  criterion 
for  assessing  the  air  pollution  impact  of  the  compressor  stations. 


NB  Comment: 

The  reasons  Included  in  the  DEIS  are  not  totally  correct  and  are  mis¬ 
leading.  While  the  effect  of  all  pollutants  emitted  from  the  compressor 
stations  was  evaluated  in  the  NB-EIA  Nitrogen  Oxides  were  covered  in 
more  detail  because  they  are  the  only  pollutant  emitted  from  the  gas 
turbines  in  significant  quantities. 

Page  V-1203,  Lines  20  to  22.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  asserts  that  "stability  class  F  is  the  most  stable  and,  there¬ 
fore,  the  most  conducive  to  air  pollution." 


NB  Comment: 

Extremely  unstable  atmospheric  stability  can  produce  higher  maximum 
downwind  concentrations  than  can  stable  atmospheric  conditions.  For 
this  reason,  it  should  be  more  correctly  stated  that  stability  class  F 
is  the  least  conducive  to  plume  dispersion. 
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Page  V-1203,  Line  23  to  Page  V-1208,  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Short-term  downwind  concentrations  that  result  from  the  operation 
of  a  compressor  station  in  the  vicinity  of  Miles  City,  Montana,  were 
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calculated  from  formula  b  of  Figure  3.1.3.14-2.  These  concentrations 
were  estimated  at  500,  1,000  and  10,000  meter  downwind  distances  for 
stability  class  F  with  a  400  meter  mixing  height  and  for  stability 
class  D  with  a  1,400  meter  mixing  height. 


NB  Comment: 

Formula  b  of  Figure  3.1.3.14-2  can  only  be  used  to  predict  down¬ 
wind  ground-level  concentrations  at  some  minimum  distance  from  the 
source  which  is  a  function  of  both  stability  class  and  mixing  height. 

For  stability  class  F  with  a  400  meter  mixing  height,  formula  b  cannot 
be  applied  to  downwind  distances  of  less  than  1,500  miles,  while 
downwind  distances  in  excess  of  100  miles  must  be  reached  before  for¬ 
mula  b  can  be  utilized  for  stability  class  D  and  a  1,400  meter  mixing 
height.  The  incorrect  application  of  formula  b  to  500,  1,000  and 
10,000  meter  downwind  distances  resulted  in  an  extreme  overestimation 
in  the  DEIS  of  the  downwind  concentrations  at  the  specified  distances. 

The  maximum  ground-level  concentration  for  class  F  stability  would  be 
approximately  7  ug/m3  at  a  downwind  distance  of  15,000  meters  and  for 
class  D  stability  would  also  be  7  ug/m3  but  at  a  downwind  distance  of 
3,000  meters. 

Page  V-1204,  Figure  3.1.3.14-2,  Relation  (b),  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  presents  the  equation  for  short-term  downwind  concentrations 
at  a  distance  sufficient  to  ensure  uniform  vertical  mixing. 


2£< 


NB  Comment: 

It  should  be  correctly  stated  that  this  equation  applies  only  to 
downwind  concentrations  that  are  affected  by  the  presence  of  the  restricted 
mixing  layer  (Northern  Border  Project  Atmospheric  Environment  Study, 
pages  24  and  25). 

Page  V-1208,  Lines  3  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  presents  short-term  nitrogen  oxide  concentration*  "har. 
result  from  the  operation  of  the  compressor  station  gas  turtlr.e,. 

MB  Comnent: 

The  nitrogen  oxide  concentrations  presented  in  the  DEIS  represent  10  £ 
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minute  average  pollutant  levels  and  cannot  be  directly  compared  to  the 
existing  ambient  nitrogen  oxide  standards  encountered  along  the  pro¬ 
posed  route  which  are  based  on  either  one-hour  average,  24-hour  average, 
or  annual  average  values. 

Page  V-1208,  Lines  20  to  27,  D01-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  maximum  annual  average  nitrogen  oxide  concen¬ 
tration  at  ground  level  Is  0.6  micrograms  per  cubic  meter  in  Ohio. 

NB  Comment: 

This  concentration  in  Ohio  was  given  on  page  37  of  the  Northern 
Border  Atmospheric  Environment  Study  to  be  0.8  micrograms  per  cubic 
meter. 

3. 1.3. 14.  A. 2  Air  Pollution  of  Sensitive  Areas  due  to  Construction 
Operations 

Page  V-1217,  Lines  15  to  21,D0I-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  gives  the  petroleum  fuel  to  be  expended  in  construction  at 
each  of  the  river  crossings. 

NB  Corment: 

The  amounts  of  diesel  fuel  and  gasoline  have  been  revised  downward. 

The  revised  estimates  are  presented  in  response  to  Section  7.1.3 
of  DOI-DEIS. 

Page  V-1217,  Line  22  to  Page  V-1218,  line  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  presents  the  conditions  that  were  assumed  for  the  analysis. 

Two  of  the  assumptions  are  construction,  during  a  24-hour  day,  and  a 
maximum  fuel  consumption,  rated  at  four  times  the  average. 

NB  Conner. t: 

Except  for  dredging,  river  crossing  construction  will  take  place 
for  10  hours  of  the  total  daytime  period.  Dredging  is  expected  to 
continue  24-hours  per  day.  The  major  portions  of  the  construction 
emissions  will,  therefore,  only  affect  downwind  receptors,  approxi¬ 
mately  10  hours  per  day. 

Calculating  emission  rates  based  on  a  maximum  fuel  consumption 
rate  four  times  the  average  Is  incorrect.  The  "average"  fuel  con¬ 
sumption  rate  specified  in  the  DEIS  is  actually  the  maximum  fuel  consumption 
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rate  that  occurs  when  the  equipment  is  operated  at  Its  maximum  horse¬ 
power.  Since  emission  rates  are  directly  proportional  to  fuel  con¬ 
sumption,  the  emission  rates  calculated  In  the  DEIS  are  higher  than  the 
actual  maximum  emission  rates  by  a  factor  of  four. 

The  maximum  hourly  fuel  consumption  rates  at  any  of  the  five 
river  crossings  are  estimated  to  be:  136  gallons  of  diesel  fuel  and 
16  gallons  of  gasoline.  These  levels  of  fuel  consumption  would  only 
occur  during  the  10-hour  work  day.  Fuel  consumption  during  the  remain¬ 
ing  14  hours  of  the  day  would  be  reduced  to  20  gallons  of  diesel  fuel 
per  hour. 

Page  V-1218,  Lines  4  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  presents  nitrogen  oxide  concentrations  that  result  from  the 
river  crossing  construction. 

NB  Comment: 

The  emission  rates  utilized  in  the  DEIS  should  be  modified  as  mentioned 
In  the  previous  response.  The  air  quality  values  presented  in  the  DEIS 
are  at  least  4  times  higher  than  the  actual  values  which  would  result  from 
the  construction  activity  due  to  the  use  of  incorrect  maximum  fuel 
consumption  rates.  The  concentrations  given  also  correspond  to  a  10-minute 
averaging  period  and  cannot  be  directly  compared  to  the  standards. 

Page  V-1218,  Lines  17  to  20.D0I-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  presents  calculated  values  of  peak  nitrogen  oxide  concentrations 
at  the  Mississippi,  Ohio,  and  Monongahela  River  crossings  and  states 
that  they  exceed  the  National  Air  Quality  Standards. 

NB  Comment: 

Estimated  nitrogen  oxide  concentrations  at  the  Mississippi,  Ohio, 
and  Monongahela  River  crossings  were  based  on  emission  rates  that  are 
at  least  four  times  greater  than  what  will  actually  occur. 

Correcting  these  values  for  the  four  fold  difference  in  the  maximum 
fuel  consumption  rates  results  in  the  following  downwind  concentrations. 
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River  Crossings 

Concentration  1/2  Mile 
Downwind  of  Source 

Concentration  1  Mile 
Downwind  of  Source 

Mississippi 

4850  ug/m^ 

1570  ug/m^ 

Muskingum 

700 

225 

Ohio 

2830 

1221 

Monongahela 

2525 

1090 

Youghiogheny 

808 

348 

These  values  are  based  on  a  10-minute  average  condition  and  cannot 
be  compared  to  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards.  These 
concentrations  were  computed  for  stability  class  F  conditions,  which 
can  occur  only  from  one-hour  before  sunset  to  one-hour  after  sunrise. 

As  a  result,  this  meteorological  condition  would  only  occur  for  approxi¬ 
mately  one  hour  during  the  day,  and  lower  concentrations  would  be 
produced  during  the  remainder  of  the  nine-hour  construction  period.  The 
emission  rates  at  other  times  during  the  construction  day  would  not 
be  at  the  maximum  level  during  the  entire  construction  day.  Therefore, 
the  resulting  ambient  nitrogen  oxide  levels  will  be  significantly 
lower  than  the  maximum  ten-minute  average.  Using  the  power  law  rela¬ 
tion,  concentration  of  4850  ug/rn^  would  be  equivalent  to  3,580  ug/nf*, 
maximum  one-hour  average,  2,970  ug/m^  maximum  3-hour  average,  and 
2,085  ug/m  maximum  24-hour  average.  The  24-hour  average  would  be 
further  reduced  since  the  majority  of  the  fuel  consumption  will  occur 
over  a  10-hour  period. 

3. 1.3. 14. A. 3  A  r  Pollution  of  Non-Sensitive  Areas  by  Construction 
Operations 

Page  V-1218.  Line  24  to  Page  V-1219,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DfIS  estimates  of  the  total  fuel  consumption  along  the  pro- 
'i  route  and  the  resulting  emissions  of  nitrogen  oxides,  carbon 
monoxide,  . i*u»*  oxides  and  hydrocarbons. 

NB  Comment : 

The  fud  consumption  figures  have  been  identified.  As  a  result, 
construction  o'  the  proposed  pipeline  will  consume  6.7  million  gallons 
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of  gasoline  and  1.8  million  gallons  of  diesel  fuel. 

Page  V-1219,  Lines  3  to  15, DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  describes  the  assumption  used  to  determine  the  impact  of  the 
specified  construction.  Two  of  the  assumptions  are  10  construction 
vehicles  operating  at  a  single  point  with  100  bhp  each,  and  a  24-hour 
operating  day.  Resulting  downwind  concentrations  are  estimated. 

NB  Comment: 

The  work  day  during  construction  will  be  10-hours  in  length  and 
construction  emissions  will  affect  downwind  receptors  only  10  hours 
of  the  day.  The  predicted  levels  assume  all  the  construction  vehicles 
would  be  located  at  one  point,  which  is  unlikely,  and  are  based  on  a 
ten  minute  averaging  period  which  cannot  be  compared  to  the  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards.  The  maximum  concentration  calculated 
by  D0I  of  125  ug/m^  is  equivalent  to  a  maximum  one-hour  nitrogen  oxides 
level  of  92  ug/m^  and  a  maximum  24-hour  nitrogen  oxides  level  of  54  ug/m'*. 
These  concentrations  are  well  below  the  short-term  standards  specified  by 
the  State  of  North  and  South  Dakota  given  in  Figure  3.1.3.14-3  on  Page 
V-1222  of  the  DOI-DEIS. 

Page  V-1220,  Lines  21  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  "Several  states  through  which  the  route  passes 
require  pipeline  construction  operations  to  be  located  at  least  one  mile 
away  from  highways  and  airports." 

NB  Comment: 

This  statement  is  unsubstantiated.  Contact  with  public  officials 
in  both  state  and  federal  agencies  governing  pipeline  construction  and 
operation  indicate  that  no  such  requirements  exist. 

(3. 1.3. 14. B  Mi crometeoro logical  Changes  -  No  Comment) 

3. 1.3. 14.  C  Impacts  of  Air  Quality  Changes  on  Humans,  Animals,  and 
Plants 

Page  V-1223,  Lines  12  to  Page  V-1224,  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  dispersion  estimates  indicate  the  nitrogen  oxide  concentra¬ 
tions  may  be  created  that  are  dangerous  to  hunan  health"  at  the  river 
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crossings  and  along  the  proposed  route  when  the  construction  equipment 
Is  concentrated,  and  presents  data  relating  to  the  physiological  effect 
of  nitrogen  oxides  on  human  health. 


3. 1.3. 14. C  (Cont.) 

species,  only  CO  Is  estimated  to  exceed  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  at  any  time  during  construction"  at  three  of  the  "sensitive 
areas"  discussed  previously. 


NB  Comment: 


NB  Comnent: 


It  has  not  been  shown  that  the  nitrogen  oxides  concentrations  that 
result  from  construction  at  the  river  crossings  or  along  the  proposed 
route  exceed  the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standard,  which  was  designed 
to  protect  human  health  and  welfare  or  exceed  levels  which  will  result 
in  physiological  damage  to  humans.  The  National  Standards  are  set  for  an 
annual  average  time  period  with  no  short-term  standard  being  promulgated 
for  nitrogen  oxides.  As  was  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  page  3. 2. 4-8, 
the  data  on  health  effects  in  the  air  quality  criteria  document  indicated 
that  short-term  standards  were  not  required  for  nitrogen  oxides. 

The  DEIS  further  presents  conflicting  evidence  regarding  the  con¬ 
centrations  of  nitrogen  oxides  which  will  result  in  physiological  damage 
to  humans.  In  one  instance,  it  is  stated  that  the  physiological  danger 
level  of  extended  periods  is  500  mg/m'*  and  in  a  subsequent  statement,  the 

DEIS  asserts  that  the  lowest  long-term  nitrogen  oxide  concentration  that 

3  3 

may  have  produced  physiological  damage  was  about  100  mg/m  or  100,000  mg/m 
which  is  significantly  higher  than  the  previously  reported  concentrations. 

The  DEIS  states  further  that  even  in  the  presence  of  100  mg/m3  for  long 
periods  of  time,  reported  symptoms  vanished  when  the  subjects  reentered 
fresh  air.  The  source  of  500  mg/m3  level  was  not  documented  in  the  D0I-DEIS. 
They  also  presented  data  which  states  that  exposure  of  subjects  to  con¬ 
centrations  up  to  5640  ug/m3  on  a  repeated  basis  for  2  to  3  hours  per 
exposure  did  not  result  in  significant  changes  in  respiratory  or  cardiac 
functions,  even  in  subjects  with  pulmonary  disease. 

The  maximum  predicted  one  and  three  hour  concentrations  at  the 
3  3  3 

critical  river  crossings  are  3580  ug/m  and  2970  ug/m  and  92  ug/m  and 
76.5  ug/m3  for  construction  activities  along  the  right-of-way.  These 
concentrations  are  significantly  below  the  5640  ug/m3  levels  reported 
by  D0I  which  did  not  result  in  physiological  damage. 

Page  V-1224,  Lines  3  to  7,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

On  Page  V-1224,  the  DEIS  asserts  that  "Among  the  other  air  pollutant 


Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  were  calculated  based  on  emission 
rates  roughly  four  times  greater  than  what  will  actually  occur.  Use 
of  the  correct  emission  rate  yields  a  carbon  monoxide  concentration  well 
within  the  specified  limits. 

Page  V-1227,  Lines  11  to  13,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  1975  equipment  specifications  do  not  meet  the 
South  Dakota  nitrogen  oxides  standard,  "and  further  combustion  controls 
will  be  required." 

NB  Comment: 

Control  technology  to  meet  the  South  Dakota  standard  is  presently 
available  as  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  Page  3. 2. 4-4.  The  control  would  be 
accomplished  through  the  use  of  steam  or  water  injection.  However,  by 
1977,  one  gas  turbine  manufacturer  has  stated  that  a  cormercial  ly  avail¬ 
able  unit  will  be  available  that  will  meet  the  emission  standard  without 
the  use  of  injection  (dry  control). 

Page  V-1227,  Line  23  to  Page  V-1229,  Line  2,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  "Emissions  from  excavation  sites  along  the  route 
are  not  expected  to  have  significant  adverse  effects  unless  concentra¬ 
tions  of  construction  equipment  are  unusually  heavy.  At  the  sensitive 
river  crossings,  however,  procedures  will  have  to  be  adopted  in  order 
to  prevent  buildings  of  pollutants  to  excessive  levels." 

NB  Comment: 

Although  there  will  be  a  buildup  of  pollutants  during  construction 
at  the  sensitive  river  crossinqs  under  certain  meteorological  conditions, 
the  resulting  pollutant  levels  will  not  exceed  any  ambient  air  quality 
standard  or  reach  concentrations  that  produce  adverse  effects  in  humans, 
plants  or  animals;  such  mitigating  measures  are  not  required. 
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3.1.3.15  ENVIRONMENTAL  NOISE  AND  VIBRATION  (Pages  V-1232  to  V-1241) 

3. 1.3. 15. A  Construction  Phase 

Page  V-1232.  Lines  21  to  22,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  it  is  not  possible  to  assume  the  contractors'  trucks  will  be 
adequately  muffled." 

NB  Comment: 

All  contractors'  trucks  will  be  required  to  meet  the  local,  state, 
and  federal  noise  emission  standards,  as  stated  on  Page  4-23,  Volume  4, 
of  the  NB-EIA. 

Page  V-1233,  Figure  3.1.3.15-1;  and  Page  V-1234,  Lines  7  to  25,  DQI-DEIS 

Statement: 

The  figure  estimates  total  truck  mileage  required  for  all  construc¬ 
tion  within  each  state  along  the  proposed  route,  and  lists  "Communities 
Possibly  Impacted  by  Traffic"  and"Rural  Population  Impacted  (Per  Trip)" 
for  each  state. 

NB  Comment: 

The  communities  listed  are  those  "through  which  some  of  the  pipe 
hauling  equipment  may  pass"  (Line  4,  Page  V-1234);  and  the  implication 
of  a  possible  significant  impact  is  made.  However,  it  seems  unlikely 
that  the  noise  of  transitory  pipe-hauling  traffic  (estimated  at  no  more 
than  33  truckloads  per  day  in  any  one  state)  together  with  that  of  the 
existing  truck  traffic  would  produce  a  significant  noise  impact  by  any 
criterion. 

The  "rural  population  impacted"  is  also  estimated,  with  the  implied 
definition  of  noise  impact  being  a  "zone  of  audibl 1 ity. . .near  4000  feet 
to  either  side  of  the  road"  (Line  9,  Page  V-1234).  No  standards  or 
criteria  are  presented  by  which  the  audibility  of  intermittent  and  tem¬ 
porary  truck  noise  would  be  defined  as  a  significant  impact.  This  is 
stated  in  the  D0I-DEIS  (Lines  15  to  17,  Page  V-1234):  "Because  this 
impact  is  so  diffuse,  there  are  no  existing  noise  measures  that  permit 
quantitative  assessment  of  it." 

Page  V-1234,  Lines  20  to  22,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...to  average  over  the  entire  route,  about  10,000  people  will  be 
in  the  zone  of  audibility  for  each  round  trip  of  a  hauling  truck." 
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NB  Comment: 

The  number  of  people  that  would  be  exposed  to  noise  per  truck  trip 
was  obtained  by  averaging  over  the  entire  route.  This  is  too  generalized 
an  approach  and  could  not  provide  an  accurate  description  of  noise  im¬ 
pact.  The  population  distribution,  the  variation  in  terrain,  and  the 
proximity  of  road  and  stockpile  locations  to  the  right-of-way  must  be 
considered  as  a  minimum.  Furthermore  the  projection  of  10,000  people 
impacted  per  round  trip  of  a  truck  appears  to  be  an  extreme  overestimate, 
based  on  a  review  of  the  aerial  maps  in  Volume  7  of  the  NB-EIA. 

Page  V-1236,  Figure  3,1.3.15-2,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Construction  Equipment  Noise  Ranges" 

NB  Comment: 

The  data  shown  in  Figure  3.1.3.15-2  do  not  correspond  to  the  data 
included  in  the  EPA  document  (ref.  1).  The  same  data  were  used  as  the 
source  of  Figure  3. 4. 4-2  of  the  NB-EIA  (Page  3. 1.4-9).  The  ranges  of 
noise  level  emissions  given  for  trucks,  movable  cranes,  pumps,  and  saws 
differ  by  as  much  as  13  dB(A)  from  the  EPA  (and  NB-EIA)  values.  Appar¬ 
ently  ref.  2  data,  obtained  from  a  composite  of  building,  highway,  and 
airport  construction  sources  were  used  and  are  questionable  for  appli¬ 
cability  to  pipeline  construction. 

Page  V-1235,  Lines  1  to  25  and  Page  V-1237,  Lines  1  to  10,  DQI-DEIS 

Statement: 

Subsection  2,  "Right-of-Way  Construction",  summarizes  the  data 
and  computational  procedures  by  which  the  quantitative  projections  of 
"Construction  Noise  Impact"  (Figure  3.1.3.15-3,  Page  V-1238)  are  deter¬ 
mined.  Construction  site  noise  emissions,  said  to  be  based  on  data 
presented  in  reference  2  (which  is  of  limited  applicability  to  pipeline 
construction),  are  assumed  to  propagate  to  people  distributed  throughout 
four  contiguous  bands  of  land  on  either  side  of  the  right-of-way  at 

1.  Bolt  Beranek  &  Newman,  Inc.,  Noise  from  Construction  Equipment  and 
Operations,  Buildinq  Equipment,  and  Home  Appliances,  prepared  for 
EPA  31  December  197T,'  NTlftooTf 

2.  New  York  State  Department  of  Environmental  Conservation,  Construction 
Noise  Survey,  April  1974,  Report  NC-P2  (4/74) 
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distances  ranging  from  100  to  4000  feet.  The  population  densities  within 
these  land  areas,  said  to  be  determined  from  aerial  photographs,  appear  to 
be  overestimated.  The  construction  noise  imposed  upon  each  band  is 
characterized  by  a  range  of  ldn  values  (day-night  sound  levels  in  dB  (A)) 
and  its  impact  quantified  in  terms  of  the  numbers  of  people  annoyed, 

"highly  annoyed",  and  registering  complaints.  The  projections  of  human 
reaction  are  apparently  based  on  a  source  having  questionable  applicability 
to  construction  noise  impact  and  on  EPA  report  (reference  4)  which  com¬ 
bines  the  results  of  several  studies  of  human  reaction  to  aircraft  noise. 

NB  Comment: 

Projections  of  noise  impact  from  construction  of  the  right-of-way, 
presented  in  the  DO  I -DE IS  Figure  3.1.3.15-3,  Page  V-1238,  are  made  re¬ 
lative  to  the  EPA-recommended  criterion  of  Ldn  =  55  dB(A).  The  Ldn  = 

55  dB ( A )  environmental  noise  limit  for  protection  against  "activity 
interference"  is  recommended  in  the  EPA  "Levels  Document"  (reference  3, 
Table  4),  which  was  issued  in  March  1974,  two  months  prior  to  the  filing 
of  the  NB-EIA.  That  55  dB ( A)  limit  was  not  contained  in  the  EPA's  July 
1973  document  "Public  Health  and  Welfare  Criteria  for  Noise"  (reference  4), 
as  implied  by  its  designation  as  an  "EPA  goal"  on  Line  4  of  Page  V-1237 
of  the  DO I -DE I S  shortly  before  the  citation  of  reference  4  (reference  3  of 
the  DO I -DE IS)  which  does  not  identify  Ldn  =  55  dB(A)  as  an  environmental 
noise  level  goal. 

The  noise  impact  projections  are  based  on  two  sets  of  questionable 
data:  (1)  the  noise  source*  characteristics  which  are  obtained  from  a 
general  report  on  construction  noise  (reference  2)  not  specifically  oriented 


*  The  statement  that  "the  applicant  has  provided  no  details  on  equipment 
used  nor  details  on  sound  production"  (Page  V-1235  of  D0I-DEIS)  is  in- 

•  correct,  because  of  the  presence  in  the  NB-EIA  of  Figure  3. 1.4-2  and 
Tables  1-11  and  1-12. 

3.  EPA  Office  of  Noise  Abatement  &  Control,  Information  on  Levels  of  En¬ 
vironmental  Noise  Requisite  to  Protect  Public  Health  &  Welfare  with  an 
Adequate  Margin  of  Safety,  March  1974,  Report  550/9-74-004 

4.  - ,  Public  Health  &  Welfare  Criteria  for  Noise.  27  July 

1973,  Report  550/9-73-002 
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to  pipeline  construction;  and  (2)  unverified  estimates  of  population 
density  in  the  vicinity  of  the  right-of-way,  which  exceed  the  estimates 
in  the  NB-EIA.  The  assumptions  governing  the  noise  propagation  from  (1) 
to  (2)  are  unspecified  and  noise  impacts  are  then  projected  using  a 
questionable  methodology  based  primarily  on  community  reaction  to  air¬ 
craft  noise.  The  DEIS,  by  way  of  reference  to  an  EPA  report  (reference  4) 
relates  "percentage  of  highly  annoyed"  and  "percentage  of  complaints"  as 
functions  of  Ldp.  It  is  extremely  unlikely  that  community  response  to 
construction  noise,  which  occurs  primarily  during  daytime,  in  contrast 
to  aircraft  noise,  and  is  generally  recognized  as  a  temporary  phenomenon, 
would  be  as  unfavorable  as  that  projected  in  the  DO I -DE IS .  The  above- 
referenced  discussion  of  construction  noise  in  the  NB-EIA,  the  la^k  of 
calculations  notwithstanding,  is  thought  to  present  a  more  realistic 
projection  of  noise  impact. 

Page  V-1237,  Lines  2  to  7  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  states  that  40,000  people  will  be  within  the  range  of 
audibility  of  construction  noise,  and  projects  3,000  highly  annoyed 
people  and  300  complaints. 

NB  Comment: 

This  projection  appears  to  be  based  on  overestimates  of  the  duration 
of  noise  exposure.  Various  construction  operations  will  occur  inter¬ 
mittently  over  a  period  of  a  few  weeks  at  any  given  location  and  not  for 
the  total  period  of  construction  for  the  entire  pipeline.  The  welding 
operations,  which  produce  comparatively  low  noise  emission  levels,  will 
comprise  a  significant  proportion  of  the  total  construction  period. 

Page  V-1237,  Lines  12  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Compressor  stations  are  well  placed,  except  for  Station  14  which 
appears  to  have  a  seriously  noise  impacted  home  very  near  to  the  south¬ 
east." 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  the  pertinent  section  of  the  NB-EIA,  3.2.4-C.1.3,  South 
Dakota,  (Page  3.2.4-C-6)  "...  proposed  compressor  stations  will  be  located 
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to  preclude  or  mitigate  noise  impact  on  these  residences."  The  necessity 
of  using  the  minimization  of  noise  impact  as  one  criterion  to  be  used  in 
the  selection  of  an  optimum  site  is  discussed  in  the  response  to  Question 
25,  Docket  No.  CP74-290,  22  November  1974. 

Page  V-1237,  Lines  14  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  assumes  that  the  compressor  station  noise  emission 
spectra  will  be  designed  to  equal  the  octave  band  limits  set  by  the 
Illinois  Noise  Pollution  Control  Regulations,  and  states  that  "Stations 
25,  26,  and  27  in  Illinois  could  comply  with  that  law  between  600  and 
800  feet."  These  distances  are  stated  to  exceed  the  distances  "from  the 
compressor  exhausts  to  the  planned  property  boundary,  so  they  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  in  violation  if  unmodified."  Compliance  with  the  noise  law 
would  eliminate  potential  noise  impact  on  the  community  of  Walnut  from 
CS  25. 

NB  Comment: 

The  discussion  of  possible  noise  impacts  in  Illinois  is  incorrect  in 
that  it  assumes  a  compressor  station  noise  emission  spectrum  shape  similar 
to  that  prohibited  by  the  Illinois  noise  regulations.  From  this  the  DEIS 
induces  violation  of  the  regulations  based  on  the  corollary  assumptions 
of  (1)  20-acre  station  site  size  and  (2)  Class  A  (residential)  property 
very  close  to  the  site  boundary.  The  NB-EIA  in  no  way  suggests  that  this 
noise-impact-producing  combination  of  conditions  will  be  allowed  to  occur. 
In  addition,  there  is  no  likelihood  of  noise  impact  on  the  conmunity  of 
Walnut,  as  the  right-of-way  is  3000  feet  or  more  from  the  nearest  resi¬ 
dence  —  a  distance  which  allows  more  than  35  decibels  of  attenuation. 

Page  V-1237,  Line  25,  and  Page  V-1239,  Line  1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Noise  control  around  compressor  stations  by  use  of  tree  plantings 
is  valueless." 

NB  Comment: 

Numerous  measurements  of  the  noise  attenuation  attainable  from 
shelter  belts  of  trees  are  reported  in  reference  5.  Excess  attenuations  of 
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5.  Cook,  D.  I.  &  Van  Haverbeke,  D.  F  (July  1971),  Trees  and  Shrubs  for 
Noise  Abatement.  J.  S.  Forest  Service  Research  Bulletin  246 


noise  on  the  order  of  6  dB(A)  —  hardly  a  "valueless"  reduction  as  stated 
in  the  DOI-DEIS  —  are  shown  in  Fiqures  17  and  19  of  ref.  5  to  result 
from  a  shelter  belt  less  than  50  feet  thick.  Thus,  it  is  an  accepted 
fact  that  significant  noise  reduction  can  be  achieved  by  the  placement 
of  shelter  belts  long  enough  to  screen  noise-sensitive  areas  from  the 
noise  source,  e.g.,  by  encirclement. 

Page  V-1239,  Lines  4  and  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  refers  to  "constant  activity  of  construction". 

NB  Comment: 

The  construction  activity  is  transitory  because  the  construction 
operations  continually  move  forward  along  the  right-of-way.  Therefore, 
noise  emissions  resulting  from  the  complete  range  of  operations,  that  is 
from  clearing  the  right-of-way  through  the  cleanup,  will  impact  on  any 
location  in  the  vicinity  of  the  right-of-way  for  about  four  weeks.  The 
welding  operation  will  be  the  lengthiest  operation  but  have  the  lowest 
noise  levels. 
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Page  V-1239,  Lines  10  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  endangered  peregrine  falcon,  the  rare  prairie  falcon  and  other 
raptors  seem  to  find  only  very  limited  locations  for  nesting.  They  re¬ 
quire  isolation  and  inaccessibility.  Noise  during  the  nesting  period 
could  result  in  nest  abandonment  and  loss  of  reproduction.  This  can  be 
a  serious  impact  where  only  small  total  populations  are  left.  More  de¬ 
finitive  studies  would  be  needed  to  pinpoint  any  actual  raptor  nesting 
locations  within  the  zone  of  disturbance." 

NB  Comment: 

There  are  no  officially  designated  endangered  raptor  species  whose 
ranges  overlap  the  proposed  route.  While  the  location  of  nests  of  other 
raptors  are  not  specifically  known  to  be  near  the  right-of-way,  the 
possibility  exists  that  disturbance  to  some  breeding  raptors  may  accrue. 
However,  it  is  neither  possible  to  quantify  this  impact  nor  to  meaning¬ 
fully  define  "zone  of  disturbance."  The  studies  proposed  in  the  DEIS  would 
likely  cause  more  impact  upon  the  species  than  the  effects  resulting  from 
construction  of  the  pipeline. 
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Page  V-1239,  Lines  18  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Another  source  of  sound  Is  the  venting  of  high  pressure  gas  either 
from  the  compressor  station  or  by  a  break  in  the  line.  Both  would  cause 
severe  but  temporary  noise  Impact." 

NB  Conment: 

The  venting  of  gas  from  a  compressor  station  during  operational 
blowdowns  will  be  controlled  by  silencers  Installed  on  the  vents,  as 
discussed  In  Sections  3.2.4-C.l.l  through  .8  of  the  NB-EIA. 

3. 1.3. 15.  B  Operation  Phase 

Page  V-1240,  Line  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  range  of  audibility"  of  CS  noise  should  be  considered. 

NB  Corrcnent: 

The  DOI-DEIS  does  not  specify  the  standards  or  criteria  by  which 
audibility  of  outdoor  environmental  noise  in  residential  areas  is  defined 
as  a  noise  impact. 

Page  V-1240,  Lines  12  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  ambient  environmental  sound  levels  ...  at  each  potential  com¬ 
pressor  station  must  be  known." 

NB  Comment: 

The  ambient  sound  levels  measured  by  Northern  Border  at  four  differ¬ 
ent  locations  along  the  right-of-way  are  representative  of  the  four  types 
of  areas  traversed  by  the  proposed  pipeline.  Measurements  at  each  pro¬ 
posed  compressor  station  are  unnecessary  until  the  project  receives  FPC 
certification  and  the  land  acquisition  is  begun.  Ambient  sound  measure¬ 
ments  would  then  be  made  at  each  site  and  used  to  determine  the 
acceptability  of  the  site  relative  to  meeting  specified  criteria  for 
operation.  The  ambient  sound  spectra  presented  for  the  four  areas. 

Figures  2.4.4-16  through  -19  of  the  NB-EIA,  are  representative  of  the 
respective  areas,  and  are  therefore  reasonable  backgrounds  for  projections 
of  noise  impact. 
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3.1.3  IMPACTS  (Pages  V-1246  to  V-1255) 

3.1.3.16  Hazard  from  Pipe  Failure 

Page  V-1246,  Lines  5  and  6,  and  Line  12  to  Page  V-1247, 

DOI-DEIS  Statement 

The  statement  is  made  that  little  appears  in  the  literature  with 
regard  to  the  consequences  of  pipeline  rupture.  Six  cases  of  pipeline 
failures  are  cited  and  subsequent  "explosions"  are  referred  to  in  the 
description  of  the  accidents,  with  the  implication  being  that  the  uncon¬ 
fined  gas  emanating  from  the  broken  pipeline  undergoes  open  air 
detonation. 

NB  Comment: 

The  accidents  referred  to  in  the  DEIS  have  all  been  investigated  by  the 
National  Transportation  Safety  Board,  and  their  reports  on  these  and  all 
other  significant  pipeline  accidents  which  have  occurred  since  1969  are 
available.  The  "explosions"  referred  to  in  the  DEIS  were  all  the  result  of 
natural  gas  which  leaked  into  confined  structures  which  were  over  or 
directly  adjacent  to  the  ruptured  pipelines.  Detonation  of  unconfined 
natural  oas  has  never  been  reported,  and  laboratory  attempts  to  obtain 
such  detonation  were  unsuccessful. 

One  of  the  accidents  cited  by  the  DEIS  (NTSB  Report  PAR  73-4)  does  not 
deal  with  natural  gas,  and  the  results  are  not  relevant.  Two  recent 
ruptures  of  large  diameter,  high  pressure  natural  gas  pipelines  are 
described  in  NTSB  reports  PAR  75-1  and  PAR  75-2.  These  particular  acci¬ 
dents  in  high  pressure  gas  lines  are  most  relevant  to  the  Northern  Border 
case  but  were  not  Included  in  the  DEIS  discussion.  Neither  of  these  accidents 
resulted  in  fatalities  or  "explosions",  nor  did  they  result  in  the  sequence 
of  events  implied  for  such  accidents  by  the  DEIS. 

Page  V-1248,  Line  18  to  Page  V-1249,  Line  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI  Geotechnical  Evaluation  Reports  dated  March  15,  1975  calls 
for  additional  studies  to  assure  various  failure  modes  are  made  as  re¬ 
mote  as  possible.  Specifically,  It  discusses  "one  material  defect  in 
the  pipe  that  may  not  have  been  involved  in  previous  pipelines:  the 
possible  failure  of  APIX-70  steel  at  low  temperatures.  Preliminary 
calculations  suggest  that  a  small  flaw  could  precipitate  failure  over 
a  long  distance,  i.e.,  the  pipe  could  rip.  In  addition,  analysis  of 
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Page  v-1241.  Figure  3.1.3.15-4.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Compressor  Station  Noise  Impact" 

NB  Comment: 

Figure  3.1.3.15-4,  used  to  portray  Compressor  Station  Noise  Impact, 
is  incomplete.  Apparently  the  five  columns  of  the  figure  represent  con¬ 
tiguous  annular  zones  of  land  use  around  the  compressor  stations.  There 
are  no  sources  listed  for  establishing  population  data  used  in  the  table. 
The  population  data  do  not  agree  with  the  data  supplied  in  the  NB-EIA. 

The  methodology  used  to  obtain  quantitative  projections  of  annoyance 
and  complaints  is  unspecified.  The  projections  of  population  distribution 
and  noise  level  ranges  within  the  concentric  zones  surrounding  the  com¬ 
pressor  stations  appear  to  be  too  Inaccurate  to  allow  meaningful  predic- 
tions  of  human  response. 
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pipeline  temperatures  during  initial  winter  operation  indicates  that 
the  frost  line  in  northern  segments  could  be  depressed  well  below  the 
pipeline  and  could  cause  frost  heave  stresses  on  the  pipeline." 

NB  Corrment: 

Northern  Border  Intends  to  utilize  API  5LX65  line  pipe  in  accordance 
with  all  requirements  of  Federal  Safety  Standard  for  gas  lines  49CFR192. 

The  NB-EIA,  Section  2.4.1 -B  discusses  the  maximum  frost  penetration  along  the 
proposed  pipeline  route.  The  areas  where  frost  depths  exceed  pipe  bottom  depth 
are  in  eastern  Montana,  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota  and  a  portion  of  Minnesota. 
Northern  Border's  Environmental  Impact  Assessment,  Section  2.4.1-B  discusses 
the  maximum  frost  penetration  along  the  proposed  pipeline.  The  areas  where 
frost  depth  might  exceed  pipe  bottom  depth  are  in  the  western  end  of  the  system. 
This  maximum  frost  depth,  when  reached,  will  only  extend  approximately  three 
inches  below  the  bottom  of  the  pipe.  In  such  an  event,  such  temporary  frost 
invasion  below  pipe  depth  would  not  cause  any  measureable  movement  of  the  line. 

Page  V-1249,  Lines  1  to  5,  and  10  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

It  is  stated  that  the  frost  line  in  northern  segments  of  the 
pipeline  could  be  depressed  well  below  the  pipe  due  to  pipeline 
operating  temperatures. 

NB  Comment: 

The  effect  of  frost  action  on  the  proposed  pipeline  was  discussed 
in  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (11)  of  November  27,  1974.  As  stated 
in  that  response  three  basic  conditions  must  exist  in  order  to  produce 
frost  action: 

"(1)  Freezing  temperatures  must  exist  as  shown  in 
Figure  2. 4. 1-6  of  the  NB-EIA.  A  freezing 
temperature  at  the  bottom  of  the  pipe  would 
only  be  present  in  the  most  extreme  conditions 
and  this  would  be  combated  by  the  temperature 
of  the  pipe  if  the  flowing  gas  were  above  32°F, 
as  it  will  be  throughout  most  of  the  pipeline. 
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(2)  The  pipe  must  be  laid  in  a  frost  susceptible 
soil.  In  seasonal  freezing  the  worst  soils 
are  silts. 

(3)  Frost  action  is  caused  by  Ice  lensing  which 
requires  a  source  of  water,  free  to  move 
toward  the  frost  line. 

If  It  were  to  be  assumed  that  all  these  conditions  could  occur  at 
the  same  time  and  place,  there  would  still  be  no  possibility  of  damage  as 
a  result  of  frost  action  as  it  would  require  a  considerable  thickness  of 
frost  below  the  pipe  to  cause  measurable  movement  of  the  pipe.  Any  move¬ 
ment  of  the  pipe  would  not  be  locally  restricted,  but  would  be  spread 
over  a  considerable  length  of  the  pipeline." 

Page  V-1249.  Lines  5  to  10,  and  15  to  17,  DPI -DEIS  Statement: 

It  is  stated  that  above  freezing  temperatures  in  the  pipeline 
would  lead  to  snow  cover  melting  with  resultant  channeling  of  runoff 
and  erosion. 

NB  Conment: 

During  operation  of  the  system,  the  temperature  of  the  gas  leaving 
the  compressor  stations  will  be  above  the  normal  ground  temperature. 
Depending  on  ambient  temperatures  and  snow  covers,  this  may  keep  the 
ground  unfrozen  during  the  winter  and  melt  the  snow  above  the  line  for 
some  short  distance  from  the  compressor  station  until  the  temperature 
of  the  gas  and  ground  more  nearly  equalize.  This  differential  is  re¬ 
cognized  in  the  design  of  the  station  piping,  and  practical  problems 
are  minimal . 

Snow  cover  melting  along  the  right-of-way  with  a  resultant  channel¬ 
ing  of  runoff  is  not  a  practical  problem  in  temperate  climates.  No  such 
problems  are  manifest  along  the  many  existing  pipelines  in  the  northern 
parts  of  the  contiguous  United  States. 

Page  V-1249.  Line  25  to  Page  V-1250.  Line  5.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Those  increasing  physiological  stresses  of  modern  society  are 
beginning  to  become  evident  in  attacks  on  public  services  ...  Since 
it  is  virtually  impossible  to  protect  a  pipeline  from  sabotage,  it  is 
vital  that  damage  minimization  schemes  be  thoroughly  explored." 
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Although  the  adiabatic  expansion  of  the  gas  as  it  drops  from  line  pres¬ 
sure  to  atmospheric  pressure  will  decrease  the  temperature  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  nozzle  to  that  of  a  supercooled  gas,  its  velocity  would 
be  supersonic,  and  its  atmospheric  environment  would  be  highly  turbulent. 

The  gas  would  be  warmed  through  the  formation  of  shock  waves  and  lose  \ 

its  momentum  through  friction  with  entrained  air  molecules.  Further  ! 

warming  would  result  from  the  mixing  of  the  cool  gas  with  the  warmer 
ambient  air.  The  result  is  that  as  gas  reaches  its  maximum  distance 
from  the  rupture  where  its  initial  velocity  is  dissipated  it  will  have 
positive  bouyancy  and  continue  to  dissipate  through  atmospheric  dis¬ 
persion.  In  conclusion,  it  can  be  stated  that  there  will  be  no  cold 
gas  cloud  of  nearly  one-half  mile  diameter. 

Two  high  pressure  30  inch  natural  gas  pipeline  ruptures  are  reported 
upon  in  NTSB  reports  PAR  75-1  (March  2,  1974)  and  PAR  75-2  (June  9,  1974). 

Because  of  operating  pressures  the  gas  escaped  at  supersonic  speeds,  was 
ignited  immediately,  burned  until  valve  closure  was  affected,  and  the  fire  caused 
damage  in  an  area  of  about  400  by  700  feet  long.  Gas  loss  in  one  case 
exceeded  53  million  cubic  feet.  No  loss  of  life  occurred  because  of  the 
absence  of  people  within  the  damage  area. 
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Page  V-1250,  Line  25  to  Page  V-1252,  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  20-inch  hole  would  discharge  about  570  pounds  of  gas  per  second 
which  is  about  25  percent  of  the  design  flow  rate  of  the  pipe.  Because 
the  exhaust  flow  {from  a  break}  would  be  supersonic,  there  would  be  no 
way  for  the  upstream  compressor  to  sense  this  loss  {estimated  570  pounds 
of  gas  per  second  from  a  20-inch  hole}  except  through  short-term  trans¬ 
ient  waves.  The  downstream  compressor,  however,  would  sense  the  flow 
diversion  as  a  pressure  increase  to  its  inlet  (less  friction  loss)  ..." 


NB  Comment: 

A  theoretical  pipeline  leak  has  been  presented  here  (a  20-inch 
hole)  and  then  the  conclusion  has  been  drawn  that  there  would  be  no  way 
to  sense  this  condition  except  through  short  term  transient  waves.  This 
is  not  correct.  A  loss  of  gas  equivalent  to  25%  of  pipeline  flow  would 
be  sufficient  to  actuate  the  rate  of  pressure  drop  sensors  on  adjacent 
block  valves,  automatically  closing  them  and  isolating  the  damaged 
area.  A  sustained  loss  of  gas  of  this  magnitude  would  have  a  discern- 
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NB  Comment: 

Buried  pipelines  offer  considerably  more  protection  from  sabotage 
than  overhead  electrical  facilities  mainly  because  they  are  hidden  from 
public  view.  There  will  be  comparatively  few  locations  where  above 
ground  facilities  will  be  vulnerable  and  these  will  usually  be  fenced 
and  screened  from  public  view. 

To  further  minimize  damage,  transmission  pipelines  are  inspected  at 
regular  Intervals  by  aerial  patrol  and  by  pipeline  crews  engaged  In  routine 
operating  and  maintenance  activities.  Operators  of  transmission  pipelines 
also  encourage  the  cooperation  of  the  landowners  on  whose  properties  the  pipe¬ 
line  and  related  facilities  are  installed  in  reporting  unauthorized  persons 
or  unusual  activity  around  pipeline  facilities. 

The  operation  and  maintenance  plans  will  Include  plans  for  rapid  mobi¬ 
lization  of  the  company  pipeline  crews,  heavy  equipment,  replacement  pipe 
and  tools  as  well  as  contractor  personnel  and  equipment  available  for 
hire  to  help  In  repair  of  damage. 

Further,  the  automatic  mainline  self-actuating  block  valves  will  close  to 
minimize  losses  in  the  event  of  sabotage  resulting  In  rupture  of  the  pipeline. 

Page  V-1250,  Line  16  to  Page  V-1253,  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

In  discussing  the  possible  hazards  from  pipeline  failure,  it  is 
stated  that  the  escaped  gas  "...  would  achieve  a  temperature  of  less 
than  -300°F"  and  that  the  "gas  would  be  over  three  times  heavier  than 
air".  "Because  the  density  is  so  much  greater  than  air  there  would 
be  a  negative  buoyancy  effect,  similar  to  a  water  fountain."  It  is 
then  stated  that  the  estimated  160  million  cubic  feet  of  gas  that 
would  be  released  from  a  rupture  of  a  line  equipped  with  automatic 
shutdown  valves  would  form  a  cold  gas  cloud  of  nearly  1/2  mile  in 
diameter. 

NB  Comment: 

The  "water  fountain"  effect  and  the  layering  of  a  cold  gas  cloud 
around  the  ruptured  pipeline  as  described  by  the  DEIS  would  not  and  has 
not  occurred  because  the  practical  physical  mechanics  governing  the 
venting  of  high  pressure  gas  into  the  atmosphere  include  a  number  of  heat 
transfer  and  mixing  processes  not  accounted  for  in  the  DEIS  description. 
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able  effect  on  pipeline  operating  conditions.  The  increased  flow  re¬ 
quired  to  feed  a  hole  of  this  size  would  be  impossible  to  sustain  and 
would  result  in  a  loss  of  discharge  pressure  at  the  upstream  station  and 
as  a  decrease  of  suction  pressure  at  the  downstream  stations. 

Page  V-1252.  Lines  4  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  is  made,  "The  downstream  compressor  ...  would  sense 
...  as  a  pressure  increase  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

This  should  read,  "pressure  decrease." 

Page  V-1252,  Lines  23  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  the  valves  are  hand  operated  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

All  mainline  block  valves  will  be  automatically  self-actuated. 

Page  V-1253,  Lines  12  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  asphyxiation  of  wildlife  in  the  event  of  a  pipeline  rupture 
is  discussed. 

NB  Comnent: 

The  asphyxiation  of  wildlife  by  natural  gas  released  by  a  ruptured 
pipeline  is  an  extremely  unlikely  phenomenon  since  it  would  require  a 
cloud  of  50%  or  greater  concentration  of  methane  to  persist  over  a  large 
area  for  several  minutes  and  would,  in  addition,  require  the  wildlife 
to  remain  in  the  area.  A  physical  mathematical  analysis  concludes  that 
the  release  of  natural  gas  from  a  ruptured  pipeline  does  not  result  in 
the  presence  of  a  ground  hugging  cloud.  The  conditions  required  to 
asphyxiate  wildlife  or  people  thus  do  not  occur.  No  known  cases  of 
natural  gas  pipeline  transmission  ruptures  have  resulted  in  such  con¬ 
sequences. 

Page  V-1253,  Line  25  to  Page  V-1254,  Line  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  possible  harmful  effects  that  ethylene  or  hydrogen  sulfide 
in  the  gas  released  from  a  ruptured  pipeline  could  have  on  terrestrial 
wildlife  is  discussed. 
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NB  Comment: 

It  is  not  contemplated  that  measurable  amounts  of  ethylene  or 
hydrogen  sulfide  will  be  present  in  the  gas  to  be  transmitted  In  the 
Northern  Border  pipeline. 

Page  V-1255,  Lines  8  to  11 ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

It  Is  stated  that  an  unusual  concentration  of  homes  exist  near  the 
pipeline  just  north  of  Welcome,  Minnesota;  Waterloo,  Iowa;  and  Penn, 
Pennsylvania. 

NB  Comment: 

According  to  measurements  from  Figure  A-46  of  the  NB-EIA,  the  pipe¬ 
line  would  come  no  closer  than  3,750  feet  from  the  boundary  of  Welcome, 
Minnesota.  Approximately  2.3  miles  north  of  Welcome  there  is  a  cluster 
of  farm  buildings,  the  closest  of  which  is  500  feet  from  the  proposed 
pipeline  route.  No  concentration  of  homes  exists  as  stated  in  the 
DOI-DEIS. 

The  pipeline  route  passes  approximately  1,500  feet  from  the  corpor¬ 
ate  boundary  of  Waterloo,  Iowa,  but  there  are  no  concentrations  of  houses 
within  7,500  feet  of  the  proposed  pipeline  at  this  location.  A  cluster 
of  houses  which  exists  north  of  the  city  boundary  lies  no  closer  than 
2,200  feet  from  the  pipeline  route. 

The  pipeline  passes  between  the  towns  of  Penn  and  Jeanette  in 
Pennsylvania  and  comes  within  250  feet  of  some  residential  housing,  and 
approximately  50  residences  lie  within  600  feet  of  the  pipeline  route 
in  this  area.  In  this  area  the  Northern  Border  pipeline  parallels  an 
existing  natural  gas  transmission  right-of-way. 

The  DOT  Safety  Code  49  CFR  192  recognizes  class  locations  which 
are  determined  in  part  by  population  densities  and  provides  appropriate 
design  factors  to  assure  the  safe  operation  of  transmission  pipelines 
in  all  areas. 

Page  V-1255,  Lines  3  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  person  that  induced  pipe  rupture  as  described  in  Subsection  C 
above,  say  with  a  backhoe,  and  anyone  nearby  would  be  blown  away,  asphyx¬ 
iated,  frozen  and  then  burned,  in  that  order." 
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NB  Comment: 

There  is  no  basis  for  the  sequence  of  events  described.  The 
rupturing  of  pipelines  by  the  Inadvertent  action  of  trespassing  con¬ 
struction  machinery  operators  is  the  most  prevalent  cause  of  accidents 
reported  to  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety. 

Northern  Border  Pipeline  operating  and  maintenance 
plans  will  Include  provisions  for  public  educational  program,  frequent 
pipeline  patrolling,  the  Installation  of  pipeline  markers  identifying 
the  pipeline  location  and  other  active  proceedings  to  attempt  to  pre¬ 
vent  third  party  damage.  It  is  recognized  that  the  effect  on  the 
trespassing  equipment  operator  could  be  serious. 
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MITIGATING  MEASURES 


The  DEIS  begins  their  section  with  the  following  statement: 

"The  applicant  states  that  the  route  and  system  facilities  as  proposed 
include  measures  which  were  undertaken  to  enhance  the  environment  or  to 
eliminate,  avoid  or  mitigate  the  adverse  environmental  effects  of  the 
proposed  action. 

According  to  the  applicant,  measures  considered  included  route 
selection,  design  concepts  and  construction,  restoration  and  maintenance 
procedures.  Route  selection  was  the  principal  action  taken  to  eliminate, 
avoid  or  mitigate  adverse  impact  on  the  environment.  The  proposed  route 
was  selected  after  full  consideration  was  given  to  environmental,  engine¬ 
ering  and  economic  factors.  The  selected  route  was  refined  to  avoid 
critical  areas  and  further  adjusted  to  be  consistent  with  local  environ¬ 
mental  features  within  the  ten  state  area. 

The  DEIS  then  makes  the  incorrect  assumption  that  the  Proposed  Route 
considered  by  the  applicant  is  a  "generalized  route."  The  DEIS  overlooks 
the  fact  that  Northern  Border  has  filed  an  application  with  the  FPC 
requesting  certification  of  the  Proposed  Route  in  order  to  construct  the 
pipeline  system  as  proposed.  The  DEIS  fails  to  recognize  the  depth  of 
planning  and  level  of  detail  supplied  in  the  NB-EIA  both  in  text,  maps  and 
photographs  specifically  identifying  the  Proposed  Route  within  a  corridor 
4-1/2  to  5  miles  wide.  The  DEIS  then  discusses  mitigative  measures  and 
recommendations  that  for  the  most  part  have  been  included  in  the  design 
and  planning  of  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline. 

The  comments  that  follow  address  the  specific  items  within  the  text  of 
Part  IV,  which  Northern  Border  believes  need  qualification  or  correction  in 
the  D0I  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
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4.1.3  MITIGATING  MEASURES  AND  MONITORING  OF  CONSTRUCTION  AND  OPERATION 
OF  THE  PROJECT  AS  PROPOSED  BY  APPLICANT  (Page  V-1256) 

Page  V-1256,  Lines  2  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  this  section,  mitigating  and/or  environmental  control  measures 
proposed  by  the  applicant  are  discussed  and  the  Department's  conclusion 
as  to  their  effect  is  given.  Additional  mitigating  oeotechnical  or 
environmental  control  measures  not  proposed  by  the  applicant,  but  which, 
if  applied,  would  significantly  reduce  adverse  environmental  effects 
are  also  discussed." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Final  DOI-DEIS  should  recognize  that  Northern  Border  is  no  novice 
to  the  field  of  natural  gas  transmission.  The  member  companies  have  designed, 
constructed  and  operated  thousands  of  miles  of  pipelines  since  the  inception 
of  the  transportation  of  this  important  fuel  to  domestic  and  commercial  con¬ 
sumers.  The  Application  and  EIA  are  the  result  of  large  investments  of 
time  and  money  by  Northern  Border,  its  member  companies  and  consultants 
over  a  period  of  three  years  and  reflect  the  careful,  expert  consideration 
given  to  both  the  engineering  and  environmental  requirements  of  the  project. 

In  other  words,  this  is  no  hastily  contrived  plan  by  amateurs,  but  a  care¬ 
fully  considered  plan  by  established  natural  gas  companies  to  augment  the 
supply  of  energy  for  the  United  States.  All  of  these  companies,  in  fact, 
have  been  instrumental  in  the  development  of  all  aspects  of  natural  gas 
transmission  and  continue  to  be  vitally  interested  in  and  support  research 
to  further  improve  their  capabilities  to  continue  to  serve  the  nation  in 
this  activity. 

Northern  Border  companies  and  others  in  the  field,  have  developed  the 
specifications,  codes,  and  practical  know  how  required  to  put  together  a 
project  of  this  magnitude  in  such  a  manner  that  it  Is  safe,  has  minimal 
environmental  impact  and  serves  the  public  Interest.  Furthermore,  the 
safety  code  which  the  natural  gas  industry  developed  and  imposed  upon 
itself  many  years  ago  Is  the  basis  for  the  development  of  49  CFR  192. 

The  companies  Involved  have  in  excess  of  two  hundred  years  cumula¬ 
tive  experience,  and  the  personnel  assigned  to  the  task  represent  cumula¬ 
tive  experience  of  many  hundreds  of  years.  Also,  the  companies  and  their 
personnel  have  long  experience  with  the  construction,  operation  and  main¬ 
tenance  of  natural  gas  pipelines  in  all  of  the  states,  except  North  Dakota 
through  which  Northern  Border  will  operate.  Additionally,  the  consultants 
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enjoyed  by  the  companies  have  many  cumulative  years  of  experience  in 
the  technical  and  environmental  disciplines  required  by  the  project. 

The  technical  consultant,  Williams  Brothers  Engineering  Company, 
is  eminent  in  activities  extending  from  the  conceptual  planning  phase 
through  the  construction  phase  of  projects  in  the  f ield  of  natural  gas 
transportation.  Personnel  within  the  organization  serve  or  have  served 
in  advisory  or  policy  making  capabilities  regarding  the  technical  aspects 
of  natural  gas  transportation. 

The  environmental  consultant.  Ecology  and  Environment,  Inc.,  has 
extensive  experience  and  capabilities  in  environmental  matters  and  has 
utilized  a  multidisciplinary  team  and  approach  to  assess  the  impact  of 
the  proposed  project.  The  staff  consists  of  professionals  almost  all  of 
whom  possess  advanced  degrees  in  one  or  many  of  a  broad  variety  of  disci¬ 
plines  which  Include  the  biological  and  physical  sciences  as  well  as  so¬ 
cio-economic  and  planning  sciences. 

Consultant  personnel  who  have  been  assigned  to  the  project  have 
expertise  in  location  of  pipelines  and  related  facilities,  cost  analyses, 
design  concepts  and  analyses,  materials  selection,  construction  planning 
and  management,  and  coordination  of  permit  acquisition.  All  of  these 
activities  are  approached  within  the  parameters  of  concept,  codes  and 
regulations  and  proper  environmental  considerations  so  that  a  project  is 
completed  in  the  best  interest  of  all  concerned. 

To  further  place  the  project  in  perspective  one  must  fully  understand 
the  sequence  of  events  required  to  develop  a  project,  and  to  prepare  an 
application  for  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and  necessity. 

First  a  concept  is  developed  and  its  general  feasibility  is  explored. 
General  engineering  input  defines  all  the  parameters  which  would  be 
required  to  undertake  the  project,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  material 
specifications,  equipment  sizes,  availability  and  costs.  Then  the  work 
moves  into  the  preliminary  design  phase. 

This  preliminary  design  phase  includes  development  of  a  reasonable 
plan  of  action  to  define  the  project  within  the  bounds  of  all  codes  and 
regulations  necessary  to  submit  an  application  for  certification  by  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  and  to  undertake  that  plan  In  such  a  manner  that 
it  presents  the  case  effectively  within  reasonable  limits  of  cost.  Included 
are  an  engineering  design  of  a  system  and  a  location  plan  that  is  examined 
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and  developed  from  both  technical  and  environmental  standpoints.  At  this 
time  the  general  parameters  are  developed  for  the  mitigating  actions  to  be 
taken  during  the  construction  phase  of  the  project  to  minimize  environ¬ 
mental  impact.  The  project  Is  then  submitted  to  the  Federal  Power  Commis¬ 
sion  for  certification. 

Upon  determination  by  the  Federal  Power  Commission  that  the  project 
is  reasonable  and  desirable  the  project  is  certificated  and  the  third 
phase  is  undertaken.  This  phase  involves  completion  of  the  final  design 
and  the  construction  of  the  proposed  facilities.  It  is  at  this  time  that 
detailed  plans  are  developed  in  compliance  with  the  codes  and  requirements 
set  forth  by  responsible  regulatory  agencies.  Site  specifics  addressed 
include  the  involvement  of  landowners,  administrators  of  public  lands  and 
appropriate  agencies  to  insure  adequacy  and  integrity  of  the  pipeline, 
and  minimum  environmental  impact. 

The  proposed  Northern  Border  project  will  Interconnect  with  existing 
transmission  systems  supplementing  commercial  sources  of  supplies  within 
the  developed  10  state  area.  Thus  the  development  of  additional  sources 
of  supply  is  expected  to  be  minor.  The  proposed  construction  is  a  routine 
activity  which  comonly  occurs  throughout  the  nation  in  an  orderly,  con¬ 
trolled  manner  in  conformance  with  established  applicable  regulations, 
successful  restoration  programs  and  landowner  requirements. 

The  location  of  the  proposed  route  is  shown  on  the  aerial  moslacs 
submitted  with  the  NB-EIA.  It  is  Northern  Border's  position  that  within 
the  scope  of  the  data  presented,  it  could  immediately  commence  to  build 
the  pipeline  In  the  location  described  consistent  with  slight  alignment 
adjustments  which  may  result  from  consultation  with  landowners.  Any 
modifications  required  will  be  made  using  the  same  route  selection  criteria 
that  were  used  to  select  the  proposed  route  and  any  resulting  difference 
in  Impact  would  be  minor. 

The  intent  of  the  mitigation  procedures  will  be  achieved  by  their 
incorporation  into  the  final  design  and  construction  specifications  and 
by  the  use  of  inspectors  to  insure  compliance  with  the  specifications.  The 
management  of  Northern  Border  is  conmitted  to  take  all  necessary  and 
reasonable  steps  to  minimize  adverse  environmental  Impact,  In  accordance 
with  applicable  Federal  Standards  and  state  and  local  statutes  and  codes. 
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The  expertise  and  commitment 
description  in  the  Final  EIS 
action  and  in  the  evaluation 


of  Northern  Border  should  be  reflected  in  the 
of  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed 
of  the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation  measures. 
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4. 1.3.1. A  Areas  of  Concern  Which  Are  to  be  Monitored 
Page  V-1259,  Lines  9  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Detailed,  site  specific,  plans  for  pipeline  and  facility  location, 
construction  design  and  procedures  and  rehabilitation  measures  and  tech¬ 
niques  are  the  most  important  factors  in  controlling  environmental  impact. 
Many  potentially  significant  impacts  can  be  avoided  or  minimized  if  the 
planners  have  a  thorough  knowledge  of  the  local  situation  and  technical 
knowledge  of  the  resources  involved.  To  be  most  effective,  detailed 
construction-rehabilitation  plans  should  be  developed  by  or  in  consulta¬ 
tion  with  an  interdisciplinary  team  with  firsthand  knowledge  of  local 
conditions.  The  team  should  include  subject  matter  specialists  for  each 
major  resource  category  involved,  representatives  of  the  landowner  or 
administrator  in  the  case  of  public  lands,  representatives  of  agencies 
with  responsibilities  related  to  the  project  and  representatives  of  the 
public-at-large.  The  planning  program  proposed  by  the  applicant  is 
inadequate  when  measured  by  this  standard." 

NB  Comment: 

Route  selection  is  the  most  important  mitigating  procedure  which  can 
be  adopted  and  the  location  of  the  proposed  route  was  selected  to  minimize 
the  impact  on  sensitive  areas.  The  route  selection  procedure  took  into 
account  each  major  resource  category;  the  results  of  approximately  950 
contacts  with  local,  state,  regional  and  federal  aaencies;  field  investi¬ 
gations;  as  well  as  the  expertise  of  Northern  Border's  environmental  ana 
engineering  consultants.  As  discussed  in  Section  4.1  of  the  NB-EIA 
alignment  modifications  were  made  to  avoid  two  major  critical  regional 
features  and  65  locally  environmentally  sensitive  areas.  These  adjustments 
were  made  in  areas  of  highly  erodible  slopes,  soils  and  coulees;  woodlots; 
local  aesthetic  values;  and  frequent  stream  crossings.  In  all,  approxi¬ 
mately  488  miles  of  the  route  were  relocated  based  on  the  environmental 
evaluations. 

The  proposed  route  shown  on  the  aerial  mosaics  submitted  with  the 
NB-EIA,  reflects  these  modifications.  It  is  Northern  Border's  position 
that  within  the  scope  of  the  data  presented,  it  could  immediately  commence 
to  build  the  pipeline  in  the  location  described  consistent  with  slight 
alignment  adjustments  to  accommodate  landowners.  These  modifications, 
if  required,  will  be  made  using  the  same  route  selection  criteria  that 
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was  used  to  select  the  proposed  route  and  any  difference  In  Impact 
would  be  minor. 

As  discussed  In  the  introduction  to  this  section.  Northern  Border 
has  proposed  mitigation  and  restoration  procedures  In  both  the  NB-EIA  and 
in  the  response  to  the  Joint  FPC/DOI  questions.  Specific  details  where 
required  will  be  included  in  the  construction  specifications.  In  addition, 
approvals  will  be  obtained  at  a  number  of  government  levels  and  the  con¬ 
struction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  project  will  be  In  conformance 
with  these  permits  and  all  applicable  federal,  state  and  local  regulations. 

Northern  Border  has  adequately  addressed  route  selection  and  con¬ 
struction  and  restoration  procedures  and  sees  no  need  to  establish 
technical  review  teams  which  would  duplicate  existing  regulatory  authorities. 
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4. 1.3. 1.8.1  Proposed  Monitoring  Procedures 
Page  V-1260,  Lines  21  to  23,  001-DEIS  Statement: 

"Pipe  specifications  will  meet  or  exceed  “American  Petroleum  Insti¬ 
tute  Specifications  for  High-Test  Pipe",  and/or  “API  Specification  for 
Spiral-Weld  Pipe."." 

NB  Conment: 


The  statement  should  read  ”...  and  “  API  Specifications  for  Spiral-Weld 
Pipe  if  it  is  used." 

Page  V-I261,  Lines  1  to  3,  D0I-DE1S  Statement: 

"Actual  Internal  and  external  stress  of  tolerances  of  the  pipe  and 
welds  should  be  determined  and  the  control  mechanisms  set  well  within 
tolerances." 


NB  Conment: 


The  design  criteria  incorporated  in  49  CFR  192,  which  set  forth  the 
parameters  for  the  design  of  a  pipeline  are  based  on  technical  data  which 
are  supported  by  many  years  experience  by  the  pipeline  industry  in  designing 
and  operating  pipelines  throughout  the  world.  The  stress  levels  incorpor¬ 
ated  in  the  design  formulas  are  internationally  accepted  both  in  scope 
and  Interpretation. 


3/V 


4.1.3.1.B.4  Corrosion  Control 

Page  V-1262,  Lines  20  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statwnent: 

"The  corrosion  monitoring  measures  proposed  by  the  applicant  are 
insufficient  or  are  not  set  forth  in  enough  detail  to  assure  prompt  de¬ 
tection  of  corrosion  hazards." 

NB  Conment: 

The  allegation  that  the  proposed  corrosion  monitoring  measures  are 
Insufficient  is  unsubstantiated.  It  is  the  experience  of  Northern  Border 
companies  that  the  monitoring  measures  set  forth  In  49  CFR  192.465  are 
sufficient. 

Actual  corrosion  control  measures  will  be  designed  and  Installed  on 
a  mile  by  mile  basis.  The  corrosion  control  measures  required  cannot  be 
fully  determined  until  the  pipeline  has  been  installed.  Following  instal¬ 
lation  of  the  pipeline  surveys  are  made  to  determine  current  requirements 
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4.1 ,3.1 .B. 4  (Cont.) 

for  cathodic  protection.  Only  then  can  proper  cathodic  protection  facil¬ 
ities  be  designed  and  installed.  Northern  Border  will  follow  the  above 
procedure  to  properly  protect  the  pipeline  from  corrosion. 


3A*' 


4.1.3.1.C.1  Mitigating  Measures  during  Construction  and  Operation  of 

Project  as  proposed  by  the  applicant  (Pages  V-1263  to  7^1271) 

Page  V-1267,  Lines  10  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Mitigating  measures  (a)  through  (e)  as  proposed  by  the  applicant  are 
Inadequate  or  Insufficiently  described  to  assure  that  potential  construc¬ 
tion  Impacts  would  be  held  to  a  practical  minimum." 

NB  Comment: 

It  Is  not  appropriate  to  have  completed  the  mitigating  measures  for 
clearing  and  grading,  stringing,  trenching,  backfilling,  and  cleanup  at 
this  stage  of  the  project.  Sufficient  Information  Is  deemed  to  have  been 
furnished  In  Northern  Border's  EIA  for  a  reasoned  judgement  as  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  of  environmental  impacts  and  the  adequacy  of  the  proposed  mitigating 
measures.  Upon  approval  of  the  project  site  specific  mitigation  and  restor¬ 
ation  measures  will  be  prepared  and  Included  In  construction  specifications. 

Page  V-1270,  Lines  7  and  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  measures  proposed  by  the  applicant  do  not,  by  themselves,  assure 
that  environmental  impact  would  be  minimized." 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  Is  unsubstantiated.  Section  4. 1.3. 4  to  which  the 
reader  Is  referred  for  further  discussion,  mentions  environmental  consid¬ 
eration  but  does  not  identify  any  impacts  which  Northern  Border  has  not 
considered  or  mitigative  measures  not  already  considered  or  proposed  by 
Northern  Border  itself.  The  broad  interdisciplinary  expertise  of  Northern 
Border  and  its  consultants  appears  to  have  been  ignored.  This  expertise 
and  the  expertise  of  the  FPC  and  other  federal  and  state  agencies  Is  more 
than  adequate  to  insure  that  environmental  impacts  will  be  minimized. 

Northern  Border  has  further  stated  that  definitive  design  will  recog¬ 
nize  these  guidelines  in  18  CFR  2.69,  that  construction  specifications  will 
be  written  to  include  the  guidelines  and  that  restoration  techniques  and 
procedures  will  be  developed  to  further  mitigate  the  effects  of  construction. 

Page  V-1270,  Lines  13  and  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Proposed  measures  are  Insufficient  to  assure  minimization  of  impacts." 
NB  Comment: 

Refer  to  conment  relative  to  Page  V-1270  above. 
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Page  V-1271.  Lines  10  to  12,  D0I-0EIS  Statement: 

"Noise  abatement  measures  proposed  by  the  applicant  should  be  In¬ 
cluded  In  construction  rehabilitation  plans.  They  are  Insufficient,  by 
themselves,  to  assure  minimization  of  noise  Impacts." 

NB  Comment: 

It  Is  not  appropriate  to  have  completed  all  plans  at  this  stage  of 
the  project.  Refer  to  Conments  made  relative  to  Section  4. 1.3. 4-0. 

Page  V-1271.  Lines  21  and  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  site  specific  solid  waste  disposal  plan  Is  needed  to  assure  mini¬ 
mizing  Impacts  from  this  source." 

NB  Comment: 

Refer  to  conments  relative  to  Page  V- 1259  which  state  that  It  Is  not 
appropriate  to  have  completed  all  plans  at  this  stage  of  the  project. 

This  comment  also  applies  to  Section  4.1.3.4-K. 

4.1 .3.1 .  C . 2  Operations 

Page  V-1273,  Lines  23  to  26,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Evaluation:  Comments  pertaining  to  site  specific  plans  included  in 
the  evaluation  of  monitoring  and  construction  measures,  page  2  of  this 
section  apply  to  the  applicant's  proposed  mitigating  measures  associated 
with  project  operation. 

NB  Comment: 

The  mitigation  procedures  referenced  in  the  DEIS  have  been  discussed 
in  response  to  the  statement  on  Page  V-1259  (Page  2,  above),  Lines  9  to  22. 
The  suggested  procedures  have  already  been  incorporated  into  Northern 
Border  documents  or  are  dismissed  as  duplication  of  effort. 


4. 1.3.2  RESTORATION  AND  ENHANCEMENT  AS  PROPOSED  BY  APPLICANT 
(Pages  V-1274  to  V-1285) 

4. 1.3. 2.  A  Adoption  of  CFR  Title  18  Guidelines 
Page  V-1274,  Lines  11  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Evaluation:  This  document  was  written  as  a  general  guide  for 
planning,  locating,  clearing  and  maintaining  gas  pipeline  rights-of-way 
and  for  construction  of  associated  aboveground  facilities.  The  recommen¬ 
dations  contained  in  the  document  provide  useful  guidance  for  planning 
However,  because  it  lacks  specificity,  and  Implementation  of  the  recorrcnen- 
dations  Is  conditional.  It  Is  insufficient  as  the  sole  criterion  for 
planning  and  Inadequate  as  the  mitigation  standard." 

NB  Comment: 

The  guidelines  set  forth  In  18  CFR  2.69  have  been  adopted  by  Northern 
Border.  Specific  construction  specifications  will  be  written  so  that  the 
Intent  of  the  guidelines  will  be  met. 

4. 1.3. 2.  B  Detailed  Plans 

Page  V-1275,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Evaluation:  The  evaluation  of  proposed  mitigating  measures  associated 
with  monitoring  and  construction  presented  in  Section  4. 1.3.1,  page  2, 
apply  to  the  above  proposal  for  rehabilitation  planning. 

NB  Comment: 

See  response  to  the  preceding  statement. 
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4. 1.3. 2. C  Specific  Measures 

Page  V-1275,  Line  34  to  Page  V-1276.  Line  5.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Storage  and  replacement  of  topsoil  in  the  manner  proposed  is  con¬ 
sidered  the  most  vital  single  factor  In  restoring  vegetation  and  reducing 
soil  erosion,  water  and  air  pollution  and  losses  of  productive  potential. 
However,  limiting  the  application  of  this  practice  to  areas  where  land- 
owners  specifically  require  It  does  not  assure  minimizing  the  adverse 
effects  of  soil  disturbance  associated  with  pipeline  construction.  (See 
Section  3. 1.3. 4  for  description  of  Impacts  associated  with  topsoil 
contami nation. )" 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  of  preservation  of  topsoil  will  not  be  practiced  ex¬ 
cept  where  required  by  the  landowner  or  federal  stipulation  is  Incorrect. 
Northern  Border  Intends  to  preserve  topsoil  In  select  areas  where  it  is 
necessary  to  adequately  restore  the  right-of-way.  The  restoration  plan 
Is  currently  being  developed.  However,  preservation  of  topsoil  is  an 
added  expense  and  is  frequently  unnecessary.  Only  In  special  Instances  can 
Northern  Border  find  justification  for  topsoil  preservation. 

Preservation  of  topsoil  requires  double  ditching  the  pipeline  trench. 
Double  ditching  requires  additional  land  along  the  right-of-way  for  the 
storage  of  soil,  additional  clearing  of  such  land,  double  handling  of 
materials,  and  more  disturbed  area  to  be  restored,  all  at  greater  cost  to 
both  the  environment  and  the  consuming  public. 

The  Impact  of  the  trenching  operation  and  spoil  disposal  has  been 
discussed  in  Section  3.1.1.B  of  the  NB-EIA.  The  higher  level  of  impact 
is  associated  with  the  trench  which  occupies  a  width  of  about  6  feet. 

The  excess  soil  to  be  spread  over  the  width  of  rights-of-way  which  aver¬ 
ages  approximately  1  inch  In  thickness  will  be  mixed  within  the  upper 
soil  layers  and  will  not  result  in  significant  productivity  reductions 
except  In  limited  areas.  In  these  cases  other  management  practices  are 
available  for  maintaining  productivity.  As  discussed  In  response  to 
Page  V-960  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  after  many  years  of  Intensive  farming,  sub¬ 
jection  to  erosion  forces  and  mixing  by  cultural  treatment,  topsoil  as 


4. 1.3. 2. C  (Cont.) 

a  horizon  has  ceased  to  exist  on  much  of  the  route  and  the  farming  oper¬ 
ations  themselves  are  actually  being  conducted  on  the  subsoil.  The  sub¬ 
soil  in  terms  of  fertility  and  toxicity  are  not  markedly  inferior  to 
surface  layers  in  many  areas  and  good  management  practices  such  as  fer¬ 
tilization  or  cultural  treatment  will  overcome  any  agricultural  defi- 
clences  resulting  from  mixing  of  the  subsoils  with  the  surface  layers. 
Some  of  these  soils  would  show  little  restoration  benefits  from  double 
trenching.  The  blanket  rule  of  double  trenching  for  the  entire  route 
will  subject  the  project  to  considerable  additional  cost  without  achiev¬ 
ing  corresponding  benefits  in  improved  productivity.  Each  landowner  may 
have  his  own  criteria  for  the  restoration  of  his  land  and  Northern  Border 
will  conform  to  the  landowner's  wishes  whenever  practical. 

Page  V-1276,  Lines  10  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Discing,  harrowing  or  subsoiling  can  be  effective  in  alleviating 
compaction  in  certain  situations.  The  impact  of  the  soil  treatment 
measure  on  the  existing  vegetation  is  a  factor  to  consider  in  deciding 
which,  if  any,  of  these  measures  should  be  applied  to  a  specific  site. 

These  measures  will  not  correct  conditions  related  to  surface  dis¬ 
posal  of  clay  subsoil  excavated  from  the  trench." 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  has  stated  in  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (24) 
of  December  12,  1974  that  "Where  possible  unfavorable  strata  such  as 
alkaline  soils,  fragmented  bedrock,  clays,  etc.,  will  be  returned  to  the 
bottom  of  the  trench  to  expedite  restoration  and  revegetation." 

The  special  constraint  in  farming  a  heavy  clay  soil  medium  is  the 
short  time  period  when  soil-moisture  relationships  are  favorable  for 
cultivation  and  the  factor  of  slow  permeability.  These  constraints  are 
daily  problems  to  modern  farmers  and  are  overcome  by  proper  timing  of 
agricultural  operations,  use  of  animal  and  green  manures,  and  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  suitable  crop  residue  management  techniques.  Similarly,  through 
modern  agricultural  technology,  farmers  have  procedures  to  cope  with 
problems  of  rapid  permeability,  soil  compaction,  plow  soil  and  abnormal 
soil  reaction. 
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Page  V-1279,  Lines  16  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  revegetation  measures  proposed  by  the  applicant,  if  properly 
applied  in  the  places  where  they  are  the  best  suited  measures,  would 
result  In  the  establishment  of  satisfactory  vegetative  cover  within  the 
limits  of  site  potential.  The  criteria  proposed  for  their  application 
are  not  sufficiently  explicit,  however,  to  assure  effective  revegetation. 
Such  measures  must  be  incorporated  in  a  revegetation  plan  tailored  to 
each  site  to  assure  successful  revegetation.  The  plan  should  Involve 
local  expertise  such  as  cited  in  Section  4. 1.3.1." 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  has  proposed  restoration  programs  In  both  the  EIA 
and  In  response  to  the  joint  FPC/DOI  questions.  Site  specific  Informa¬ 
tion  would  be  developed  upon  completion  of  final  design  of  the  project 
and  will  be  incorporated  into  the  construction  specifications.  Special 
restoration  programs  are  being  developed  for  both  rangelands  and  badlands 
and  pothole  areas.  These  programs  will  be  incorporated  into  the  construc¬ 
tion  specifications.  Restoration  of  critical  areas  defined  by  state  and 
federal  authorities  will  be  in  accordance  with  applicable  recommendations 
of  that  agency. 

Page  V-1280,  Lines  32  to  36.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  measures  should  be  included,  where  applicable,  in 
detailed  construction-rehabilitation  plans.  The  proposed  measures  by 
themselves  do  not  provide  the  engineering  design,  methods,  techniques 
and  criteria  needed  to  assure  satisfactory  stabilization  and  restoration 
of  streambeds  and  banks." 

NB  Comment: 

The  measures  will  be  included  into  the  construction  specifications 
and  plans  will  be  developed  for  each  crossing.  These  plans  and  specif¬ 
ications  will  also  include  the  applicable  requirements  of  each  federal, 
state  or  local  agency  which  have  jurisdiction  over  the  Individual  stream 
or  river  crossings. 
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4. 1.3. 3  SAFETY  AND  EMERGENCY  MEASURES  TO  BE  IMPLEMENTED  DURING  CON¬ 
STRUCTION  AND  OPERATION  AS  PROPOSED  BY  THE  APPLICANT 
(Page  V-1286) 

4. 1.3. 3.  A  Flammable  or  Explosive  Materials 
4.1.3.3-A.4  Coal  Seams 

Page  V-1287,  Line  24  to  Page  V-1288,  Line  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

‘the  applicant  stated  that  caution  will  be  exercised  to  avoid  accl-  t 

dental  ignition  of  coal  seams  encountered  during  the  construction  of  the 
proposed  pipeline.  He  states  that  it  may  be  necessary  to  provide  water- 
sprinkling  trucks  to  wet  down  coal  seams  encountered  during  both  right- 
of-way  preparation  and  actual  ditching  operations. 

Evaluation:  There  is  a  high  probability  that  coal  seams  will  be 
exposed  during  trenching  in  both  the  Montana-North  Dakota  coalbeds  and  in 
the  East  Ohio-West  Virginia-Pennsyl vania  coalbeds.  The  consequence  of 
accidental  ignition  of  these  seams  may  last  for  many  years  since  burning  ■  322- 
mines  and  coal  seams  exist  through  the  United  States  that  have  been  ignited 
up  to  100  years  ago.  Sources  of  ignition  for  the  project  can  be  welding 
sparks,  electrical  shorts  or  blown  embers  from  onsite  brush  fires.  Periodic 
wetting  down  of  such  exposed  seams  is  one  means  of  reducing  the  hazards. 

Cutting  the  trench  somewhat  deeper  and  bedding  with  bentonite  and  then 
wetting  down  is  superior." 

NB  Comment: 

The  problem  of  accidental  exposure  of  coal  seams  during  construction  j 
has  been  addressed  In  the  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (21),  dated 
November  22,  1974:  Caution  will  be  exercised  to  avoid  accidental  Ignition 
of  encountered  coal  seams,  and  If  necessary  water  trucks  may  be  employed 
to  wet  them  down. 

4. 1.3. 3.  A. 5  Mechanical  Equipment  Operations 

Page  V-1290,  Line  22  to  Page  V-1291,  Line  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement:  ^ 

"Because  a  number  of  activities  will  occur  at  compressor  stations 
and  because  the  piping  will  have  a  number  of  bends  and  connections,  there  I  3,2.'^ 
will  be  several  potential  safety  hazards.  Fire  and  explosion  hazard  Is 
by  far  the  most  serious.  Paragraphs  163,  165,  167,  169,  171  and  173  of 
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Page  V-1281,  Line  1  to  Page  V-1282,  Line  11.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statements  refer  to  restoration  of  stream  beds  and  banks  affect¬ 
ed  by  water  erosion. 

NB  Conment: 

The  same  comment  regarding  the  reference  to  V-1280  applies. 

Page  V-1282.  Line  9  to  Page  V-1283,  Line  15.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  statement  Is  the  same  as  for  Page  V-1280,  Lines  32  to 
36  except  that  it  pertains  to  wind  erosion  plans. 

NB  Comment: 

Upon  certification  the  proposed  measures  for  wind  erosion  control 
measures  will  be  Incorporated  Into  the  site  specific  design  and  construc¬ 
tion  specifications. 

Page  V-1284,  Lines  7  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  measures  proposed  by  the  applicant,  taken  with  a  variety  of 
other  measures  In  a  comprehensive  construction-rehabilitation  plan, 
could  assure  minimizing  the  impact  on  aesthetic  values.  Taken  by  them¬ 
selves,  with  the  Indicated  single  application  of  either  alignment  mod¬ 
ification  or  establishment  of  woody  cover  on  selected  sites,  the  pro¬ 
posed  measures  would  not  assure  protection  of  aesthetic  values." 

NB  Corrment: 

Northern  Border  will  consult  with  appropriate  agencies  having  juris¬ 
diction  for  either  public  lands  or  stream  crossings  prior  to  the  selec¬ 
tion  of  final  alignment.  These  areas  will  be  restored  using  suitable 
measures  to  insure  mitigation  of  aesthetic  impact. 

Page  V-1284,  Lines  30  to  33,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  mitigation  measures  provide  adequate  standards  for 
restoration  of  the  subject  facilities  but  they  do  not  indicate  how  the 
restoration  is  to  be  accomplished  in  many  instances.  Site  specific  plans 
are  needed." 

NB  Comment: 

Upon  certification  the  proposed  measures  will  be  incorporated  Into 
site  specific  design  and  construction  specifications. 
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4. 1.3. 3.  A. 5  (Cont.) 

49  CFR  192  address  the  station  safety  problem  and  these  provisions  are 
applicable  to  the  proposed  project.  These  provisions  are  considered 
adequate  except  for  their  lack  of  a  requirement  for  remote  monitoring  of 
safety  conditions." 

NB  Comment: 

The  provisions  of  49  CFR  192  are  adequate  to  assure  safe  compressor 
station  operation  without  remote  monitoring  of  safety  conditions.  How¬ 
ever,  Northern  Border  does  intend  to  remotely  monitor  certain  station 
and  engine  operating  conditions  as  an  aid  to  efficient  centralized  con¬ 
trol  of  the  entire  pipeline. 

4.1.3.3-A.6  Construction  Operations 

Page  V-1292,  Lines  10  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

the  applicant  stated  that  potential  areas  of  landslides  or  rockfalls 
would  be  avoided  if  at  all  possible. 

Evaluation:  The  areas  of  potential  landslides  and  rockfalls  along 
the  route  should  be  identified.  The  discussion  in  Sections  2. 1.3. 3  and 
3. 1.3. 2  covers  this  topic.  No  trenching  into  or  removal  of  part  of  the 
toe  of  any  landslide  deposit,  whether  stable  or  active,  should  be 
permitted. 

NB  Comment: 

The  slumping  hazard  from  a  cross-toe  slope  trench  would  be  mitigated 
by  aligning  the  pipeline  perpendicular  to  topographic  contours  In  hazardous 
(steep)  areas.  The  proposed  route  has  avoided  the  toe  slopes  of  all  land- 
si  i-de  areas  by  route  selection.  Overall,  site  selection  and  construction 
techniques  will  be  used  to  minimize  or  avoid  landslides. 

4. 1.3. 3.  A. 7  Earthquake  Subsidence,  Accidental  Contact,  Landslides. 

Floods 

Page  V-1293,  Line  9  to  Page  V-1294,  Line  20.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"These  occurences  can  result  in  pipe  rupture  and  the  consequent 
safety  hazard.  This  topic  is  discussed  more  fully  In  Sections  2. 1.3. 3 
and  3. 1.3. 3  and  the  measures  to  control  and  mitigate  these  dangers  appear 
in  Section  4.1.3.4-R.  The  monumemtal  impact  of  a  pipe  rupture  and  the 
procedures  for  responding  to  it  are  not  well  developed,  especially  for 
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4. 1.3. 3. A. 7  (Cont.) 

such  a  large  project  as  this.  Although  there  are  a  number  of  preventive 
regulations  (Paragraphs  167,  171  and  317  of  49  CFR  192  for  example),  the 
one  addressing  response  to  emergencies  (Paragraphs  615  of  49  CFR  192, 
Emergency  Plans)  simply  requires  the  operator  of  a  transmission  line  to 
have  written  emergency  plans  and  that  employees,  public  officials,  cus¬ 
tomers  and  the  genera-1  public  should  be  acquainted  with  them.  There  is  no 
provision  requiring  that  this  plan  be  adequate  and  in  the  present  case 
adequacy  of  response  is  a  serious  question.  The  capability  of  a  rural  fire 
department  to  adequately  respond  to  a  massive  pipe  rupture,  explosion  and 
fire,  either  along  the  line  or  in  a  compressor  station  is  seriously  in 
doubt.  More  than  an  educational  program  is  required  to  resolve  this  pro¬ 
blem.  What  is  needed  is  an  identification  of  the  seismic  risk,  consid¬ 
eration  of  rerouting  and,  if  rerouting  is  not  done,  then  the  applicant 
should  report  on  and  adopt  construction  measures  designed  to  withstand 
the  identified  seismic  effects." 

NB  Corrment: 

DOI,  in  its  comments  raises  serious  questions  concerning  the  adequacy 
and  usefulness  of  OPS  regulations.  It  should  be  noted  that  DOT,  acting 
through  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  (OPS)  has  exercised  exclusive  juris¬ 
diction  granted  by  Congress  over  safety  matters  of  interstate  gas  trans¬ 
mission  lines  under  the  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Safety  Act.  The  regulations 
published  under  such  authority  should  be  given  the  same  deference  as  any 
administrative  regulation  published  by  an  administrative  agency  with 
exclusive  jurisdiction  and  particular  expertise  in  an  area. 

At  present  the  OPS  in  Notice  No.  75-1,  Docket  No.  OPS- 32,  is  consid¬ 
ering  revision  to  49  CFR  192-615  Emergency  Plans. 

Emergency  procedures  must  depend  upon  the  type  of  operation,  the 
operating  area,  the  type  of  gas  system,  the  availability  and  structure 
of  local  public  policies,  fire,  and  safety  agencies,  cormuni cations  and 
personnel  and  many  other  factors  which  differ  significantly  with  each 
operating  company.  Such  plans  must  be  prepared  during  the  final  phase 
of  construction  and  before  the  system  is  put  into  operation.  For  these 
reasons,  Emergency  Plans  cannot  be  evaluated  without  a  thorough  knowledge 
of  the  actual  conditions  under  which  the  company  operates.  It  is  premature 
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to  prepare  or  evaluate  emergency  procedures.  It  is  inconceivable  that 
Congress  intended  that  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  be 
used  as  a  vehicle  by  one  agency  to  question  the  adequacy  of  another 
agency's  regulations  when  that  authority  and  exclusive  jurisdiction  has 
been  specifically  granted  by  Congress.  Therefore,  comnents  on  this 
subject  are  more  properly  brought  within  the  forum  provided  by  the 
proposed  rulemaking  in  Docket  OPS-32. 
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4. 1.3. 3. C  Emergency  Measures 

Page  V-1296,  Lines  1  to  4,  D0I-0EIS  Statement: 

"Pipeline  valves  will  be  equipped  with  automatic  remote  controlled 
power  operators.  These  valves  can  be  operated  and  monitored  from  the 
communications  center  and  will  be  used  to  isolate  segments  of  the  pipe¬ 
line  in  the  event  of  a  systems  failure." 

NB  Comment: 

These  statements  should  read  "Pipeline  valves  will  be  equipped  with 
automatic  self-actuating  operators  which  will  isolate  segments  of  the  pipe¬ 
line  in  the  event  of  a  systems  failure." 


4. 1.3. 4. B  Topography 

Page  V-1314,  Lines  9  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Worked-out  sand  and  gravel  pits  and  other  borrow  pits  should  be 
restored  to  approximate  original  topographic  contours.  Where  water  table 
is  high  enough.  It  may  be  possible  to  create  a  new  lake." 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (26)  of  December  12, 

1974,  borrow  material  will  be  obtained  from  commerical  sources  if  available. 
If  commercial  sources  are  unavailable  negotiations  will  be  made  with  local 
landowners  for  the  required  material  and  restoration  of  these  sites  will  be 
in  accordance  with  the  landowners  wishes. 

Page  V-1314,  Lines  13  and  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Waste  piles  of  modest  volume  could  be  shaped  to  blend  with  local 
topography,  revegetated  and  left  when  landowners  agree." 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  the  response  to  lines  17-19  on  Page  V-939  of  the  DOI-DEIS 
surplus  soil  will  be  spread  over  the  width  of  the  right-of-way  and  waste 
piles  of  spoil  material  will  not  be  left  on  the  right-of-way.  The  disposal 
of  unsuitable  materials  was  discussed  in  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No. 

(1)  of  December  12,  1974  in  which  it  was  stated  that:  Excavated  material 
such  as  rock  which  is  unsuitable  for  backfilling  operations  will  be  disposed 
of  in  a  manner  that  is  satisfactory  to  the  landowner  and  in  accordance  with 
applicable  regulations. 
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4. 1.3. 4. C  Geol oqy 

Page  V-1314.  Lines  T6  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Geologic  conditions  that  can  increase  earthquake  hazards  can 
usually  be  avoided  by  minor  route  deviations.  Pipeline  alignment 
modifications  could  avoid  sediments  of  glacial  Lake  Dakota  in  South 
Dakota  and  old  landslide  deposits  in  the  Appalachian  Plateau  Province." 
NB  Conwent: 

The  alignment  through  glacial  Lake  Dakota  sediments  need  not  be 
changed.  While  it  is  true  that  the  sediments  along  this  portion  of  the 
proposed  route  may  amplify  groundshaking,  this  stretch  is  also  located 
away  from  seismic  hazards,  and  groundshaking  is  not  a  significant  risk. 

The  alignment  through  the  Appalachian  Plateau  Province  will  be 
adjusted  at  the  time  of  right-of-way  acquisition  to  avoid  hazards  from 
old  landslide  deposits.  Hazards  in  construction  impacts  from  landslides 
in  the  Appalachian  Plateau  are  identified  in  Sections  3.1.1-B.ll  and 
3.1.1 -B. 1 2  of  the  NB-EIA. 
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4. 1.3. 4. D  Soils 

Page  V-1314.  Line  24  to  Page  V-1315,  Line  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Guidelines  for  pipeline  project  restoration  (CFR  Title  18,  Section 
2.69)  that  topsoil  would  be  restored  where  required  by  individual  land- 
owners.  These  measures  by  themselves  do  not  provide  adequate  protection 
for  erosion  control  or  the  restoration  of  cropland  to  pre-project  pro¬ 
duction  levels." 

"Since  this  document  is  written  as  a  guide,  it  lacks  specificity 
and  implementation  is  not  mandatory.  Therefore,  these  guidelines  must 
not  be  the  sole  basis  for  construction  and  restoration  practices.  To 
minimize  impact  on  soils,  the  best  available  measure  must  be  applied  to 
each  potential  impact  problem.  These  measures  must  be  made  part  of  a 
detailed,  site  specific  construction  and/or  rehabilitation  plan." 

NB  Comment: 

18  CFR  2.69  does  not  take  into  account  topsoil  preservation  or  double 
trenching  and  these  guidelines  are  not  used  as  the  sole  basis  for  control¬ 
ling  construction  and  restoration  practices.  Northern  Border  will  incor¬ 
porate  erosion  control  procedures  into  the  construction  specifications. 

And  as  stated  in  Section  4. 0.3-1  of  the  NB-EIA,  restoration  of  critical 
areas  defined  by  State  and  Federal  Authorities  will  be  in  accordance  with 
applicable  recommendations  of  that  agency. 

Page  V-1314,  Line  28  to  Page  V-1315,  Line  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Topsoil  should  be  double  trenched  for  the  entire  route  unless  it  can 
be  demonstrated  that  spreading  subsoil  on  the  surface  would  have  little 
impact  on  productivity  of  the  corridor.  This  measure  is  the  most  important 
single  action  affecting  problems  of  revegetation,  erosion  and  loss  of 
productivity. " 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  that  preservation  of  topsoil  will  not  be  practiced  ex¬ 
cept  where  required  by  the  landowner  or  federal  stipulation  is  incorrect. 
Northern  Border  intends  to  preserve  topsoil  In  select  areas  where  It  is 
necessary  to  adequately  restore  the  right-of-way.  The  restoration  plan 
is  currently  being  developed.  However,  preservation  of  topsoil  Is  an 
added  expense  and  frequently  unnecessary.  Only  In  special  instances  can 
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Northern  Border  find  justification  for  topsoil  preservation. 

Preservation  of  topsoil  requires  double  ditching  the  pipeline  trench. 
Double  ditching  requires  additional  land  along  the  right-of-way  for  stor¬ 
age  of  soil,  additional  clearing  of  such  land,  double  handling  of  materials, 
and  more  disturbed  area  to  be  restored,  all  at  more  cost  to  both  the  environ¬ 
ment  and  the  consumer. 

The  impact  of  the  trenching  operation  and  spoil  disposal  has  been  dis¬ 
cussed  in  Section  3.1.1.B  of  the  NB-EIA.  The  higher  level  of  impact  is 
associated  with  the  trench  which  occupies  a  width  of  about  6  feet.  The 
excess  soil  to  be  spread  over  the  width  of  the  rights-of-way  averaging 
approximately  1  inch  in  thickness  will  be  mixed  within  the  upper  soil 
layers  and  will  not  result  in  significant  productivity  reductions.  In 
these  cases  other  management  practices  are  available  for  maintaining  pro¬ 
ductivity.  As  discussed  in  response  to  Page  V-960  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  after 
many  years  of  intensive  farming,  subjection  to  erosion  forces  and  mixing 
by  cultural  treatment,  topsoil  as  a  horizon  has  ceased  to  exist  on  much  of 
the  route  and  the  farming  operations  themselves  are  actually  being  conducted 
on  the  subsoil.  The  subsoil  in  terms  of  sterility  and  toxicity  are  not 
markedly  inferior  to  surface  layers  in  many  areas  and  good  management  prac¬ 
tices  such  as  fertilization  or  cultural  treatment  will  overcome  any  de- 
flciences  resulting  from  mixing  of  the  subsoils  with  the  surface  layers. 

Some  of  these  soils  could  show  little  restoration  benefits  from  double 
trenching.  Each  landowner  may  have  his  own  criteria  for  the  restoration 
of  his  land  and  Northern  Border  will  conform  to  the  landowners  wishes  where 
practical.  The  critical  areas  identified  in  the  NB-EIA  are  primarily  the 
rangeland  and  badland  areas  of  Montana  and  North  Dakota  and  Northern  Border 
is  currently  preparing  a  restoration  plan  which  will  be  incorporated  into 
the  construction  specifications.  Northern  Border  has  also  stated  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (24),  December  12,  1974,  that  "Where  poss¬ 
ible  unfavorable  strata  such  as  alkaline  soils,  fragmented  bedrock,  clays, 
etc.,  will  be  returned  to  the  bottom  of  the  trench  to  expedite  restoration 
and  revegetation." 
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4. 1.3. 4. E  Water  Resources 


4.1.3.4.E.1  Stripped  Materials  and  Waste  Earth 
Page  V-1315,  Lines  13  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"This  material  [stripped  materials  and  waste  earth]  should  be  either 
removed  from  the  right-of-way  or,  in  certain  cases,  be  utilized  on  the 
site.  Careful  route  selection  should  minimize  the  generation  of  these 
materials.  Removal  should  include:  (1)  disposal  at  a  sanitary  landfill, 
or  (2)  use  as  fill  material  where  impact  would  be  negligible." 

NB  Cotment: 

As  stated  in  response  to  Section  3. 1.3. 10. C  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  the 
impact  from  and  the  method  of  disposal  of  waste  generated,  including 
stripped  materials  and  waste  earth  by  the  construction  and  operation 
of  the  proposed  facilities,  has  been  addressed  in  Section  3.1.1,  3.1.5, 
and  3.2.5  of  the  NB-EIA  and  the  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  Nos.  (28, 

29,  and  30)  of  November  22,  1974  and  FPC/D0I  Question  Nos.  (1,  6,  9,  11, 

12,  and  24)  of  December  12,  1974.  The  method  proposed  by  Northern  Border 
include  those  discussed  by  the  DEIS  in  this  section,  and  in  accordance  with 
all  applicable  regulations.  These  wastes  will  be  disposed  of  without 
significant  impact. 

Page  V-1315,  Lines  17  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Use  on  the  riqht-of-way  should  be  limited  to  potentially  productive 
soil  material  that  does  not  contain  rocks  over  1  inch  in  diameter  or  is 
not  excessively  acidic." 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  has  stated,  in  response  to  DOI-DEIS  Question  No.  (24) 
of  December  12,  1974,  that  where  possible  unsuitable  soils  will  be  returned 
to  the  bottom  of  the  trench  to  expedite  restoration  and  revegetation.  The 
disposal  of  rocks  over  1"  in  diameter  off  the  right-of-way  is  not  warranted. 
The  right-of-way  will  be  restored  as  nearly  as  practical  to  its  original 
condi tion. 

Page  V-1315,  Lines  20  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Temporary  access  over  streambanks  should  be  made  through  use  of  fill 
ramps  rather  than  by  cutting  through  streambanks,  unless  otherwise  ap¬ 
proved.  Ramps  should  be  removed  upon  termination  of  use  and  materials 
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should  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  Waste  Management  Plan." 

NB  Corment: 

It  is  necessary  to  grade  streambanks  to  prepare  for  trenching  oper¬ 
ations  and  to  provide  work  space  adjacent  to  the  trench.  The  work  area 
alongside  the  trench  will  be  used  for  all  temporary  access  across  the 
stream.  However,  the  work  will  be  performed  in  accordance  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  all  applicable  permits,  and  the  following  restoration  pro¬ 
cedure  will  be  included  in  the  construction  specifications. 

All  waterway  crossings  shall  be  restored  to  as  nearly  original  contours 
as  possible,  including  filling  of  excavation  and  bank  cuts,  and  removing 
surplus  excavated  materials  from  stream  beds. 

All  stream  banks  and  additional  work  space  required  for  construction 
will  be  revegetated  to  approximate  pre-existing  conditions.  Banks  shall 
be  properly  seeded  to  avoid  erosion  before  consolidation. 

4.1.3.4. E.2  Water  Quality 

Page  V-1315,  Lint  25  to  Page  V-1316,  Line  5.  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"There  are  several  measures  that  can  be  taken  to  mitigate  the  ad¬ 
verse  effects  on  water  quality.  Water  quality  laws  exist  all  along  the 
route,  and  compliance  with  them  will  materially  assist  in  avoiding  en¬ 
vironmental  degradation.  Control  of  water  pollution  should  include  dis¬ 
charges  of  chemicals,  metals,  acid  or  radioactive  materials,  debris,  toxic 
substances,  dissolved  or  suspended  solids,  coloring  materials,  materials 
which  will  change  the  biochemical  oxygen  demand  or  materials  which  will 
change  the  temperature  or  increase  the  odor  of  a  body  of  water." 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  has  stated  in  its  EIS  that  it  will  comply  with  all 
applicable  rules  and  regulations,  including  water  quality.  Control  of 
water  pollution  will  include  those  items  identified.  The  concern  over 
radioactive  waste  is  not  substantiated. 

Page  V-1316,  Lines  5  to  7  and  Lines  11  to  15,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  most  significant  impact  on  the  environment  will  occur  during  the 
construction  phase  and  the  primary  one  will  be  the  increased  turbidity  of 
the  streams  crossed. ""Thus ,  the  most  effective  mitigating  measure  is  to 

4-27 

r/wni  r  nc.ru* 

PART  IV  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 
PART  IV  MITIGATION  MEASURES 

4. 1 . 3.4.E.2  (Cont.) 

minimize  the  amount  of  sediment  stirred  up  by  minimizing  the  amount  of 
equipment  In  the  streams.  Mobile  ground  equipment  should  not  be  oper¬ 
ated  In  lakes,  rivers  or  class  III,  IV  or  V  streams  unless  such  opera¬ 
tion  Is  approved  in  writing." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impact  of  sediments  resulting  from  in-stream  construction  acti¬ 
vities,  including  the  passage  of  mobile  ground  equipment, will  in  most 
cases  be  short-term  and  minor.  As  a  result  of  the  low  level  of  impact, 
additional  mitigation  measures  such  as  filtering  the  sediment  or  res¬ 
trictions  on  mobile  ground  equipment  is  not  warranted.  For  those  cases 
where  the  impact  would  be  of  higher  significance.  Northern  Border  will 
conform  with  all  requirements  of  the  applicable  agency.  There  is  no 
need  to  duplicate  the  function  of  existing  agencies  by  the  requirement 
of  written  approval  for  individual  activities. 

Page  V-1316,  Lines  16  to  22,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Another  means  of  mitigation  is  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  use  of 
materials  near  bodies  of  water  that  can  significantly  degrade  the  water 
quality.  In  particular,  lubricants,  chemicals,  metals,  acids,  herbicides, 
pesticides  or  toxic  substances  should  not  be  used  near  watercourses.  Only 
nonpersistent  and  immobile  types  of  pesticides,  herbicides  and  other  chem¬ 
icals  should  be  used.  Application  should  be  approved  in  writing  prior  to 
use. " 

NB  Comment: 

The  above  mentioned  materials  will  be  stored  and  used  with  due  cau¬ 
tion  and  in  accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations.  As  stated  in 
response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.(32)of  November  22,  1974,  only  herbicides 
may  be  used  In  the  construction  or  maintenance  of  the  project,  and  their 
use  will  be  in  accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations.  There  is  no 
need  to  duplicate  the  function  of  existing  agencies  by  the  requirement 
of  written  approval  for  individual  activities. 

Page  V-1316,  Line  23  to  Page  V-1317.  Line  4.  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

Statement: 

"All  pesticides,  herbicides  and  other  chemicals  including  maintenance 
materials  such  as  oil,  should  be  disposed  of  in  a  manner  that  will  avoid 
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environmental  impacts.  The  waste  management  plan  should  include  dispos¬ 
al  of  these  materials.  Maintenance  and  repair  work  of  equipment  can  be 
done  away  from  streams.  Human  wastes  should  be  contained  as  mentioned 
above  to  avoid  reducing  the  oxygen  level  in  the  local  waters.  Unre¬ 
strained  dumping  of  these  materials  can  cause  long  term  degradations 
of  water  quality,  particularly  when  oil,  pesticides  or  herbicides  be¬ 
come  mixed  with  suspended  sediments  and  drop  onto  the  bottom  of  the 
body  of  water.  " 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  previously  in  this  section,  these  materials  will  be  used 
in  accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations.  Disposal  will  be  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  all  water  quality  laws, and  unrestrained  dumping  will  not 
occur.  Particular  reference  was  made  to  human  body  wastes,  oils  and 
pesticides  or  herbicides.  Human  wastes  will  be  disposed  of  in  accordance 
with  all  applicable  water  quality  rules  and  public  health  codes.  Waste 
oils  will  be  disposed  of  in  accordance  with  the  response  to  Question  No. 
(9)  of  December  12,  1974,  In  which  It  is  stated  that  oil  will  be  collec¬ 
ted  and  hauled  to  reclamation  plants,  or  to  coninercial  disposal  sites. 
Only  herbicides  may  be  used  on  the  project,  and  their  use  and  disposal 
will  be  in  accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations. 

Page  V-1317,  Lines  5  to  8,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Testing  of  bottom  materials  prior  to  dredging  an  underwater  channel 
can  uncover  bottom  materials  that  are  already  polluted  by  earlier  dumping. 
Removing  this  material  from  the  stream  or  river  during  construction  and 
placing  It  in  a  safe  landfill  can  avoid  further  degradation  in  water 
quality. " 

NB  Corment: 

As  stated  In  the  respone  to  Question  No.  (44)  of  November  22,  1974, 
the  selected  method  for  spoil  handling,  Including  polluted  streams,  will 
be  In  accordance  with  the  regulations  of  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  the 
local  or  state  authorities  that  have  jurisdiction  over  the  Individual 
stream  or  river  crossings. 
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Page  V-1317,  Lines  9  to  12,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

'^Groundwater  quality  in  the  pothole  region  of  North  Dakota  and 
Minnesota  may  be  degraded  to  some  extent  if  the  pothole  seals  are  broken 
by  the  pipeline  and  a  mitigating  measure  would  be  to  prevent  the  drainage 
by  appropriate  sealing  methods." 

NB  Comments: 

As  discussed  in  response  to  Section  3.1.3.5-B  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  the 
impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  ground  water  is  minimal.  The  potholes 
can  be  characterized  as  either  being  underlain  by  impermeable  till  or  by 
having  alternate  layers  of  impermeable  till  and  highly  permeable  sand 
and  gravel  outwash  deposits.  In  the  first  case,  the  presence  of  deep 
layers  of  till  will  prevent  the  draining  of  pothole  and  no  impact  on 
ground  water  quality  will  result.  In  the  second  case,  the  pothole  will 
be  already  in  direct  contact  with  ground  waters,  thus,  the  operation 
will  not  result  in  any  alteration  of  ground  water  quality. 


4-29 


4-30 


550 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER  PART  XV  MI7IGATIOH  MEASURES 

PART  XV  MITIGATION  MEASURES 


4. 1.3. 4. F  Vegetation 

Page  V-1317,  Line  13  to  Page  V-1316,  line  18.  QOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  statement  provides  a  generalized  discussion  of  revege¬ 
tation  requirements  and  problems  including  those  associated  with  wind 
and  water  erosion  and  concludes  that:  "For  best  results  In  revegetation 
and  erosion  control  efforts,  locally  available  expertise  should  be  fully 
utilized.  Criteria  for  revegetation  and  land  rehabilitation  are  available 
from  local  soil  conservation  districts,  county  extension  offices,  state 
universities.  Federal  and  State  agencies  and  other." 

NB  Comment: 

The  measures  and  concerns  mentioned  have  already  been  previously  dis¬ 
cussed  by  Northern  Border  In  the  response  to  the  DOI/FPC  questions  or  In 
the  NB-EIA.  Northern  Border  has  stated,  and  the  DEIS  acknowledged  on  Page 
V-1317,  that  revegetation  plans  will  be  based  on  the  advice,  guidelines, 
and  regulations  of  appropriate  authorities.  This  was  the  conclusion 
reached  on  Page  V- 1318  of  the  DEIS  for  the  required  mitigating  procedure. 
The  discussion  does  not  add  any  additional  mitigation  measures  that  have 
not  been  already  discussed  by  Northern  Border.  Northern  Border  will  pre¬ 
pare  a  revegetation  plan  for  the  entire  line  with  special  emphasis  on 
those  western  badland  and  rangeland  areas  where  revegetation  is  antici¬ 
pated  to  be  the  most  difficult.  The  revegetation  plan  will  be  written 
into  the  construction  specifications  for  implementation  aod  will  Include 
an  erosion  control  program  to  assure  success  of  revegetation.  Restoration 
of  critical  areas  defined  by  State  and  Federal  authorities  will  be  In 
accordance  with  the  applicable  recommendations  of  that  agency. 
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Page  V-1318.  Line  21  to  Page  V-1319.  Line  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  lack  of  detailed  Information  on  the  exact  location  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  route,  of  access  roads,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  storage  and 
preparation  sues.  etc.,  makes  the  formulation  of  specific  measures  to 
mitigate  fish  and  wildlife  and  other  environmental  losses  very  difficult. 
Mitigation  might  best  be  achieved  by  the  establishment  of  technical  re¬ 
view  tears  and  construction  monitoring  tears  for  various  stretches  of 
the  pipeline.  These  tears  could  Include  State  and  Federal  fish  and 
wildlife  biologists,  archaeologists,  soil  scientists  and  other  resource 
personnel  familiar  with  local  conditions  and  values. 

The  technical  review  tears  should  participate  In  the  selection  of 
the  exact  alignment  of  the  route.  In  the  choice  of  access  routes,  spoil 
areas,  borrow  areas,  etc.,  and  In  the  selection  of  land  reclamation  or 
resource  replace««Pt  alternatives.  Since  construction  Impacts  can  be 
magnified  or  decreased  depending  on  the  attitude  of  the  contractor  and 
his  employees,  monitoring  tears  should  work  closely  with  the  contractors 
during  construction.  Careless  action  by  a  single  heavy  equipment  oper¬ 
ator  In  a  fragile  ecosyster  could  negate  the  most  careful  planning  and 
the  best  Intentions  of  the  applicant." 

hB  Coment: 

The  location  of  the  proposed  route  Is  shown  on  the  aerial  mosaics 
submitted  with  the  NB-EIA.  It  Is  Northern  Border’s  position  that  within 
the  scope  of  the  data  presented.  It  could  immediately  commence  to  build 
the  pipeline  in  the  location  described  consistent  with  slight  alignment 
adjustments  after  consultation  with  landovners.  Any  modifications,  if 
required,  will  be  made  using  the  sa^e  route  selection  criteria  that  were 
used  to  select  the  proposed  route  and  any  difference  in  impact  would  be 
minor.  The  impact  of  'access  roads,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  storage 
areas,  and  preparation  sites,  etc.,"  have  been  described  in  response  to 
Page  V-1062  of  the  DOI-DEIS  which  states,  ‘the  requirements  for  land  in 
addition  to  that  required  for  the  construction  right-of-way  will  be  minor 
and  the  i«*>act  will  be  only  a  fraction  of  that  associated  with  that  of 
the  construction  right-of-way.  In  addition,  mitigation  measures  such  as 
restoration  will  pertain  to  those  areas  as  well  as  to  the  mainline  con¬ 
struction  and  will  be  Included  In  the  construction  specifications.' 
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Northern  Border  has  responded  to  requests  for  information  on  borrow 
and  storage  and  preparation  sites  in  Response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  Nos. 

(18  and  26)  of  December  12,  1974,  and  access  roads  In  Response  to  FPC/DOI 
Question  Nos.  (37  and  38)  also  of  December  12,  1974.  Northern  Border  has 
stated  that  commercial  sites  would  be  used  where  available.  If  commercial 
sites  were  not  available,  new  sites  would  be  developed  and  restored  In 
accordance  with  landowner  requirements  and/or  applicable  regulations. 
Northern  Border  would  also  use  existing  public  roads  to  the  extent  they 
are  available.  Additional  access  roads  may  be  required  In  the  western 
portion  of  the  route. 


4. 1.3. 4. G  (Cont.) 

technical  review  tears  which  would  duplicate  existing  regulatory 
authorities. 

Page  V-1319,  Lines  13  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Detailed  route  selection  through  the  cooperative  efforts  of  the 
applicant  and  the  technical  review  teams  can  minimize  adverse  environ¬ 
mental  effects.  They  can  look  In  detail  at  the  minor  route  diversions 
necessary  to  avoid  potholes,  wetland  areas,  bottomland  hardwood  concen¬ 
trations,  woodlots,  nesting  and  denning  trees,  especially  productive 
aquatic  habitat  areas  and  other  critical  areas  of  natural  habitat." 


In  Response  to  Question  No.  (38),  It  was  stated  that  all  temporary 
roads  no  longer  required  after  construction  would  be  restored  "In  a 
manner  similar  to  that  planned  for  the  right-of-way,  and/or  left  In  a 
condition  suitable  to  the  landowner*.  (As  stated  In  Section  1.5.2.K.3 
of  the  NB-EIA) 

The  proposed  Northern  Border  Project  has  the  availability  of  exist¬ 
ing  utilities  and  comercial  sources  of  construction  supplies  within  a  de¬ 
veloped  ten  state  area.  Thus  the  development  of  additional  sources  of  sup¬ 
ply  Is  expected  to  be  minor.  The  proposed  construction  is  a  routine  activity 
which  commonly  occurs  throughout  the  country  in  an  orderly,  controlled 
manner,  in  conformance  with  established  applicable  regulations,  successful 
restoration  programs  and  landowner  requirements. 

As  discussed  in  the  Introduction  to  this  section.  Northern  Border 
has  proposed  mitigation  and  restoration  procedures  in  both  the  NB-EIA 
and  In  the  responses  to  the  joint  FPC/DOI  questions.  The  same  procedures 
will  also  be  used  in  the  selection,  use  and  restoration  of  such  areas  as 
access  roads,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  storage  areas  and  preparation 
sites  where  comercial  facilities  are  not  available.  Specific  details 
where  required  will  be  included  In  the  construction  specifications.  In 
addition  approvals  will  be  obtained  at  a  ninber  of  government  levels  and 
the  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  project  will  be  in  con¬ 
formance  with  these  permits  and  all  applicable  federal,  state  and  local 
regulations. 

Northern  Border  has  adequately  addressed  route  selection  and  con¬ 
struction  and  restoration  procedures  and  sees  no  reason  to  establish 


NB  Coment: 

Nirerous  adjustments  have  already  been  made  in  the  proposed  route 
to  minimize  the  adverse  environmental  effects  of  the  project,  as  described 
In  Section  4.1  of  the  NB-EIA.  These  modifications  took  Into  account  those 
points  discussed  in  the  DOI-DEIS.  Additional  field  alterations  may  be 
made  as  discussed  in  Section  4.1.  If  modifications  are  necessary,  they 
will  be  based  on  the  same  criteria,  i.e.,  the  environmental,  engineering 
and  economic  considerations  used  to  select  the  proposed  route  and  will 
include  those  considerations  expressed  by  the  landowners. 

Page  V-1319,  Lines  19  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"These  on-the-ground  specific  mitigation  decisions  cannot  be  made 
on  the  basis  of  a  very  general  survey  of  the  possible  path  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  route  and  without  any  indication  of  the  off-route  locations,  such 
as  borrow  areas,  to  be  impacted.  There  are  some  general  mitigation  pro¬ 
cedures  adaptable  to  various  types  of  situations  which  will  be  encountered 
during  construction  which  can  be  described." 

NB  Conment: 

The  proposed  route  as  submitted  Is  more  than  a  “very  general  survey." 
The  alignment  is  clearly  defined  on  both  the  aerial  mosaics  and  topographic 
maps  submitted  In  the  NB-EIA. 

It  Is  Northern  Border's  position  that  within  the  scope  of  the  data 
presented,  it  could  irmediately  commence  to  build  the  pipeline  In  the 
location  described  consistent  with  slight  alignment  adjustments  after 
consultation  with  landowners. 
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Mitigation  procedures  can  be  defined  at  this  stage  to  meet  the 
purpose  and  Intent  of  the  mitigation  program  and  have  been  presented  by 
Northern  Border  in  both  the  NB-EIA  and  in  the  responses  to  the  joint 
FPC/DOI  Questions.  These  procedures  will  be  Incorporated  Into  the  final 
design. 
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Page  V-1319,  Line  25  to  Page  V-1320,  Line  8.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  preferable  mitigation  procedure  on  potholes  and  other  wetland 
areas  Is  to  make  minor  changes  to  avoid  these  very  valuable  and  rapidly 
vanishing  wildlife  areas.  In  detailed  route  planning,  these  areas  should 
be  avoided.  However,  If  the  proposed  route  Is  followed  across  the  pot¬ 
hole  country.  It  may  not  be  possible  to  avoid  all  potholes.  Where  pot¬ 
holes  will  be  Involved,  construction  activities  should  not  take  place  In 
the  critical  breeding  and  brooding  period,  May  through  July.  While  the 
applicant  states  generally  that  drainage  patterns  and  the  values  of  pot¬ 
holes  Impacted  will  be  restored  to  pre-project  conditions,  no  specific 
procedures  are  set  forth  In  the  application." 

NB  Comment: 

The  proposed  route  has  been  reviewed  and  selected  to  avoid  potholes 
and  other  wetland  areas  where  possible.  The  impact  on  these  areas  has 
been  described  as  short-term  and  minor  and  all  potholes  will  be  restored 
to  their  pre-existing  conditions  upon  completion  of  construction,  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  desires  of  the  landowners. 

The  Response  to  DOI-DEIS  Section  3. 1.7. A  points  out  that  no  specific 
problems  are  related  to  wetland  restoration.  Procedures  for  wetland  res¬ 
toration  are  being  developed  and  will  be  incorporated  into  the  construc¬ 
tion  specifications. 

The  question  of  mitigating  the  impact  during  the  breeding  and  brooding 
period  of  May  through  July  has  been  discussed  In  Response  to  FPC/DOI 
Question  No.  (48)  of  the  November  22,  1974  submission,  which  states  that, 
"due  to  the  long  sensitive  periods  for  waterfowl  which  extends  from  spring 
through  the  fall  and  the  overall  length  of  the  pipeline  mitigation  by  con¬ 
struction  scheduling  Is  not  practical.  The  alignment  was  selected  to  avoid 
wetland  areas  where  possible,  however,  it  will  cross  a  limited  number  of 
wetland  areas.  These  wetlands  can  be  described  as  primarily  Intermittent 
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or  marginal  with  limited  wildlife  value.  The  Impact  of  construction 
through  these  areas  Is  described  In  NB-EIA  Section  3.1  2.  Considering  the 
minor  and  short-term  impact  associated  with  the  construction  activity,  and 
the  restoration  program  being  developed,  additional  mitigating  procedures 
are  not  necessary. 

Page  V-1320,  Line  9  to  Page  V-1321,  Line  7.  DOI-DEIS  Scatement: 

"In  order  to  mitigate  possible  damage  as  fully  as  possible,  the 
following  procedures  should  be  followed.  As  the  trench  approaches  and 
leaves  the  pothole  proper,  ditch  blocks  should  be  utilized  so  that  drain¬ 
age  along  the  open  ditch  will  not  carry  sediment  Into  the  pothole.  In 
crossing  the  pothole,  topsoil  should  be  saved  and  replaced  at  the  surface 
so  that  production  of  critical  plant  and  animal  waterfowl  foods  can  con¬ 
tinue  at  pre-project  levels.  Special  attention  should  be  given  to  thor¬ 
oughly  compacting  materials  in  filling  the  trench  so  tnat  drainage  down 
through,  or  along  the  trench  location  does  not  take  place.  Where  lenses 
of  sand  and  gravel  or  other  permeable  materials  are  encountered,  Imper¬ 
meable  collars  around  the  pipe  should  be  installed  to  prevent  drainage 
along  the  pipe. 

Excess  spoil  material  should  be  disposed  of  so  thit  it  does  not 
raise  the  elevation  of  the  pothole  floor  and  so  that  It  cannot  wash  back 
Into  the  pothole.  Original  basin  contours  should  be  restored.  Utilizing 
standards  and  practices  developed  in  local  Soil  Conservation  Districts 
for  revegetation,  all  necessary  contour  furrowing,  mul~h1ng,  seeding, 
supplemental  irrigation  and  other  procedures  should  be  applied  so  that 
all  disturbed  surfaces  within  the  drainage  basin  of  the  potholes  will 
be  revegetated  at  the  earliest  possible  time.  Where  potholes  have  a 
fringe  of  brush  and  forbs  utilized  as  nesting  cover  by  waterfowl,  plant¬ 
ings  should  be  made  at  the  earliest  possible  date  to  restore  this  cover. 

Oil,  chemical,  sewage  or  other  pollutants  should  be  excluded  from 
the  drainage  basin  of  any  pothole  or  wetland  area  to  avoid  damage  to 
wildlife  or  to  their  food  and  cover.  Burning  could  deitroy  vital  cover 
around  potholes  and  should  be  avoided." 

NB  Coiment: 

The  co/nnents  made  by  DOI  with  respect  to  the  restoration  of  potholes 
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are  incorporated  in  the  Northern  Border  pothole  restoration  program  with 
the  following  two  exceptions. 

In  Lines  9  to  11  of  Page  V-1320,  DOI  recommends  that  Impermeable 
collars  be  emplaced  around  the  pipe  where  sand  or  gravel  lenses  are 
encountered.  The  practice  of  using  ditch  plugs,  accomplishes  the  same 
purpose,  but  without  impeding  movement  of  the  pipe  due  to  thermal  ex¬ 
pansion  and  contraction  and  will  be  included  in  the  Northern  Border 
restoration  plan. 

In  Lines  3  to  6  of  Page  V-1321,  DOI  recommends  the  use  of  standard 
seedbed  preparation  techniques  In  wetland  basins,  a  practice  It  dismisses 
as  "generally  not  feasible"  in  Section  3. 1.3. 6.  Topsoil  preservation  and 
standard  seedbed  preparation  techniques  are  unnecessary  for  the  natural 
reestablishment  of  wetland  vegetatlonal  zones,  and  have  been  omitted  from 
the  wetland  restoration  plan. 

Page  V-1321,  Lines  12  to  14  and  Lines  20  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"While  the  applicant  has  discussed  very  generally  procedures  to  be 
followed  at  stream  crossings,  there  are  some  more  specific  procedures  which 
would  more  fully  mitigate  adverse  environmental  impacts  ..." 

"As  the  trench  approaches  and  leaves  the  stream  during  construction, 
a  ditch  block  should  be  used  so  that  sediment  would  not  be  washed  Into 
the  stream  from  the  open  trench." 

NB  Comment: 

Construction  procedures  have  been  presented  in  Sections  1.5.2.K.4 
and  1.5.2.L,  4.0.2-H  and  4.0. 3-E  of  the  NB-EIA  and  in  Response  to  FPC/DOI 
Question  Nos.  (35,  37,  40,  41,  42,  43,  44,  46,  and  47)  of  November  22, 

1974  and  FPC/DOI  Question  Nos.  (25  and  39)  of  December  12,  1974.  Detailed 
stream  crossing  procedures  will  be  developed  during  final  design  and  made 
part  of  the  construction  specifications.  In  addition  construction  will 
be  In  accordance  with  the  permit  requirements  of  all  applicable  agencies. 

It  Is  stated  on  Page  1-55,  (NB-EIA  Section  1.5.2-K)  that,  "Construc¬ 
tion  procedures  will  insure  that  all  stream  crossing  impacts  are  minimized 
as  much  as  Is  practical.  To  minimize  the  time  required  for  the  stream 
crossing,  the  right-of-way  will  be  prepared  on  either  side  of  the  stream 
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crossing  prior  to  the  construction  of  the  crossing.  Care  will  be  taken 
to  preserve  as  many  existing  trees  on  the  stream  banks  as  possible,  and 
where  the  crossing  site  would  be  visible  from  an  adjacent  thoroughfare 
or  where  the  stream  is  of  high  aesthetic  value,  mitlgative  measures,  such 
as  alignment  modification  to  reduce  line  of  sight  visibility  or  screening 
will  be  utilized.  If  the  pipeline  construction  is  curtailed  for  any 
appreciable  length  of  time,  temporary  erosion  control  measures  will  be 
employed  at  the  crossings. 

Page  V-1321,  Lines  15  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Construction  in  spring  and  early  summer  fish  spawning  periods 
should  be  avoided  as  much  as  possible.  In  detailed  route  planning, 
stream  crossing  locations  should  be  carefully  reviewed  with  an  eye  to 
minimizing  the  number  of  trees  and  the  more  valuable  types  of  trees  such 
as  raptor  nesting  trees,  denning  trees,  etc.,  which  would  have  to  be 
removed. " 

NB  Consent: 

Construction  in  spring  and  early  summer  spawning  periods  will  be 
avoided  as  much  as  possible.  The  revised  construction  schedule  of  May 
through  November  will  further  reduce  the  level  of  impact  on  spawning 
periods.  Stream  crossing  locations  have  been  selected  with  respect  to 
minimizing  the  impact  on  vegetation.  Nesting  and  denning  trees  which 
are  identified  at  the  time  of  construction  will  be  avoided  where  possible. 
Page  V-1321,  Lines  20  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

As  the  trench  approaches  and  leaves  the  stream  during  construction, 
a  ditch  block  should  be  used  so  that  sediment  would  not  be  washed  into 
the  stream  from  the  open  trench." 

NB  Comment: 

Erosion  control  will  be  incorporated  In  the  construction  specif¬ 
ications  as  discussed  in  response  to  Sections  3. 1.3. 2,  3. 1.3. 4,  and 
3. 1.3. 5  of  the  DOI-DEIS. 

Page  V-1321,  Lines  22  to  26,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"During  installation  of  the  pipe,  an  impermeable  barrier  should  be 
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placed  around  the  pipe  above  the  streambank  break  point  so  that  drainage 
along  the  pipe  would  not  occur  with  the  possibility  of  surface  flows  down 
the  streambanks  causing  a  continuing  slltation  problem  in  the  stream.'1 

NB  Comment: 

Drainage  along  the  pipe,  or  "piping",  has  been  addressed  In  response 
to  Page  V- 925  of  the  D01-DEIS  and  In  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No. 

(3)  of  December  12,  1974,  which  states  that  impermeable  plugs  will  be 
placed  along  the  trench  to  prevent  the  migration  of  water  and  surface 
erosion. 

Page  V-1322,  Lines  1  to  26,  DPI -DEIS  Statement: 

"During  excavation  of  the  trench  as  it  approaches  and  leaves  the 
streambanks,  as  it  cuts  down  the  streambank  and  as  it  crosses  the  stream- 
bed  itself,  all  excavated  material  should  be  stored  so  that  it  will  not 
wash  into  the  stream  in  the  event  of  rainstorms.  No  material  should  be 
stored  on  the  streambed  where  a  sudden  freshet  could  result  in  extensive 
and  long  term  downstream  sedimentation  damage.  In  filling  the  trench, 
the  streambanks  should  be  thoroughly  compacted  and  topsoil  replaced  to 
ensure  early  recovery  of  these  control  areas.  The  streambed  should  be 
surfaced  with  material  identical  to  or  no  more  erodible  than  the  original 
substrate.  Where  bedrock  is  encountered  and  blasting  takes  place,  a 
rubble  substrate  would  be  suitable. 

Downstream  silt  barriers  should  be  installed  across  streams  and 
cleaned  out  periodically  during  construction  and  on  completion  of 
construction.  Where  very  erodible  conditions  are  encountered,  these 
barriers  may  have  to  be  left  in  and  cleaned  periodically  until  banks  are 
stabilized. 

The  streambanks  and  construction  sites  should  be  stabilized,  mulched 
and  revegetated  and  necessary  conservation  practices  such  as  diversions 
utilized  at  the  earliest  possible  date  to  reduce  erosion  and  stream 
siltation.  Tree  and  shrub  plantings  selected  for  their  wildlife  food 
and  cover  values  should  be  installed  up  to  edges  of  the  permanent  right- 
of-way  at  the  earliest  possible  planting  season  so  that  wildlife  and 
aesthetic  values  can  be  restored  as  soon  as  possible. 


4. 1.3. 4. G  (Cont.) 

Each  crossing  of  navigable  waters  will  require  a  U.S.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers  permit.  In  evaluating  these  specific  permit  applications,  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  may  recommend  additional  mitigation  pro¬ 
cedures  or  relocation  of  crossing  sites  based  on  more  detailed  onsite 
studies. " 

NB  Comment: 

The  methods  proposed  by  Northern  Border  as  summarized  below  substan¬ 
tially  provide  the  same  level  of  mitigation  suggested  in  the  DEIS.  These 
methods  will  be  detailed  and  placed  in  the  construction  specifications. 

Submerged  crossings,  such  as  rivers,  streams,  gullies  and  creeks 
shall  be  installed  and  restored  in  accordance  with  the  applicable 
Construction  Drawings,  and  in  accordance  with  permit  requirements,  and 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  all  statutory  authorities  including 
those  authorities  concerned  with  water  supply,  Irrigation,  water  pollu¬ 
tion,  navigation  and  fisheries. 

All  waterway  crossings  shall  be  restored  to  as  near  original  contours 
as  possible  including  filling  of  excavation  and  bank  cuts,  and  removing 
surplus  excavated  materials  from  streambeds. 

The  banks  of  all  streams  and  rivers  shall  be  properly  rip  rapped 
with  sacks  filled  with  either  earth  or  sand  mixed  with  cement  or  rip 
rapped  with  other  approved  material. 

As  nearly  as  possible,  the  beds  of  all  streams  and  rivers  shall  be 
restored  to  their  former  elevations  and  grade  and  spoil,  debris,  piling, 
coffer  dams,  false  work,  excavation,  construction  materials  and  obstruc¬ 
tions  resulting  from  construction  of  the  pipeline  shall  be  removed  from 
the  crossing  to  prevent  interference  with  normal  water  flow  and  inter¬ 
ference  with  any  normal  use  of  such  streams  and  rivers  and  shall  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  in  a  manner  and  at  locations  satisfactory  to  the  governing 
agencies. 

All  streambanks  and  additional  work  space  required  for  construction 
will  be  revegetated  to  approximate  pre-existing  conditions.  Banks  shall 
be  properly  seeded  to  avoid  erosion  before  consolidation. 
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The  use  of  downstream  silt  barriers  except  as  required  by  permitting 
agencies  Is  unwarranted  In  view  of  the  short  term  and  minor  level  of 
Impact  associated  with  the  stream  crossings. 

Page  V-1323,  Lines  1  to  4.  D0I-0EIS  Statement: 

"Microwave  towers  ...  will  be  200  to  300  feet  high.  Towers  with  white 
strobe  lights  tend  to  attract  birds  during  migration  and  should  be  avoided. 
Red  warning  lights  would  be  less  attractive.  Towers  9  and  10  should  be  as 
low  as  possible." 

NB  Comment: 

The  towers  will  be  less  than  300  feet  high  and  will  not  be  equipped 
with  strobe  lights.  Since  most  birds  migrate  at  an  altitude  from  450  to 
5,000  feet  during  the  night,  little  interaction  is  expected.  Moreover, 
larger  birds  such  as  hawks  and  herons  rest  by  night. 

Page  V-1323,  Lines  7  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  Montana,  oxbow  islands  above  Frenchman  Reservoir  [are]  used  by 
geese  ...  Construction  should  be  done  in  such  a  manner  that  predator 
access  to  these  islands  is  not  provided.  The  oxbows  should  be  cleared 
of  spoil  materials." 

NB  Comment: 

Oxbows  affected  by  construction  are  mostly  dry  during  much  of  the 
year  and  accessible  to  predators.  Excess  spoil  material  will  not  be  left 
on  the  oxbows. 


Page  V-1323.  Lines  11  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  technical  review  teams  locate  prairie  and  peregrine  falcon  nests 
In  close  vicinity  to  the  route  between  Miles  10  and  28,  construction 
activities  should  not  be  carried  out  in  the  area  from  mid-February  through 
July." 


NB  Comment: 

There  are  no  known  peregrine  or  prairie  falcon  nests  in  the  milepost 
10  to  23  stretch.  (Personal  communication  9/75).  Peregrine  falcons  are 
not  known  to  nest  anywhere  east  of  the  Rocky  Mountains  In  the  United  States 
at  this  time. 
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There  may  be  wintering  falcons  In  this  region,  however  the  construc¬ 
tion  schedule  (starting  in  May)  will  avoid  the  possibility  of  effects. 

In  the  remote  chance  a  nest  site  should  be  encountered,  slight  route  ad¬ 
justment  can  be  made  at  the  time  of  construction. 

Page  V-1323,  Lines  14  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Based  on  technical  review  team  survey,  sage  grouse  strutting  ground 
areas  found  along  the  route  in  the  Lime  Creek,  Montana  drainage  should 
not  be  disturbed  from  mid-March  to  mid-May." 

NB  Comnent: 

Mainline  construction  will  be  limited  to  May  through  November  as  a 
result  of  the  revised  construction  schedule.  Should  sage  grouse  strutting 
grounds  be  identified,  timing  restrictions  can  be  used  to  mitigate  the 
impact. 

Page  V-1323.  Lines  17  to  19.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  survey  of  the  buttes  from  Mile  83  to  Mile  85  is  needed  to  deter¬ 
mine  their  use  by  breeding  birds  of  prey.  If  substantial  use  is  found, 
the  pipeline  should  be  realigned  to  pass  south  of  this  area  by  2  miles." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Route  was  designed  so  as  not  to  impact  on  the  buttes  which  are 
on  the  average  some  1,000  feet  away  from  the  construction  zone. 

Deviations  of  the  smallest  magnitude  would  be  adequate  to  maintain 
a  distance  of  500-700  feet  between  right-of-way  and  the  foot  of  the  buttes. 
Also,  construction  could  be  scheduled  to  occur  between  August  and  Novem¬ 
ber  to  avoid  disturbances  during  nesting.  While  there  are  these  alter¬ 
natives  to  the  DEIS  recoimendation,  It  is  considered  that  the  present  align 
ment  does  not  threaten  wildlife  dependent  on  these  buttes. 

Page  V-1323,  Lines  20  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Realignment  of  the  route  in  the  Big  Muddy  Creek  drainage  in  Montana 
to  avoid  activity  near  Manning  Lake  would  reduce  waterfowl  impact.  This 
could  be  accomplished  by  continuing  the  route  eastward  from  Milepost  140.5 
to  a  point  3  miles  east  of  the  present  alignment  and  then  southeasterly 
2.5  miles  back  to  the  proposed  route." 
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NB  Comment: 

The  waterfowl  impact  of  the  proposed  project  near  Manning  Lake  has 
been  addressed  in  response  to  Page  V-1066.  The  level  of  impact  is  minor 
and  does  not  warrant  the  additional  cost  of  the  deviation. 

Page  V-1323,  Lines  25  and  26.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"An  erodible  sandhill  area  is  located  between  miles  149-152.  A 
rerouting  half  a  mile  south  would  avoid  a  fragile  prairie  coirmunity." 

NB  Conment: 

The  area  of  migrating  sandunes  described  by  the  DOI-DEIS  is  traversed 
by  the  proposed  route  only  in  the  southerly  portion.  A  rangeland  area  is 
located  immediately  south,  and  slightly  west  of  the  sandune  area.  The 
proposed  route  was  chosen  to  minimize  the  impacts  on  both  wildlife  habitats. 
Page  V-1324,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  very  considerable  adverse  impacts  at  the  Mississippi  River 
crossing  site  noted  earlier  could  be  avoided  to  a  major  extent  by  moving 
the  crossing  about  2  miles  downstream  to  River  Mile  497.  Here  the  river 
is  about  1  mile  wide  and  there  are  no  bottomland  sloughs  Involved.  An 
upstream  alternative  crossing  would  be  severely  destructive  of  bottom¬ 
land  habitat." 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  that  the  proposed  crossing  will  result  in  a  consider¬ 
able  adverse  impact  substantially  overstates  the  actual  impact  as  dis¬ 
cussed  in  response  to  Page  V-1086  of  Section  3.1.3.7.A-1  and  Page  V-1106 
of  Section  3.1.3.7.A-2  of  the  DOI-DEIS.  Relocation  of  the  line  Is  un¬ 
warranted. 

Page  V-1324,  Lines  6  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  Minnesota,  the  State's  Coon  Creek  Wildlife  Management  Unit  Is 
crossed  by  the  route.  Some  minor  realignment  could  considerably  reduce 
the  environmental  impact  and  should  be  planned  with  the  state.  The 
State's  Lyons  and  Ivanhoe  Wildlife  Management  Units  are  also  adversely 
impacted  by  the  route  alignment  and  an  alternate  routing  around  these 
state  areas  should  be  planned.  These  areas  were  specially  selected  and 
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The  Indiana  bat  will  not  be  affected  by  the  project  since  construction 
does  not  lead  to  the  destruction  of  caves.  The  limestone  caverns  are 
about  2,000  feet  away  from  the  proposed  route  and  disturbances  due  to 
blasting  can  be  minimized  by  controlling  the  blasting  charges. 

The  values  present  In  the  Illinois  River  area  were  recognized  In  the 
NB-EIA  and  an  alternative  point  of  crossing  was  considered  (see  Volume  4, 

Table  4-1,  Page  4-8,  Area  Number  41).  The  proposed  deviation,  which 
passed  to  the  north  of  the  Starved  Rock  State  Park  area  significantly 
Increased  the  length  of  the  line.  Northern  Border  will  consult  with  the 
appropriate  state  management  agency  prior  to  finalization  of  the  alignment 
through  this  area.  The  area  will  be  restored  in  accordance  with  the 
permit  requirements. 

As  described  in  the  NB-EIA  that  portion  of  Matthieson  State  Park 
traversed  by  the  proposed  route  is  used  for  agricultural  production  and  337 

the  impact  will  be  the  same  as  for  other  comparable  croplands  and  will 
not  result  in  substantial  wildlife  or  recreation  losses. 

Page  V-1326,  Lines  11  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  Ohio  a  realignment  is  necessary  to  avoid  losses  to  research 
areas  in  the  Delaware  Reservoir  Wildlife  area.  Years  of  research  cannot 
really  be  compensated  for  if  research  plots  are  destroyed  and  only  a 
cooperative  search  for  a  new  alignment  will  prevent  serious  damage." 

NB  Comment: 

As  discussed  in  response  to  Page  V- 1 094  of  the  NB-EIA  indicates 
cognizance  of  the  research  plots  and  recorrmends  careful  route  selection 
to  avoid  research  plots.  The  proposed  route  passes  through  one  research 
plot  and  a  modification  in  this  area  is  under  consideration  on  the  basis 
of  the  research  plot  locations  submitted  by  the  Project  Leader  of  the 
Olentangy  Wildlife  Experimental  Station. 

Page  V-1326,  Lines  16  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Where  national  wildlife  refuge  lands,  state  wildlife  areas,  national,  I 
state  or  local  recreation  areas  or  other  public  use  areas  lie  in  the  path 
of  the  final  pipeline  route  and  it  Is  determined  after  study  of  detailed 
construction  and  operation  plans  by  the  managing  agency  that  there  will 


4. 1.3. 4. G  (Cont.) 

set  aside  to  provide  for  wildlife  purposes.  If  their  use  and  potentials 
are  Impaired,  replacement  areas  should  be  purchased  by  the  applicant  and 
deeded  to  the  state. 

In  Illinois,  the  wildlife  values  of  the  Big  Bend  State  Conservation 
area  will  be  significantly  reduced  by  pipeline  construction  through  this 
reserve.  Rerouting  the  pipeline  to  pass  south  of  this  area  would  eliminate 
this  problem  (see  Figure  4. 1.3. 4-1).  Without  such  a  realignment,  the 
state's  long  range  management  plans  for  the  area  will  be  disrupted  and 
options  severely  limited.  Acquisition  of  additional  lands  by  the  applicant 
could  be  required  to  replace  the  lost  potentials  of  the  area." 

NB  Comment: 

No  significant  impact  would  be  generated  in  the  areas  mentioned  in 
the  DEIS  and  the  increased  costs  of  realignment  can  not  be  warranted.  The 
suggested  Big  Bend  deviation  would  increase  the  length  of  the  route  by 
1.5  miles.  Northern  Border  will  consult  with  the  appropriate  state  agency 
managing  these  areas  prior  to  finalization  of  the  alignment  through  these 
areas.  The  areas  will  be  restored  in  accordance  with  the  permit  require¬ 
ment  and  future  use  will  not  be  impaired.  The  installation  of  facilities 
with  low  environmental  impact  such  as  those  imposed  by  the  proposed  con¬ 
struction  Is  consistent^ with  the  multiple-use  ethic  on  public  lands. 

Page  V-1324,  Line  21  to  Page  V-1326,  Line  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  proposed  alignment  In  crossing  Pecumsaugan  Creek  runs  through 
an  unusual  area  recommended  for  state  purchase  by  the  Illinois  Natural 
Preserves  Commission.  Discussions  with  the  owner  are  underway.  Also 
involved  in  this  segment  of  the  route  Is  critical  habitat  of  the  en¬ 
dangered  Indiana  bat...  on  the  south  side  of  the  Illinois  River,. ..the 
route  crosses  land  recently  acquired  ...  as  a  connecting  section  between 
two  sections  of  the  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  and  State  Park.  Also 
crossed  is  a  corner  of  Matthieson  State  Park.  A  realignment  ...  is  the 
only  feasible  mitigation  procedure..." 

NB  Comment: 

This  matter  has  been  addressed  relative  to  DEIS  statements  in  Section 
3. 1.3. 7,  Page  V-1089  and  V-1090. 
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be  a  loss  to  the  purposes  for  which  these  lands  were  acquired  by  the 
public,  then  additional  lands  or  waters  should  be  acquired  by  the  applicant 
and  title  transferred  to  the  managing  agency." 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  will  consult  with  the  managing  agency  prior  to 
final  route  selection  where  construction  will  occur  in  the  above  mentioned 
areas  and  all  construction  and  restoration  will  be  done  in  accordance  with 
the  necessary  permits.  As  a  result  of  the  low  level  of  impact  associated 
with  the  proposed  project  and  the  proposed  consultations  with  the  manage¬ 
ment  agencies,  no  loss  in  the  use  of  these  lands  or  to  the  purposes  for 
which  these  lands  were  acquired  will  occur.  Therefore,  the  acquisition 
and  substitutions  of  compensatory  lands  is  not  warranted. 
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4. 1.3. 4. K  land  Use-Waste  Disposal 

Page  V-1327.  Line  17  to  Page  V-1330.  Line  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement : 

The  DEIS  states  that  since  waste  disposal  is  site  specific,  a  waste 
management  plan  should  be  developed  and  submitted  to  the  responsible  agency 
based  on  a  detailed  assessment  of  the  waste  problem.  This  plan  should 
Include  all  waste  components  and  a  listing  is  presented  of  specific  miti¬ 
gating  measures  to  be  included  in  the  plan. 


NB  Comment: 

Waste  disposal  was  addressed  in  response  to  Section  3. 1.3. 10. C. 2  of 
DOI-DEIS.  The  DEIS  has  overstated  the  waste  generated  and  associated  problems. 
Waste  disposal  activities  are  subject  to  federal,  state  and  local  regu¬ 
lations  and  Northern  Border  will  conform  with  all  applicable  regulations. 

Methods  of  disposal  and  the  impact  of  waste  disposal  related  to  the 
construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  facilities  has  been  addressed 
in  Sections  3.1.1,  3.1.5,  and  3.2.5  of  the  NB-EIA  and  In  the  response  to 
FPC/DOI  Question  Nos.  (28,  29,  and  30)  of  November  22,  1974  and  FPC/D0I 
Question  Nos.  (1,  6,  9,  11,  12,  and  24)  of  December  12,  1974.  As  stated 
in  these  responses,  although  specific  details  will  be  developed 
during  final  design,  adeguate  solutions  are  available  for  the  disposal 
of  these  wastes  without  generating  significant  impacts,  and  they  will  be 
in  accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations. 

These  methods  of  disposal  substantially  agree  with  those  proposed  in  the 
DEIS.  Additional  mitigating  measures  and  the  waste-management  plan  concept 
proposed  In  the  DEIS  are  unwarranted  based  on  the  impact  associated  with  the 
disposal  of  wastes,  the  mitigating  factors  proposed  by  Northern  Border , 
and  the  high  degree  of  federal,  state  and  local  regulation  of  waste  dis¬ 
posal  activities. 
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Page  V-1330,  Line  16,  to  Page  V-1331,  Line  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  section  consists  of  recommendations  which  the  DEIS  describes  as 
necessary  for  mitigating  potential  impact  on  cultural  resources. 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  does  not  acknowledge  any  of  the  mltigatlve  measures  incorpor¬ 
ated  In  the  NB-EIA  section  4.2  regarding  cultural  resources.  In  the  NB-EIA, 
It  is  stated  that  sites  of  archaeological  and  historical  value  have  been 
avoided  in  evaluating  the  proposed  route.  The  location  of  archaeological 
sites  will  be  determined  during  land  acquisition  and  avoided  by  route  al¬ 
teration  to  the  extent  practicable  in  order  to  mitigate  any  impact  upon 
these  sites.  On  federal  and  state  lands  where  required,  a  survey  for  new 
historic  and  archaeological  sites  will  be  conducted. 

Prior  to  construction,  a  set  of  guidelines  will  be  provided  to  the 
Northern  Border  inspectors  and  the  contractors  to  use  in  assisting  in  the 
identification  of  a  site  or  significant  artifacts.  In  addition,  the 
Northern  Border  inspectors  and  contractors  will  be  provided  the  name  of 
persons  or  agencies  to  contact  in  the  event  that  a  site  is  uncovered. 

The  site  will  be  marked  and  the  trench  left  open  to  provide  reasonable 
opportunity  to  inspect  the  site. 

Therefore,  many  of  the  general  recommendations  made  in  the  DEIS  in 
this  section  have  already  been  incorporated  in  the  Northern  Border  planning. 
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Page  V-1332,  Lines  2  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“Consideration  should  be  given  to  rerouting  of  the  pipeline  to  avoid 
recreation  areas  such  as  West  Fork  River  Green  Belt,  Iowa;  Big  Bend  State 
Conservation  Area,  Illinois;  Starved  Rock  and  Matthiessen  State  Park, 
Illinois;  Mingo  Creek  Park,  Pennsylvania;  Round  Hill  Regional  Park, 
Pennsylvania  and  Salamonie  State  Recreation  Area,  Indiana.  Figure 
4. 1.3. 4-1  illustrates  a  possible  route  adjustment  around  Big  Bend  State 
Conservation  Area." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impacts  of  construction  through  each  of  the  above  areas  with  the 
exception  of  the  Salamonie  State  Recreation  Area  was  discussed  in  res¬ 
ponse  to  Section  3.1.3.13.  The  low  level  of  construction  impact  in  the 
areas  mentioned  does  not  warrant  a  significant  deviation  in  the  alignment 
and  final  routing  in  these  areas  will  be  decided  after  consultation  with 
the  managing  agency. 

The  pipeline  route  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Salamonie  State  Recreation 
Area  will  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  recreational  usage  of  the 
area  either  during  the  construction  or  operation  of  the  pipeline.  As  des¬ 
cribed  In  Part  V,  Volume  3,  Section  3.1.3.12,  Page  V-1192,  lines  2  to  14, 
"the  pipeline  crosses  the  lake  at  its  extreme  upper  end  in  an  area  that 
gets  very  little  recreational  usage."  The  crossing  is  situated  in  the 
southern  extension  of  the  recreation  areas  that  is  designated  for  public 
hunting  and  Is  several  miles  upstream  from  the  main  pool  of  the  reservoir. 
The  effects  of  construction  will  be  temporary  and  minor  and  the  crossing 
site  will  be  restored  and  tunnel  views  along  the  right-of-way  mitigated. 

Page  V-1332,  Lines  17  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Where  recreation  areas  cannot  be  avoided,  restoration  of  the  right- 
of-way  should  be  done  so  as  to  provide  the  recreational  opportunities  that 
were  present  before  construction.  This  will  Include  rebuilding  and  sys¬ 
tems  that  have  been  damaged,  replacing  facilities  and  reestablishing 
vegetation  that  screen  the  open  right-of-way  through  the  park." 

NB  Connent: 

As  stated  in  the  response  to  DOI-DEIS  Section  3. 1.3. 13. A,  Northern 
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Border  will  consult  with  the  appropriate  managing  agencies  of  these  areas 
prior  to  construction  and  the  rights-of-way  will  be  restored  using  suitable 
measures  to  mitigate  the  impact. 

Page  V-1332,  Lines  22  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  applicant  should  take  necessary  steps  to  avoid  closed  canopied 
hardwood  forest  areas  where  they  occur  within  designated  park  and  recrea¬ 
tion  areas  and  at  river  crossings  where  recreation  and  aesthetic  values 
are  significant." 

NB  Comment: 

As  previously  stated  in  response  to  DOI-DEIS  Section  3. 1.3. 13. A 
Northern  Border  will  consult  with  the  managing  agency  prior  to  final  route 
selection.  Also,  as  stated  in  the  NB-EIA,  the  proposed  route  was  selected 
to  minimize  distances  through  wooded  floodplains  and  forested  areas. 

Page  V-1333,  Lines  1  to  11 ,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  crossing  of  the  North  Dakota  Badlands  and  the  Little  Missouri 
River  will  result  in  severe  aesthetic  damage.  Because  of  this,  route  ad¬ 
justments  should  be  searched  out  that  would  avoid  or  lessen  the  impacts 
of  this  crossing.  Possible  changes  that  should  be  considered  are  (a) 
crossing  the  Little  Missouri  River  near  the  U.S.  85  bridge  at  the  east 
entrance  of  the  North  Unit  of  the  Theodore  Roosevelt  National  Memorial 
Park.  (This  change  would  also  allow  the  pipeline  to  pass  south  of  the 
Kill  deer  Mountains),  as  illustrated  by  Figure  4. 1.3. 4-2;  (b)  crossing 
the  Little  Missouri  River  at  the  present  crossing  site  but  via  suspension 
bridge  and  (c)  crossing  the  Little  Missouri  where  it  has  become  an  arm 

of  Lake  Sakakawea  In  the  Fort  Berthold  Reservation  as  shown  In  Figure 
4. 1.3. 4-3." 

NB  Comment: 

As  described  in  Section  4.1  of  the  NB-EIA  the  Little  Missouri  Crossing 
point  was  made  after  a  detailed  field  evaluation.  Alternative  crossing 
points  were  reviewed  as  far  as  55  miles  south  and  30  miles  north  of  the 
proposed  crossing  point.  The  proposed  crossing  point  which  was  selected 
after  a  detailed  environmental  analysis  of  the  alternatives  minimizes  the 
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amount  of  badlands  traversed  and  will  result  in  a  minimal  impact  on  the 
Little  Missouri  Badlands.  Only  an  alternative  which  crosses  less  bad¬ 
lands  than  the  proposed  route  can  be  regarded  as  an  Improvement.  The 
suspension  bridge  concept  as  an  alternative  to  floodplain  burial  does 
not  reduce  the  length  of  the  route  through  the  badlands  and  would  not 
reduce  the  aesthetic  Impact.  The  impact  on  topography  and  badland  eco¬ 
systems  of  the  alternative  along  Highway  85  would  also  be  higher  than 
that  of  the  proposed  route  since  this  alternative  traverses  twice  as 
much  badland  topography  than  the  proposed  route.  In  addition,  the  alter¬ 
native  would  be  5  miles  longer  than  the  proposed  route. 

The  suggested  alternative  across  the  reservoir  and  Fort  Berthold 
Indian  Reservation  involves  topographical  problems  similar  to  those  along 
the  proposed  route.  West  of  the  reservoir  crossing,  rugged  areas  stretch 
for  a  distance  of  over  30  miles  towards  Watford  City  as  typified  by  the 
Eagle  Nest  Butte  -  Phaeleus  Butte  Area  and  the  Fancy  Butte  Areas.  This 
alternative  is  about  3  miles  longer  than  the  proposed  route,  involves  10 
miles  more  of  rugged  rangeland  and  will  involve  a  reservoir  crossing  which 
is  more  difficult  than  the  Little  Missouri  River  crossing. 

Page  V-1333,  Lines  12  to  18,  D0I-0E1S  Statement; 

"The  crossing  of  the  Illinois  River  in  LaSalle  County,  Illinois  will 
result  in  severe  impacts  on  wildlife,  archaeological  and  historical  sites, 
recreation  areas  and  on  the  regions'  aesthetic  values  consisting  of  a 
close-canopy  hardwood  forest  and  a  steep  river  bluff  with  rock  outcrops. 
Because  of  these  impacts,  other  crossing  points  should  be  considered. 

One  possibility  is  at  a  point  about  7  miles  east  of  the  present  crossing 
and  1  mile  west  of  Ottawa  as  illustrated  by  Figure  4. 1.3. 4-4." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Illinois  River  crossing  was  discussed  in  previous  responses  in 
this  section  with  the  exception  of  the  achaeological  and  historical  sites. 

Three  archaeological  sites  are  identified  in  the  NB-EIA,  near  the 
proposed  crossing  site  of  the  Illinois  River  in  LaSalle  County,  Illinois. 
The  best  available  information  from  the  Illinois  Archaeology  Survey  was 
used  in  planning  the  route  at  this  river  crossing.  These  sites  are  shown 
relative  to  the  proposed  route  on  the  aerial  map  in  the  NB-EIA,  Volume  7, 
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Map  A-66.  They  will  be  identified  during  the  alignment  survey  and  the 
route  adjusted  to  avoid  these  sites  during  construction  as  discussed  In 
the  NB-EIA. 

Page  V-1333,  Lines  19  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Abandoned  canals  that  are  now  designated  as  recreation  areas  or  have 
significant  potential  for  recreation  activities  such  as  walking  or  hiking 
should  be  crossed  by  burrowing  under  the  canal  rather  than  by  open  cut.  In 
order  to  preserve  aesthetic  values.  The  Illinois  and  Michigan,  Illinois 
and  Mississippi  and  Miami  and  Erie  are  the  major  canals  to  be  crossed." 

NB  Comment: 

As  discussed  in  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (15)  of  November 
22,  1974,  boring  would  be  the  preferred  method  of  construction  but  the 
actual  method  would  depend  on  the  results  of  field  survey.  Regardless  of 
the  method  of  construction  "canals,  their  levees,  and  the  adjacent  terrain 
would  be  restored  to  their  original  topography  and  structural  integrity." 

Page  V-1339,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Steep  bluffs  or  rocky  outcroppings  in  areas  where  recreation  values 
exist,  such  as  the  Wabash  River  (west  crossing)  and  the  Illinois  River  at 
Starved  Rock  State  Park  should  be  avoided  by  route  adjustments. 

NB  Comnents: 

The  proposed  route  was  selected  to  minimize  construction  in  areas  of 
steep  bluffs  or  rocky  outcroppings  with  recreational  value,  where  possible. 
As  previously  discussed  in  response  to  DOI-DEIS  Section  3. 1.3. 13. A  and 
repeated  in  this  section,  the  low  level  of  construction  impact  in  the  areas 
mentioned  does  not  warrant  a  significant  deviation  in  the  alignment;  final 
routing  in  these  areas  will  be  decided  after  consultation  with  the  managing 
agency. 

Page  V-1339,  Lines  4  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Area  with  significant  aesthetic  value  because  of  soils,  topographical 
and  vegetation  conditions  that  are  so  sensitive  that  their  disturbance  will 
be  permanent  or  extremely  long  term  should  be  avoided.  The  Little  Missouri 
River  and  associated  Badlands  of  North  Dakota  is  the  principal  area  where 
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these  types  of  critical  factors  exist  along  the  pipeline  route.  The  Illinois 
and  Rock  River  (Illinois),  Wapsipinicon  River  (Iowa)  and  Wabash  River  (In¬ 
diana)  are  key  rivers.  A  route  change  that  would  eliminate  the  two  Wapsi¬ 
pinicon  River  crossings  is  shown  on  Figure  4. 1.3. 4-5.  Figure  4. 1.3. 4-6 
provides  a  possible  solution  to  the  crossing  of  the  Upper  Mississippi  River 
Wildlife  and  Fish  Refuge  and  the  crossing  of  the  Big  Bend  State  Conserva¬ 
tion  Area." 

NB  Conment: 

The  Little  Missouri,  Illinois  and  Rock,  Wabash  and  Mississippi  River 
crossings  have  been  addressed  in  previous  responses  to  this  section.  The 
impact  of  the  Wapsipinicon  River  was  previously  discussed  in  response  to 
Section  3.1.3.7.A-2  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  and  Sections  2.4.3  (page  92)  and 
3.1.2  (page  126)  of  the  NB-EIA.  Screen  plantings  or  minor  alignment  ad¬ 
justments  can  be  used  to  mitigate  the  impact  on  aesthetics  (DOI/FPC  Ques¬ 
tion  No.  (35)  of  November  22,  1974).  The  additional  4.5  miles  of  construc¬ 
tion  resulting  from  the  suggested  deviation  is  unwarranted.  Final  route 
selection  and  restoration  requirements  will  be  determined  after  consultation 
with  the  applicable  agencies  having  jurisdiction  over  the  crossing. 
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4. 1.3. 4. N  Air  Quality 

Page  V- 1342,  Lines  3  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"There  are  a  number  of  measures  that  can  be  implemented  to  mitigate 
air  quality  degradation.  The  sources  of  air  quality  reduction  are  con¬ 
struction-related  engine-powered  equipment,  compressor  stations,  burning 
of  materials  and  other  operation  or  maintenance  operations.  Mitigating 
measures  must  address  visible,  particulate,  sulfur  oxide,  carbon  oxide, 
nitrogen  oxide,  volatile  organic,  hydrocarbon  photochemical  oxidant  and 
odor  emissions.  Emissions  from  the  sources  noted  above  are  a  mixture  of 
several  classes  of  emission,  generally  one  of  v/hi ch  is  predominant.  In 
identifying  a  mitigating  measure,  it  was  considered  that  if  the  major 
emission  were  controlled  satisfactorily,  lesser  but  connected  emissions 
would  also  be  controlled.  The  possiDle  additional  mitigating  measures  are 
given  in  more  detail  below." 

NB  Comment: 

Mitigative  measures  are  not  required  since  significant  adverse  impacts 
will  not  occur  as  discussed  in  response  to  Section  3.1.3.13  of  the  DOI-DEIS. 

Page  V-1342.  Line  15  to  Page  V-1343.  Line  16.  DOI-DEIS_Statement: 

In  this  section,  the  DEIS  presents  a  discussion  of  problems  associated 
in  the  fugitive  dust  emission,  describes  areas  of  concern  and  methods  of 
control . 

NB  Comment: 

The  problem  of  fugitive  dust  is  overstated.  The  proposed  construction 
will  result  in  limited  movement  of  excavated  earth  and  debris,  and  the 
emissions  will  be  localized  and  similar  to  those  resulting  from  a  typical 
construction  project. 

Areas  where  fugitive  dust  problems  are  expected  from  the  exposed  right- 
of-way,  have  been  discussed  in  response  to  page  V-967  to  V-968  of  the  DOI- 
DEIS.  These  areas  are  limited  to  about  66  miles.  Dust  and  soil  control 
measures  will  be  applied  as  part  of  the  construction  practice,  and  wind 
erosion  will  be  taken  into  account  during  the  revegetation  program. 

Page  V-1342,  Lines  21  and  22.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Only  North  Dakota  and  Pennsylvania  have  numerical  restrictions  on 
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dustfall  and  only  Indiana  has  a  criterion  for  airborne  fugitive  dust." 
NB  Comment: 

Montana  also  has  a  dustfall  standard  and  Pennsylvania  has  numerical 
regulations  limiting  fugitive  dust  emissions. 

Page  V-1342,  Line  23  to  Pane  V-1343.  Line  6.  DOT-DFIS  .Statement.: 


3/^ 


"Fugitive  dust  emissions  will  be  most  prominent  during  construction 
operations.  Principal  sources  of  fugitive  dust  will  be  excavation 
operation  and  traffic  on  access  roads,  the  right-of-way  haulage  roads. 

All  of  these  will  be  aggravated  by  wind.  During  excavations  and  primary 
earthmoving  stages,  there  are  practically  no  measures  that  can  be  em¬ 
ployed  to  reduce  the  release  of  dust  from  ground  breaking  and  transfer  of 
earth.  These  operations  are  concentrated  in  the  middle  hours  of  the  day 
when  natural  atmospheric  dispersion  is  most  intense.  This  is  a  dis¬ 
advantage  in  the  case  of  dust  because  it  increases  dust  visibility  and 
extends  the  range  of  the  effect." 

NB  Comment: 


3V7 


During  the  late  morning  and  afternoon  hours,  atmospheric  dispersion 
near  the  ground  is  generally  better  than  nighttime  hours  because  of  greater 
wind  speeds  and  atmospheric  turbulence.  These  meteorological  conditions 
would  cause  dust  generated  by  excavation  and  primary  earthmoving  operations 
to  be  entrained  and  carried  downwind  resulting  in  higher  fugitive  dust 
concentrations  near  the  point  of  operation  and  a  larger  zone  of  influence 
in  comparison  to  operations  conducted  during  nighttime  hours.  Although 
more  dust  would  be  entrained  by  the  wind,  dust  concentrations  downwind  of 
the  maximum  would  be  rapidly  decreased  because  of  the  dispensing  effect 
of  the  wind  and  atmospheric  turbulence.  Gravity  settling  of  the  larger 
dust  particles  would  be  impeded  by  the  greater  wind  speeds  and  atmospheric 
dispersion  that  generally  occurs  during  the  late  morning  and  afternoon 
hours. 


Page  V-1343,  Lines  18  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement:  m 

"Research  may  be  necessary  to  determine  if  the  nitrogen  oxide  emissions  I  3^% 
of  Compressor  Stations  13,  14,  15,  and  16  can  meet  the  standards  of  the 
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South  Dakota  Air  Pollution  Control  Act." 

NB  Coinnent: 

The  control  technology  is  presently  available  to  meet  the  South 
Dakota  Standard  as  stated  in  Volume  4,  Page  3. 2. 4-4  of  the  NB-EIA. 

Page  V-1343,  Lines  21  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Research  is  necessary  to  understand  the  consequences  of  pipe  rupture 
in  the  environment.  The  gas  expansion  from  such  high  pressure  suggests 
that  gas  densities  may  be  greater  than  ambient  air  which  would  then  result 
in  a  very  large  air  pollution  problem  at  the  least,  and  a  disastrous  five 
hazard  at  worst." 

NB  Comment: 

The  probability  of  the  occurrence  of  such  an  accident  is  remote,  and 
over  91  percent  of  the  gas  is  methane  which  is  a  non-pollutant.  Should 

such  an  accident  occur  the  resulting  plume  would  be  buoyant  as  discussed  in 

response  to  Section  3.1.3.16,  pages  V-1350  to  V-1352  of  the  DOI-DEIS.  A 
layering  of  the  escaping  gas  would  not  occur.  The  buoyancy,  in  combination 
with  background  wind  conditions,  would  result  in  the  rising,  downwind  move¬ 
ment  and  dispersion  of  the  gas.  Should  the  gas  ignite,  the  heat  of  combus¬ 
tion  would  produce  hot  gases  with  high  buoyancy  resulting  in  low  ground 

level  concentrations. 

Page  V-1344,  Lines  7  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Open  buring  of  debris  can  emit  significant  amounts  of  particulate 
matter  as  well  as  constituting  a  safety  hazard.  An  adequate  fire  protection 
plan  that  complies  with  OSHA  is  essential.  Emissions  from  open  buring 
should  be  minimized  by  adopting  the  following  procedures." 

NB  Cotrment: 

The  proposed  project  will  be  constructed  in  compliance  with  OSHA,  and 
open  burning  will  be  done  in  accordance  with  the  open  burning  regulations 
for  each  state. 

Page  V-1345,  Lines  7  to  20,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Dispersion  is  necessary  because  there  is  no  demonstrated,  commercially 
available  technology  that  will  significantly  reduce  N0x  emissions  from 
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engines  fired  by  fossil  fuels. 

Sensitive  river  crossings,  such  as  those  mentioned  in  Section 
3.1.3.14-A,  resist  dispersion  and,  therefore,  must  be  protected  by 
avoiding  concentrations  of  emission  sources  (vehicles). 

"In  those  states  (Indiana  and  South  Dakota)  which  have  laws  which 
limit  absolute  emission  rates  of  N0x  as  a  function  of  the  energy  consumed, 
new  technology  must  be  found  if  the  emissions  from  both  the  construction 
equipment  and  the  gas  turbines  of  compressor  stations  are  to  conform. 
Possible  mitigating  measures  to  meet  those  laws  include  catalytic  con¬ 
verters  in  the  exhaust  lines,  controlled  combustion  by  water  injection  or 
fuel  additives,  or  staged  combustion.  These  measures  will  mitigate  the 
impact  but  the  absolute  standards  in  those  states  will  still  not  be  met." 

NB  Comment: 

No  significant  impact  will  result  from  the  construction  or  operation 
of  the  proposed  project,  and  mitigation  measures  are  unwarranted. 

Construction  equipment  is  not  subject  to  the  specified  emission  re¬ 
gulations,  and  the  gas  turbine  emission  rate  can  be  reduced  to  a  level 
that  will  meet  the  regulations. 

Page  V-1346.  Lines  11  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  eastern  sections  of  the  pipeline  route,  the  likelihood  of 
severe  air  pollution  incidents  is  greater  than  for  the  western  regions. 

If  alerts  are  given,  all  mobile  equipment  should  cease  operation  for  the 
duration  of  the  alert  and  all  fixed  installations  shall  carefully  monitor 
their  facilities  to  ensure  compliance  with  local  law." 

NB  Comnent: 

Each  state  in  which  construction  will  occur  has  a  set  of  staged  air 
pollution  episode  criteria,  to  protect  human  health,  which  specify  levels 
of  air  pollutants  and  corresponding  reductions  in  emission  rates  required 
for  the  various  classes  of  sources.  Northern  Border  will  comply  with  all 
applicable  portions  of  these  criteria. 


4. 1.3. 4.0  Environmental  Noise 

Page  V-1346,  Line  16  to  Page  V-1349,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  section  consists  of  recommendations  which  the  DEIS  indicates  are 
necessary  for  mitigating  potential  impact  of  noise  on  the  environment. 

NB  Comment: 

In  this  section,  the  DEIS  postulates  some  measures  for  mitigating  both 
construction  and  operating  noise.  Many  of  these  recommendations  were  origin' 
ally  incorporated  into  the  Northern  Border  planning  and  have  been  discussed 
■2,50  both  in  the  NB-EIA  and  in  the  responses  to  the  FPC/D0I  Questions  and  are 

summarized  here  in  the  following  paragraphs.  The  balance  of  the  proposed 
DEIS  measures  are  unrealistic  for  reasons  stated  below. 

Construction  contractors  will  be  required  to  meet  all  applicable  fed¬ 
eral  and  state  requirements.  This  applies  to  all  construction  equipment 
and  road  vehicles.  OSHA  noise  standards  will  be  met. 

Explosives  will  be  used  during  construction  in  accordance  with  federal, 
state  and  local  permit  requirements.  The  use  of  explosives  is  regulated 
and  controlled  under  these  permits  and,  therefore,  a  "written  explosives 
management  plan"  is  unnecessary. 

To  impose  a  requirement  to  shut  down  construction  at  6  p.m.  is  unduly 
restrictive  and  would  cause  a  tremendous  and  unnecessary  economic  burden 
to  be  borne  by  the  gas  consumers. 

Proposed  compressor  stations  have  been  located  in  areas  of  sparse 
population  to  minimize  noise  impact  upon  people.  The  compressor  stations 
will  be  designed  to  meet  applicable  federal,  state  and  local  requirements. 
OSHA  requirements  will  be  met  in  the  work  areas. 

35/  Noise  attenuation  apparatus  will  be  used  to  control  intake  and  exhaust 

noise. 

4. 1.3. 4. 0.1  Noise  Research  and  Monitoring 
Page  V-1349,  Lines  3  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

This  section  consists  of  reconmendations  for  noise  monitoring  activity 
which  the  DEIS  indicates  as  necessary  for  mitigating  potential  impact. 

NB  Comment: 

Compressor  stations  will  be  designed  to  meet  the  applicable  federal, 
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state  and  local  requirements.  Noise  measurements  will  be  made  at  all  com¬ 
pressor  station  sites  prior  to  construction  to  establish  baseline  levels. 
Periodic  noise  level  surveys  (monitoring)  will  be  conducted  at  each  station 
following  commencement  of  operations  and  any  changes  required  to  comply 
with  standards  will  be  Incorporated. 


4. 1.3. 4.  P  Hazards  from  Pipeline  Failure 

Page  V-1350,  Lines  4  to  13.  00I-DEIS  Statement: 

"Because  of  the  massive  volume  of  natural  gas  In  the  pipeline,  a  ser¬ 
ious  safety  hazard  would  occur  If  the  mainline  block  valves  failed  to  close. 
49  CFR  192.179  specifies  the  separation  of  the  block  valves  and  requires 
that  the  valve  be  readily  accessible  and  protected  from  tampering.  Com¬ 
pliance  with  this  regulation  will  not  be  sufficient  to  Insure  adequate 
safety.  The  mainline  block  valves  must  be  automatically  and  remotely  ac¬ 
tivated  should  their  use  be  necessary,  to  minimize  closing  time  in  the 
event  of  pipe  rupture.  In  addition,  there  should  be  a  test  procedure  to 
ensure  that  both  the  signal  system  and  the  mechanical  system  are  operative." 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  is  unsubstantiated  and  the  DEIS  does  not  indicate  why 
the  regulations  of  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety,  Department  of  Transpor¬ 
tation,  49  CFR  192.179,  are  not  sufficient  to  insure  adequate  safety. 

Mainline  valves  will  be  equipped  with  automatic  self-actuating  operators 
which  will  Isolate  segments  of  the  pipeline  in  the  event  of  a  system 
failure.  There  will  be  a  test  procedure  to  insure  that  the  valves  and 
controls  function  properly. 

4. 1.3. 4.  Q  Special  Safety  Measures 

Page  V-1351,  Line  21  to  V-1352,  Line  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  applicant  did  not  discuss  the  following  items.  Eye  and  face 
protection,  welding  goggles,  ear  defenders,  hardhats,  dust  filters, 
x-ray  guards  and  ventilation  will  have  to  be  provided  where  necessary  to 
prevent  injury  in  compliance  with  29  CFR  1926  during  construction.  Power- 
operated  handtools  must  comply  with  paragraph  302;  construction  equipment 
must  meet  the  requirements  of  Subparts  N  and  0.  Life  jackets  must  be 
supplied  to  crews  on  major  river  crossings  (1926.106).  During  operation, 
employees  are  to  be  protected  by  compliance  with  29  CFR  1910,  the  Occupational 
Safety  and  Health  Act. 

NB  Conment: 

As  shown  In  Section  9  of  the  NoVthern  Border  Environmental  Assessment, 
Northern  Border  will  comply  with  the  multitude  of  federal,  state  and 
local  health  and  safety  regulations  and  codes  there  set  forth.  These 
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4. 1.3. 4. Q  (Cont.) 

Include,  Inter  alia:  the  Federal  Safety  Standards  prescribed  by  the 
Office  of  Pipeline  Safety  of  the  Department  of  Transportation,  49  CFR  190, 
and  192;  and  the  Occupational  Health  and  Safety  Standards  and  Safety  and 
Health  Regulations  for  Construction  prescribed  by  the  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Administration  of  the  Department  of  Labor,  29  CFR  1910  and  1926. 

Page  V-1352.  Lines  5  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  applicant  did  not  discuss  safety  aspects  of  the  microwave  towers. 
Although  no  specific  heights  are  known  as  yet  for  the  microwave  towers, 
their  separation  distance  suggests  they  will  be  between  200  and  300  feet 
high.  In  rural  areas,  these  will  likely  be  the  tallest  structures  and 
will  be  difficult  to  see.  This  will  pose  an  air  safety  hazard  to  low 
flying  aircraft.  Day  and  night  marking  as  an  obstacle  must  be  done  in 
conformance  with  Federal  Aviation  Administration  regulations." 

NB  Conment: 

As  shown  In  Section  9  of  the  Northern  Border  Environmental  Assessment, 
Northern  Border  will  comply  with  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
regulations  and  codes  governing  the  Installation  of  microwave  towers  as 
described  in  FAA  Circular  No.  AC-70-7460-2D  and  as  stipulated  In  14  CFR  77. 
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Page  V-1352.  Line  12  to  V-1353,  Line  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  discusses  recommended  mitigative  procedures  related  to 
emergency  responsibilities  and  notification,  access  plans,  emergency 
communications,  additional  monitoring  capability,  special  pipeline 
features,  emergency  training  programs,  and  preventative  measures. 

NB  Comment: 

The  Department  of  Transportation  regulations  49  CFR  192  requires 
establishment  of  operating  and  maintenance  plans  which  Include  emergency 
and  contingency  planning.  It  is  premature  to  develop  these  plans  at  this 
time.  Northern  Border  will  file  these  plans  with  DOT  prior  to  the  commence¬ 
ment  of  pipeline  operations. 


4. 1,3. 4. R.  Recommendations  Relating  to  Geotechnical  Analysis 

Page  V-1353.  Lines  14  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Reconmendations  relating  to  geotechnical  analysis  address: 

1.  Pipeline  System  Design  Criteria 

2.  Preconstruction  Activity  Requirements 

3.  Construction  Activity  Requirements 

4.  Operation  and  Maintenance  Requirements 

5.  Geotechnics  Requirements 

NB  Comment: 

Some  of  the  design  work  suggested  in  the  DEIS  is  included  in  49  CFR 
192  and  some  is  not.  Many  of  the  suggestions  are  already  planned  for  the 
final  design  of  the  pipeline  system.  This  work  will  be  executed  by  engi¬ 
neers,  experienced  in  the  design  of  natural  gas  pipelines. 

More  than  260,000  miles  of  similar  transmission  pipelines  are  In  oper¬ 
ation  within  the  United  States.  That  system  is  a  safe  and  efficient  trans¬ 
portation  network  unequalled  by  any  other  industry.  The  Northern  Border 
pipeline  will  be  designed,  constructed  and  operated  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  above  network. 

There  is  no  requirement  for  submitting  plans  to  D0I  for  approval,  nor 
any  sound  reason  to  do  so.  It  may  be  noted  that  Northern  Border  has  sub¬ 
mitted  an  Amended  Application  In  September,  1975,  providing  for  a  42  inch 
pipeline  system  to  match  the  projected  volumes  of  gas  available  from  the 
Prudhoe  Bay  Fields.  This  redesign  resulted  in  a  reduced  Maximum  Operating 
Pressure  and  a  change  from  API  5LX-70  pipe  to  AP15LX-65  pipe. 
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PART  V 

UNAVOIDABLE  ADVERSE  EFFECTS 

The  DEIS  in  this  section  summarizes  the  unmitigated  adverse  effects  that 
will  remain  if  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  is  constructed  based  upon  the 
mitigative  measures  as  discussed  In  the  previous  section.  The  DEIS  also  In¬ 
dicates  that  the  mitigative  measures  specifically  proposed  by  the  applicant 
were  also  evaluated.  As  discussed  in  the  preceeding  responses,  the  DEIS  has 
failed  to  recognize  the  depth  of  planning  and  level  of  detail  supplied  in 
the  NB-EIA,  and  as  a  result  has  not  accurately  identified  areas  of  impact. 

In  many  instances  the  DEIS  grossly  overestimates  the  level  of  impact  for  the 
proposed  NB  project.  Therefore,  the  mitigative  measures  proposed  in  the  DEIS 
are  not  required  or  warranted  to  reduce  the  level  of  impact.  It  should  be 
noted  however,  that  most  of  the  mitigation  recommendations  set  forth  in  the 
DEIS  have  already  been  included  in  the  design  and  planning  of  the  NB  Proposed 
Route. 

The  comments  that  follow  address  the  specific  items  within  the  text  of 
Section  V  which  Northern  Border  believes  need  qualification  or  correction 
in  the  DOI  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
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PART  V  UNAVOIDABLE  IMPACTS  SHOULD  PROJECT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 

5.1.3.1. B.1  (Cont.) 

Page  V-1365,  Lines  7  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  expectable  Impacts  that  may  not  be  neutralized  by  mitigative 
measures  are:  (a)  erosion  by  surface  runoff,  (b)  scour  by  streams,  (c) 
changes  in  surface  form,  (d)  longitudinal  and  lateral  migration  of  mean¬ 
ders,  (e)  changes  in  surface  drainage,  (f)  erosion  by  wind,  (g)  seasonal 
flooding  by  streams  and  (h)  sedimentation  by  runoff  and  streams.  That 
part  of  an  impact  that  is  not  fully  neutralized  by  mitigation  constitutes 
a  residual  effect  or  Impact. 

The  adverse  effects  of  the  first  two  impacts  are  more  difficult  to 
mitigate  than  the  others,  and  the  residual  effects  of  the  two  may  possess 
greater  importance  to  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline,  and  thus  to  the 
surrounding  environment." 

NB  Comment: 

The  above  effects  have  been  discussed  previously  in  Sections  2. 1.3. 3, 

3. 1.3. 2,  3. 1.3. 4,  and  3. 1.3. 5.  The  impacts  associated  with  these  effects 
are  minor  and  short-term  and  will  be  controlled  by  the  appropriate  miti¬ 
gative  procedure  as  discussed  in  Section  4.1.3,  orderived  from  naturally 
occurring  events  that  will  not  be  accentuated  by  the  construction  or  pre¬ 
sence  of  the  pipeline.  Each  effect  Is  discussed  below  as  It  appears  in 
the  DOI-DEIS. 

Page  V-1365,  Lines  13  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  adverse  effects  of  the  first  two  impacts  are  more  difficult 
to  mitigate  than  the  others,  and  the  residual  effects  of  the  two  may 
possess  greater  importance  to  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline,  and  thus 
to  the  surrounding  environment." 

NB  Conment: 

These  paragraphs  refer  to:  (a)  surface  runoff  erosion,  and  (b) 
streambed  scouring.  Northern  Border  recognizes  the  problems  associated 
with  erosion  and  will  incorporate  erosion  and  sediment  control  proced¬ 
ures  in  both  the  construction  and  restoration  plans. 

Surface  erosion  and  streambed  scouring  will  be  effectively  mitigated 
by  Northern  Border's  construction  and  restoration  procedures  in  accor¬ 
dance  with  all  applicable  regulations  and  Northern  Border's  combined 
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5. 1.3.1  ADVERSE  EFFECTS  WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  SHOULD  THE  PROPOSAL 
BE  IMPLEMENTED  (Pages  V-1364  to  V-1399) 

5. 1.3.1.  A  Climate 

Page  V-1364,  Lines  12  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Adverse  effects  to  microclimates  along  the  pipeline  will  be  mini¬ 
mized  through  mitigation  measures  but  air  degradation,  slltation  from 
erosion,  accelerated  water  runoff  and  soil  temperature  changes  induced 
by  the  gas  pipeline  will  all  adversely  affect  the  microclimate  of  soil 
organisms  at  or  near  the  surface." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  Indicates  that  a  number  of  adverse  micro-climatic  im¬ 
pacts  will  result.  While  the  above  conditions  will  occur,  the  impacts 
for  the  most  part  will  be  short-term  and  minor  and  will  not  result  In  a 
significant  Impact. 

5.1 .3.1 .  B . 1  Topography 

Page  V-1364,  Lines  24  to  Page  V-1365,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Adverse  effects  to  the  topography  ...  will  be  minor  to  negligible 
if  sound  construction  practices  are  used  and  if  recommended  mitigative 
measures  are  employed  and  carefully  followed." 

NB  Comment: 

Sound  construction  practices  including  the  proposed  mitigation  prac¬ 
tices  will  be  followed  and  the  impact  on  topography  will  be  minor. 

Page  V-1365,  Lines  3  to  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Such  adverse  effects  as  remain  will  begin  with  the  initiation  of 
construction  and  continue  into  the  operational  phase.  It  is  entirely 
possible  that  the  adverse  effects  may  continue  into  the  future  past  the 
operational  phase  of  the  pipeline." 

NB  Comment: 

The  overall  impacts  on  topography  will  be  minor  or  non-existent. 

The  topographic  relief  along  the  right-of-way  will  be  restored  to  pre¬ 
construction  grades  and  elevations  as  a  part  of  Northern  Border's  res¬ 
toration  program.  The  slopes  will  be  stabilized  and  revegetated,  and  no 
adverse  effects  will  continue  into  the  future. 
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5.1 .3.1 .B. 1  (Cont.) 

years  of  experience  in  both  protecting  the  environment  along  the  proposed 
route  and  protecting  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline.  Areas  of  severe  erosion 
have  been  identified,  and  appropriate  control  measures  will  be  incorpor¬ 
ated  Into  construction  and  restoration  plans. 

Aerial  monitoring  of  the  completed  pipeline  in  areas  of  high  erosion 
will  be  performed  on  a  regular  basis  to  mitigate  the  Indicated  hazards  of 
pipeline  exposure  and  support  loss. 

Page  V-1365.  Line  17  to  Page  V-1366,  Line  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Erosion  by  surface  runoff  is  in  part  a  natural  process  and  In  part 
may  result  from  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  Scouring  of  the 
right-of-way  and  construction  of  a  ridge  above  the  trench  to  compensate 
for  future  natural  compaction  of  the  backfill  leads  to  erosion  of  soil 
and  backfill  from  the  trench  and  of  soil  from  the  right-of-way.  It  may 
cause  exposure  of  the  pipe,  or  even  loss  of  support.  It  may  have  the 
secondary  effects  of  destroying  revegetation  and  causing  unsightly  ex¬ 
posure  of  raw  earth." 

It  Is  further  stated  that  the  erosive  effects  will  likely  cause 
difficulties  along  the  proposed  route  from  north-central  Iowa  to  central 
Ohio,  less  trouble  from  the  Canadian  Border  to  the  second  crossing  of  the 
Missouri  River. 
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NB  Conment: 

Erosion  control  measures  have  been  described  In  these  responses  in 
many  places,  notably  Section  3. 1.3. 2,  Page  V-922,  Lines  13  to  25,  and 
Section  2. 1.3. 3. C,  Page  V-364,  Line  23  to  V-366,  all  lines.  In  addition, 
the  NB-EIA,  Section  2.1.4,  Page  2. 1.4-1;  Section  3.1. 1-6.1,  Page  3.1.1- 
59;  Section  3.1.1-B.2,  Page  3.1.1-61;  Section  3.1.1-B.3,  Page  3.1.1-63, 
address  the  soil  erosion  impact  and  identify  areas  of  particular  erosion 
hazard.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (37)  of  November  22,  1974, 
discusses  the  system  of  dams,  drains,  and  sandbags  which  will  be  used  as 
runoff  checks.  The  response  to  FPC/DOI  Question  No.  (54)  of  November 
22,  1974,  discusses  the  prevention  of  slides  and  flows;  FPC/DOI  Question 
No.  (22)  of  December  12,  1974,  describes  revegetation.  Rangeland  and 
wetland  restoration  plans  are  being  developed  to  append  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  procedures  for  soil  loss  control  in  those  critical  regions. 
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5.1 .3.1.B.1  (Cont.) 

Northern  Border  recognizes  the  problems  associated  with  erosion  and 
will  Incorporate  these  erosion  and  sedimentation  controls  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  specifications.  Erosion  control  procedures  will  be  implemented  dur¬ 
ing  the  construction  and  the  right-of-way  will  be  left  in  a  stable  con¬ 
dition  upon  completion  of  the  restoration  program,  which  involves  perman¬ 
ent  erosion  control  measures. 

The  crown  of  spoil  over  the  trench  backfill  is  intentionally  placed 
there  to  compensate  for  natural  subsidence  of  the  material,  and  will  ulti¬ 
mately  produce  a  level  surface  over  the  trench.  If  it  were  not  there,  the 
trench  would  form  a  channel  for  runoff  waters.  The  crown  will  effect  no  per¬ 
manent  change  in  the  land  surface. 

Those  areas  of  high  erosion  potential  have  been  identified  in  the 
NB-EIA.  They  are  associated  with  steep  slopes  and  unstable  soils  found 
in  the  western-most  and  eastern-most  portions  of  the  route. 

Page  V-1366,  Lines  12  to  16,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Scour  of  the  channel  floor  or  walls  may  result  from  two  causes.  One 
is  scour  caused  by  construction  associated  with  the  project.  This  scour 
may  be  of  moderate  to  negligible  significance,  unless  mitigative  measures 
are  carefully  followed.  The  significance  of  this  scour  would  then  be 
reduced  to  minor  to  negligible  in  degree." 

NB  Comment: 

Construction  procedures  have  been  presented  in  Sections  1.5.2-K-4 
and  1.5.2.L,  4.0.2.-H  and  4.0. 3-E  of  the  NB-EIA  and  in  response  to  FPC/D0I 
Questions  Nos.  (35,  37,  40,  41,  42,  43,  44,  46,  47)  of  November  22,  1974 
and  FPC/D0I  Questions  Nos.  (25  and  39)  of  December  12,  1974.  Detailed 
stream  crossing  procedures  will  be  developed  during  final  design  and  made 
part  of  the  construction  specifications.  In  addition,  construction  will 
be  in  accordance  with  the  permit  requirements  of  all  applicable  agencies. 
Accelerated  scour  will  not  occur  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project. 

Page  V-1366,  Lines  17  to  24,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

“The  second  cause  of  scour  is  the  natural  process  of  stream  erosion 
associated  with  seasonal  flooding.  This  scour  may  be  moderate  to  severe, 
especially  at  the  crossings  of  larger  streams  and  rivers  ..." 


3  6' 


3(o2~ 


5.1 .3.1 .  B . 1  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

The  seasonal  flooding  and  associated  scour  is  a  naturally  occurring 
event.  As  stated  above,  the  pipeline  will  not  accentuate  scour.  Pro¬ 
tection  of  the  pipe  during  high  flow  events  is  one  of  the  engineering 
criteria  used  in  the  design  of  pipeline  crossings  and  no  augmented  im¬ 
pact  will  occur  due  to  the  presence  of  the  pipeline. 

Page  V-1367,  Lines  1  to  6,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Changes  in  the  surface  form  are  in  part  desirable,  and  in  part 
necessary.  A  desirable  change  in  surface  form  is  the  ridge  backfill  to 
be  left  over  the  trench.  This  is  a  mitigative  measure  to  compensate 
for  natural  compaction  of  the  backfill  with  time.  Necessary  changes  in 
surface  form  are  the  foundation  pads  needed  for  the  proper  construction 
of  communication,  pump  and  block-valve  installations." 

NB  Comment: 

The  ridge  of  backfill  is  low,  and  designed  to  subside  naturally.  It 
Is  by  intention  a  short-term  impact,  designed  to  eliminate  long-term  im¬ 
pacts  of  a  depressed  pipeline  trench. 

No  significant  long-term  alteration  of  local  topography  will  occur. 
Foundation  and  drainage  pads  such  as  those  used  for  Arctic  construction 
are  not  required  for  the  Northern  Border  project. 

Page  V-1367.  Lines  10  to  12,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Longitudinal  and  lateral  migration  of  meanders  in  a  valley  is  a 
natural  process  and  will  not  be  wholly  prevented  by  proper  construction 
or  careful  use  of  mitigation  measures." 

NB  Corunent: 

The  meanders  move  downstream  in  a  relatively  predictable  way.  The 
stream  crossings  are  chosen  to  avoid  sudden  flood  meander  cutoffs,  as  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  Comment  V-1365,  Lines  7  to  17,  and  Page  V-1366,  Line  11. 

The  pipeline  will  not  accentuate  the  meandering  process. 

5.1 .3.1 . B. 2  Geology 

Page  V-1367,  Lines  17  to  21,  DQI-DEIS  Statement:  (Items  e  through  h) 

"Changes  in  surface  drainage,  erosion  by  wind,  seasonal  flooding  by 
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5.1 .3.1.B.2  (Cont.) 

streams,  sedimentation  by  runoff  and  streams, "may  not  be  fully  neutral¬ 
ized  by  mitigative  measures.  They  can  be  treated  as  a  group  because  (1) 
the  initial  impact  is  minor  to  negligible,  (2)  one  or  more  mitigative 
measures  proposed  in  Section  3  may  reduce  their  impact  and  (3)  the  re¬ 
sidual  effects  are  minor  to  negligible." 

NB  Comment: 

All  of  the  above  items  have  been  addressed  in  response  to  Sections 
3. 1.3. 2  and  3. 1.3. 3  of  the  DOI-DEIS.  The  surface  drainage  pattern  will 
be  restored  as  part  of  the  restoration  program.  The  wind  erosion  esti¬ 
mates  contained  in  the  DOI-DEIS  are  highly  overstated  and  will  be  con¬ 
trolled  as  discussed  in  Section  3. 1.3. 2,  Pages  v-920  to  V-921.  The  im¬ 
pact  to  topography  will  be  negligible.  The  impacts  caused  by  seasonal 
flooding  of  streams  will  not  be  accentuated  by  construction  or  the  pre¬ 
sence  of  the  pipeline  as  discussed  above  in  comments.  Page  V-1365,  Lines 
7  to  17,  V-1366,  Line  11  and  Page  V-1366,  Lines  17  to  24.  The  impact  on 
topography  by  sedimentation  will  be  negligible.  Erosion  control  will  be 
e-ployed  as  discussed  previously  and  the  impact  on  streams  will  be  minor 
and  short-term. 

Pace  V-1366,  Li^es  E  tc  11,  r?:-PE!S  State^ert. 

"Bedrock  strata  ...  will  be  ...  disrupted  by  the  excavation  process, 
especially  by  ripping  and  blasting. 

NB  Comment: 


5.1.3.1.B.2  (Cont.) 

(from  limestone).  These  will  be  used  In  very  small  quantities.  Many 
other  geologic  resources  will  be  used  Including  iron,  petroleum,  natural 
gas  and  copper.  Presumably  none  of  these  will  be  obtained  from  or  ad¬ 
jacent  to  the  right-of-way." 

NB  Comment: 

The  source  of  the  geological  resources  is  undefined  but  no  impacts 
will  result  from  consumption  of  local  geologic  resources. 

Page  V-1368,  Lines  21  and  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Production  of  geologic  resources  may  be  hampered  by  the  proposed 
project  ..." 

NB  Comment: 

The  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (19)  of  November  22,  1974,  in¬ 
dicates  that  the  pipeline  route  was  selected  to  avoid  active  areas  of 
mineral  development:  "The  pipeline  route  was  selected  to  avoid  areas  of 
active  mineral  development  and  as  such  the  restrictions  on  mineral  re¬ 
sources  are  minimal  and  are  described  in  Section  3.1.1-B.  However,  where 
mineral  production  Includes  open-pit  mining  or  quarrying  and  to  a  limited 
degree  underground  mining,  the  open-pit  or  strip-mine  may  require  dedica¬ 
tion  of  a  portion  of  the  resources  under  the  pipeline  itself,  a  buffer 
strip  or  special  planning,  design  and  construction  techniques  employed 
to  recover  the  resources." 
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The  proposed  construction  will  require  a  minimum  of  blasting,  which 
will  be  necessary  in  areas  of  exposure  on  bedrock.  The  extent  of  blasting, 
overall,  is  very  small.  The  impacts  are  easily  mitigated  by  proper  engineer¬ 
ing  practices,  which  will  be  followed  in  all  cases,  and  adherence  to 
pertinent  federal  and  state  regulations.  Ripping  of  bedrock  will  not  be 
significant  and  does  not  constitute  a  negative  impact. 
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.-1365,  .ines  *5  to  2C,  DDI-DEIS  Statement: 

Consumption  of  local  geologic  resources  in  pipeline  construction 
will  be  li'itec  tc  sand  and  gravel,  crushed  rock  and  Portland  cement 


Page  V-1369,  Lines  5  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Little  or  no  mitigation  may  be  feasible  for  item  1  above  [lost 
resources]  although  it  may  be  possible  to  extract  and  use  sand  and  gravel 
deposits  on  the  surface  In  pipeline  construction.  An  alternative  to 
leaving  earth  materials  as  right-of-way  support  would  be  construction 
of  a  trestle  support,  thus  neutralizing  the  adverse  impact.  Item  2, 
[increased  cost  of  extraction]  can  be  neutralized  by  mitigative  mea¬ 
sures." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impact  of  loss  geologic  resources  is  not  significant,  as  de- 
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scribed  in  the  preceding  comnent.  The  only  resource  which  may  undergo  a 
measurable  loss  Is  strippable  coal.  As  discussed  in  response  to  Section 
3. 1.3. 3  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  due  to  the  large  quantity  of  available  coal  re¬ 
sources,  the  loss  of  any  under  the  right-of-way  is  insignificant.  Sim¬ 
ilarly  the  additional  cost  of  inefficiency  in  a  strip  mine  emplaced  along 
the  right-of-way  is  negated  by  the  large  areas  of  available  strippable 
coal  and  lignite. 

5.1.3.1. B.3  Soils 


363 


Page  V-1369.  Line  18  to  Page  V-1373,  Line  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  soil  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  are  summarized,  including 
acreage  involved,  planned  mitigation  of  topsoil  stockpiling,  loss  of 
crops  and  soil  losses. 

NB  Comment: 

No  significant  adverse  impacts  will  be  imposed  upon  the  soil  re¬ 
source  as  a  result  of  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  pro¬ 
ject.  All  disturbed  areas  will  be  restored  and  revegetated  and  mitigative 
measures  will  control  both  water  and  wind  erosion  of  the  soil.  Topsoil 
will  be  replaced  where  it  is  necessary  to  adequately  restore  the  right-of- 
way  and  no  significant  Impact  on  productivity  will  result.  As  discussed 
In  response  to  Page  V-960  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  after  many  years  of  intensive 
farming,  subjection  to  erosion  forces  and  mixing  by  cultural  treatment, 
topsoil  as  a  horizon  has  ceased  to  exist  on  much  of  the  route  and  the 
farming  operations  themselves  are  actually  being  conducted  on  the  sub¬ 
soil.  The  subsoil  in  terms  of  fertility  and  toxicity  are  not  markedly 
inferior  to  surface  layers  in  many  areas,  and  good  management  practices 
such  as  fertilization  or  cultural  treatment  will  overcome  any  agricul¬ 
tural  deficiences  resulting  from  mixing  of  the  subsoils  with  the  surface 
layers . 

As  stated  in  response  to  Section  3. 1.3. 10. C  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  the 
impact  from  and  the  method  of  disposal  of  waste  generated,  including 
stripped  materials  and  waste  earth  by  the  construction  and  operation  of 
the  proposed  facilities,  has  been  addressed  in  Sections  3.1.1,  3.1.5, 
and  3.2.5  of  the  NB-EIA  and  the  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  Nos.  (  28, 
29,  and  30)  of  November  22,  1974  and  FPC/D0I  Question  Nos.  (  1,  6,  9, 
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11,  12,  and  24)  of  December  12,  1974.  The  method  proposed  by  Northern 
Border  includes  those  discussed  in  the  DEIS  in  this  section,  and  in 
accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations.  These  wastes  will  be  dis¬ 
posed  of  without  significant  impact. 

Northern  Border  has  proposed  restoration  programs  in  both  the  EIA 
and  In  response  to  the  joint  FPC/D0I  questions.  Site  specific  Informa¬ 
tion  would  be  developed  upon  completion  of  final  design  of  the  project 
and  will  be  incorporated  into  the  construction  specifications.  Special 
restoration  programs  are  being  developed  for  both  rangelands  and  bad¬ 
lands,  and  pothole  areas.  These  programs  will  be  incorporated  into  the 
construction  specifications.  Restoration  of  critical  areas  defined  by 
state  and  federal  authorities  will  be  in  accordance  with  applicable  re¬ 
commendations  of  that  agency. 

The  soil  loss  figures  indicated  on  Page  V-1372,  Lines  9  to  15  are 
grossly  overstated  as  previously  described  in  the  conrent  to  Sections  3.1. 
3.2  and  3. 1.3. 4  of  the  DOI-DEIS.  The  rates  of  "several  hundred  tons/acre/ 
yr.  for  water  losses  and  20  to  50  tons/acre/yr.  for  wind  loss"  reflect 
annual  losses  of  unmanaged  areas.  The  mitigating  measures  proposed  by 
Northern  Border  will  reduce  these  losses  by  about  90  percent  and  the 
normal  rate  of  soil  loss  of  3  to  5  tons/acre/mlle  will  be  achieved.  The 
soil  losses  from  both  wind  and  water  erosion  along  the  right-of-way  will 
not  differ  significantly  from  normal  agricultural  practices  and  will  not 
result  in  any  significant  Impact. 

5.1 .3.1 .  C  Water  Resources 

Page  V-1372.  Lines  24  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“The  residual  adverse  effects  [on  the  water  resources  in  the  project 
area]  may  probably  range  from  major  to  nil." 

NB  Comment: 

No  major  adverse  impacts  on  the  water  resources  of  the  project  area 
were  Identified  as  discussed  in  connent  to  Section  3. 1.3. 5  of  the  DOI- 
DEIS.  The  effects  on  the  water  resources  of  the  project  area  are  minor 
or  negligible. 

Page  V-1373.  Lines  2  to  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statemert: 


36.  V 


36^ 


5-9 


5-10 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER  PARI  V  UNAVOIDABLE  IMPACTS  SHOULD  PROJECT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 

PART  V  UNAVOIDABLE  IMPACTS  SHOULD  PROJECT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 


5.1 .3.1. C  (Cont.) 

"It  is  possible  that  one  adverse  effect  on  water  resource  may  con¬ 
tinue  past  the  operational  life  of  the  proposed  pipeline." 

NB  Comment: 

This  statement  does  not  identify  the  "one  adverse  effect"  and  is  un¬ 
substantiated.  There  will  not  be  any  adverse  Impacts  to  water  resources 
that  will  continue  past  the  construction  phase  nor  cause  a  significant 
Impact. 

Page  V-1373,  Lines  12  to  26.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Surface  water  diversion  as  a  result  of  infiltration  into  the  "very 
permeable  backfill"  and  by  the  ridge  built  above  the  pipe  trench  to  com¬ 
pensate  for  natural  settling  is  discussed.  The  impact  taking  into 
account  mitigation  proposed  by  Northern  Border,  is  stated  to  range  from 
minor  to  negligible,  and  largely  a  result  of  the  "imperfection  of  the 
mitigation  process."  Also,  this  will  result  in  a  "minor  effect  on 
groundwater." 

NB  Corment: 

The  effect  of  the  project  on  surface  drainage  will  be  negligible. 
There  will  be  no  effect  on  the  groundwaters. 
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Page  V-1374,  Lines  1  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

Sedimentation  on  the  floor  and  walls  of  stream  channels  may  reduce 
the  rate  of  aquifer  recharge  ...  "The  adverse  effect  would  be  minor  to 
negligible"  ...  "Sedimentation  will  have  no  effect  on  the  production  of 
geologic  resources  or  reserves." 

NB  Comment: 

It  is  highly  unlikely  that  an  observable  impact  on  aquifer  recharge 
will  result  from  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project.  The  amount 
of  recharge  area  affected  by  the  project  compared  to  the  total  recharge 
area  is  small.  The  impact  will  be  negligible.  The  above  statements  are 
not  relevant  and  detract  from  the  Intent  of  this  section  of  the  DEIS. 


5.1.3.1.C  (Cont.) 

Page  V-1374.  Line  13  to  Page  V-1375,  Line  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Erosion  of  the  channel  floor  and  walls  nay  be  a  result  of  construc¬ 
tion  activity  ...  and  Impact  by  undesirable  changes  in  channel  profile 
and  form."  "Residual  effects  may  range  from  negligible  to  moderate.”  Ero¬ 
sion  will  have  no  affect  on  the  production  of  geologic  resources  includ¬ 
ing  groundwater  or  reserves. 

NB  Comment: 

All  stream  channels  will  be  restored  to  their  pre-existing  "Profile 
and  form"  and  stringent  erosion  control  practices  will  be  employed  at 
each  stream  crossing.  Induced  erosion  will  be  short-term  and  transitory 
and  the  impact  will  be  negligible  or  minor.  In  the  unlikely  event  that 
augmented  erosion  occurs  after  construction,  remedial  action  will  be  taken 
promptly,  since  the  environment,  as  well  as  pipeline  integrity  could  be 
affected. 

Page  V-1375,  Lines  5  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Partial  filling  of  the  stream  channel  by  deposits  churned  up  by  con¬ 
struction  at  stream  crossing  sites  may  occur _ [The  effect]  would  be 

negligible  in  terms  of  flow  disruption  and  water  level.  ...  a  one  time 
effect  of  transitory  nature  ...  no  effect  on  production  of  natural  re¬ 
sources  or  reserves  ...  negligible  effect  in  groundwater." 

NB  Comment: 

The  above  statement  while  true,  will  result  in  an  imperceptible, 
short-term,  localized  Impact.  It  Is  felt  that  the  above  statement  Is 
not  relevant  and  detracts  from  a  consideration  of  the  true  effects  of 
the  proposed  project. 

Page  V-1375,  Line  16  to  Page  V-1376,  Line  4,  DCI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Degradation  of  public  water  supplies  by  increased  turbidity  is 
likely.  The  Monongahela  River  intake  of  the  Western  Pennsylvania  Water 
Company,  is  reported  to  be  less  than  2  miles  downstream  from  the  pipe¬ 
line  crossing.  Other  Intakes  are  at  various  greater  distances.  The  re¬ 
sidual  adverse  effect  may  be  great  on  the  one  intake  and  range  downward 
to  nil  others.  ...  the  adverse  effect  will  be  onetime  and  transitory. 
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...no  effect  on  the  production  of  geiologic  resources  or  reserves." 

NB  Comment: 

Instream  construction  will  result  in  increased  sediment  loads  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  crossing;  however,  the  effects  will  be  short¬ 
term.  highly  localized,  and  minor.  There  will  be  no  adverse  effect  on 
public  water  supplies. 

Page  V-1376,  Line  15  to  Page  V-1377.  Line  6.  DOI-OEIS  Statement: 

Beheading  of  shallow  recharge  flow  may  occur  because  the  trench, 
whether  open  or  backfilled,  acts  as  a  gravel  filled  ditch  (french  drain) 
wherever  the  trench  is  not  parallel  to  the  direction  of  surface  slope... 
the  Impact  ...  will  be  negligible  to  minor,  except  to  the  owners  of  that 
spring  or  well,  which  suffers  loss  of  yield;  to  him  it  may  have  a  great 
impact.  Beheading  ...  will  have  no  Impact  on  the  production  of  geologic 
resources  on  on  reserves.  It  may  have  a  minor  to  negligible  effect  on 
water  resources." 

NB  Comment: 

The  placement  of  the  pipe  will  not  have  an  adverse  effect  on  sub¬ 
surface  flow  patterns.  The  trench  will  have  an  insignificant  Impact  on 
groundwater  flow  and  groundwater  quantities. 

Page  V-1377,  Lines  9  to  16  and  24  to  26.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Increased  pollution  by  both  dissolved  and  undissolved  solids  may 
result  from  movement  of  groundwater  through  the  trench  backfill  and  from 
stream  discharge  Into  adjacent  sediments  partly  filling  the  stream  valley. 
Thorough  compaction  of  all  backfill  could  reduce  the  former,  and  silt  and 
clay  raised  by  Instream  construction  operations  when  settled  out  Into  the 
surface  of  the  channel  floor  and  walls  would  reduce  movement  of  water 
from  the  stream.  The  Impact  of  the  residual  effect  will  be  negligible." 

"Increased  pollution  by  dissolved  and  undissolved  solids  will  have  no 
effect  on  the  production  of  geologic  resources  other  than  groundwater  or 
on  mineral  reserves." 
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alleged  increase  In  dissolved  solids  and  turbidity  from  pipeline  activi¬ 
ties  Is  unlikely  and  would  be  Insignificant  If  It  did  occur.  The  pro¬ 
posed  project  will  have  no  effect  on  groundwater  quality  or  quantity. 

Page  V-1378,  Lines  1  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  reduced  yield  of  groundwater  from  sediments  adjacent  to  a  stream 
channel  Is  expectable  If  recharge  flow  from  the  stream  into  the  sediments 
is  reduced. . . 

The  impact  of  this  residual  effect  will  be  negligible  except  to  an 
Individual  well  owner  to  whom  the  impact  would  be  serious  ...  The  impact 
may  be  considered  as  one-time,  but  long-term  in  character  ... 

A  reduced  yield  of  groundwater  from  sediments  adjacent  to  a  stream 
will  have  no  effect  on  production  of  geologic  resources  other  than  ground- 
water,  or  on  mineral  resources." 

NB  Comment: 

Recharge  potential  will  not  be  altered  by  the  proposed  construction. 
Water  wells  in  close  proximity  to  the  pipeline  will  be  identified  during 
the  field  survey  and  the  appropriate  design  modifications  made  to  avoid 
adverse  impact  to  these  supplies. 

Page  V-1378,  Lines  18  to  25  and  Page  V-1379,  Lines  7  to  9,  DOI-DEIS 

Statement: 

"The  destruction  of  a  spring  or  well  in  the  right-of-way  by  the 
movement  of  construction  equipment  probably  will  occur  at  few  localities 
along  the  proposed  route.  Such  wells,  and  springs  commonly  serve  as 
water  supplies  for  grazing  stock.  Mitigation  presumably  would  involve 
drilling  a  well  to  serve  as  a  replacement. 

The  impact  of  such  loss  relative  to  the  corridor  as  a  whole  would 
be  negligible,  but  to  the  owner  of  the  land  or  stock  such  a  loss  could  be 
serious." 

"The  destruction  of  a  well  or  spring  within  the  right-of-way  by  con¬ 
struction  equipment  would  have  no  impact  on  the  production  of  geologic 
resources  other  than  groundwater,  or  on  mineral  reserves." 


NB  Cooment: 


NB  Comment: 


The  effects  on  the  quality  of  groundwater  are  unsubstantiated.  The 


The  location  of  springs  and  wells  used  by  a  landowner  will  be  identi- 
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fled  during  the  easement  negotiations  and  the  appropriate  measures  and 
design  modifications  will  be  taken  to  ensure  their  continued  usage.  The 
Inclusion  of  the  above  statements  detracts  from  the  intent  of  this  section 
and  lacks  relevancy. 

5.1. 3.1.0  Vegetation 
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Page  V-1380,  Lines  3  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"While  crop  losses  on  individual  farms  will  not  be  significant  in 
relation  to  total  farm  production,  the  cumulative  loss  over  the  entire 
pipeline  right-of-way  is  quite  significant. 

As  discussed  under  Soils,  the  estimated  loss  of  major  crops  includes: 
corn  —  472,000  bushels,  soybeans  --  80,000  bushels,  small  grains  --  88,000 
bushels  and  hay  --  5,320  tons  having  an  estimated  value  of  3  million  dollars." 


NB  Comment: 


The  amount  of  agricultural  land  to  be  disturbed  represents  a  very 
minor  amount  (.006%)  of  the  total  land  In  agriculture  in  the  ten  states. 
Similarly,  the  loss  of  agricultural  production  is  extremely  minor  when 
compared  to  the  very  large  value  of  farm  production  in  the  ten  states. 
For  these  reasons,  the  impacts  on  agriculture  will  be  minor  and  short¬ 
term. 

Data  provided  In  the  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (28)  of  De¬ 
cember  12,  1974,  show  that  DOI-DEIS  over-estimates  the  loss  of  crop  pro¬ 
duction  by  about  $2  million.  This  may  be  accounted  for  by  the  use  of  a 
retail  price  index  which  does  not  accurately  reflect  the  value  of  the 
standing  crop  disturbed  on  the  right-of-way. 

Page  V-1380,  Lines  10  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


"Continuing  decreases  In  crop  production  will  occur  for  several  years 
until  the  relatively  sterile  subsoils  attain  a  level  of  fertility  and 
structural  quality  conducive  to  normal  crop  growth." 


NB  Comment: 


The  decrease  will  be  minor  and  occur  primarily  within  the  trench  area. 

As  discussed  in  response  to  Page  V-960  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  after  many  years 
of  intensive  farming,  subjection  to  erosion  forces  and  mixing  by  agricultural 
treatment,  topsoil  as  a  horizon  has  ceased  to  exist  on  much  of  the  route 
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and  the  farming  operations  themselves  are  actually  being  conducted  on  the 
subsoil.  The  subsoil  in  terms  of  fertility  and  toxicity  are  markedly 
Inferior  to  surface  layers  In  many  areas  and  good  management  practices 
such  as  fertilization  or  cultural  treatment  will  overcome  any  agricul¬ 
tural  deflclences  resulting  from  mixing  of  the  subsoils  with  the  surface 
layers. 

Pages  V-1381,  Line  12  to  Page  V-1382,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  presents  the  following  tab’e: 


Wetlands  Crossed  by  Proposed  Route 


State 

No.  Wetlands 

Acreaqe  in  Rlqht-of-Way 

Montana 

48 

106 

North  Dakota 

20 

33 

South  Dakota 

307 

198 

Minnesota 

26 

25 

Iowa 

20 

25 

Illinois 

20 

30 

Total 

441 

417 

and  states: 

"Even  where  crossing  wetlands  is  avoided,  however,  the  pipeline  trench 
on  adjacent  lands  might  affect  wetlands  through  the  interception  or  ob¬ 
struction  of  groundwater  flows." 

NB  Comment: 

The  number  of  wetlands  crossed  by  the  proposed  route  in  Montana 
and  South  Dakota  are  overstated  in  the  DEIS  as  discussed  In  response  to 
Section  3. 1.3. 6.  (Vegetation)  and  3. 1.3. 7  (Wildlife)  of  the  critique. 

The  impact  on  wetlands  will  be  short-term  and  minor.  The  proposed  route 
has  been  reviewed  and  selected  to  avoid  potholes  and  other  wetland  areas 
where  possible.  The  Impact  on  these  areas  has  been  described  as  short¬ 
term  and  minor  and  all  potholes  will  be  restored  to  their  pre-existing 
conditions  upon  completion  of  construction,  subject  to  the  desires  of 
the  landowners. 

The  effect  on  potholes  of  the  diversion  of  surface  runoff  or  from 
the  alteration  of  groundwater  flows  is  negligible. 
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Page  V-1382,  Line  10  to  Page  V-1384,  Line  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  western  range  region  approximately  3,200  acres  of  native 
grasslands  will  be  Impacted  to  varying  degrees.  About  320  acres  along 
the  trench  will  be  destroyed  by  trench  excavation. 

In  the  midwest  native  plant  communities  are  extremely  rare.  Per¬ 
manent  pastures  containing  both  native  and  introduced  grasses  occur 
sparsely  along  drainage  ditches,  streams  and  marshes  and  other  areas 
where  farming  Is  not  feasible.  An  estimated  800  acres  of  these  grass¬ 
lands  will  be  crossed  by  the  route  from  Iowa  to  central  Ohio.  About  80 
acres  will  be  destroyed  by  trench  excavation. 

In  the  Ohio  River  Valley  approximately  700  acres  of  permanent 
pastures  similar  to  those  encountered  in  the  midwest  will  be  traversed 
by  the  pipeline.  About  70  acres  will  be  destroyed  by  trench  excavation. 
Because  of  the  more  rugged  topography  of  the  Ohio  River  Basin  significant 
areas  of  vegetation  will  be  destroyed  In  leveling  the  right-of-way." 

Adverse  impacts  to  deciduous  forest  communities  will  be  significant 
in  Indiana,  Ohio,  West  Virginia  and  Pennsylvania.  Forests,  adversely 
impacted  include  scattered  woodlots,  (234.5  acres),  bottomland  hard¬ 
woods  (46.5  acres),  along  drainages  and  the  upland  forests  (621  acres) 
of  the  Allegheny  Plateau... 

"Most  of  the  forests  crossed  contain  second  or  third  growth  trees 
averaging  about  50  years  of  age.  Preparation  of  the  right-of-way  will 
require  removal  of  all  trees  from  the  100- foot  right-of-way. 

Impacts  from  tree  removal  will  Include  both  loss  of  protecting 
ground  cover  and  aesthetic  degradation.  Loss  of  aesthetic  values  will 
be  particularly  significant  at  stream  crossings  because  of  the  higher 
recreation  use  In  flood  plains  and  along  streams." 

MB  Corment: 

The  impacts  on  rangeland  and  grassland  will  be  short-term  and  minor 
and  will  be  mitigated  by  the  restoration  program.  Northern  Border  will 
undertake  a  revegetation  program  which  will  Include  the  western  range 
region.  As  indicated  in  the  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (22)  of 
December  12,  1974,  revegetation  will  be  done  with  native  grasses  that 
are  adapted  to  the  region. 
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The  DOI-DEIS  does  not  make  It  clear  that  the  permanent  pastures, 
referred  to  In  the  DEIS,  are  mostly  artiflcally  established  grasslands 
which  do  not  encompass  the  rare  native  plant  communities.  These  pas¬ 
tures  will  be  rapidly  reestablished. 

The  Impact  on  forest  lands  will  be  long-term  but  minor.  The  loss  of 
groundcover  will  be  short-term  and  last  for  a  short  period  required  to 
establish  a  grass  covered  right-of-way.  The  impact  on  aesthetics  at 
stream  crossings  Is  long-term  but  will  be  mitigated  as  indicated  In  re¬ 
sponse  to  FPC/D0I  Questions  Nos.  (15),  (35)  of  November  22,  1974  and 
Questions  Nos.  (19),  (22)  of  December  12,  1974,  by  screen  planting,  shrub 
planting,  feathering,  and  alignment  modifications.  These  measures  will 
prevent  long-tunnel  views  in  areas  having  high  aesthetic  value. 

Page  V-1384,  Lines  21  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  deciduous  forest  areas,  however,  maintenance  of  a  tree-free 
strip  will  create  adverse  Impacts  throughout  and  beyond  the  life  of  the 
project." 

NB  Comment: 

As  described  In  the  NB-EIA,  this  impact  will  be  long-term  but  minor 
In  view  of  the  amount  of  forest  in  these  areas  and  the  proposed  measures 
to  mitigate  aesthetic  Impacts.  Maintenance  of  the  40-foot  permanent  right- 
of-way  will  result  In  prolonging  the  construction  impact  but  will  not 
"create"  adverse  Impacts. 

Page  V-1385,  Lines  8  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Where  operation  facilities  such  as  compressor  stations,  communi¬ 
cation  towers,  etc.,  are  Installed,  vegetation  will  be  destroyed  and 
eliminated  from  the  landscape  for  as  long  as  the  facilities  remain. 

These  areas  have  not  been  specifically  located  yet  so  the  area  of  na¬ 
tive  vegetation  that  will  be  affected  is  not  known." 

NB  Corrment; 

The  location  of  the  compressor  stations  have  been  Identified  on  the 
aerial  mosaics  and  the  criteria  for  selection  of  the  microwave  towers  was 
Identified  in  the  NB-EIA.  No  significant  effect  on  "native  vegetation" 
will  result. 
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5.1. 3.1. E  Wildlife 

Page  V-1386,  Lines  8  to  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Along  with  this  loss  of  habitat  quantity  and  quality  will  be  a 
reduction  In  the  size  and  diversity  of  bird  populations  along  the  route. 

There  will  be  a  similar  effect  on  the  various  populations  of  small 
mammals  (rodents,  furbearers,  small  predators)  associated  with  these  dis¬ 
rupted  habitats. 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  regarding  loss  of  diversity  of  bird  populations  on  small 
mammals  is  erroneous  and  without  foundation.  In  those  limited  areas 
of  natural  habitat  affected  by  the  project,  the  right-of-way  may  result 
in  a  shift  In  the  wildlife  value  within  the  limits  of  the  right-of-way. 

No  significant  change  in  the  size  and  diversity  of  populations  will 
occur. 

Page  V-1386,  Lines  13  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Where  antelope  and  mule  deer,  primarily  In  the  western  section, 
and  white-tailed  deer  in  the  middle  and  eastern  segments  of  the  proposed 
route  depend  on  the  cover  and  browse  provided  by  disrupted  natural  habi¬ 
tat  areas  there  will  be  a  reduction  in  potential  herd  sizes  lasting  until 
some  comparable  vegetation  has  become  reestablished." 

NB  Comment: 

The  effect  of  the  proposed  project  on  antelope  and  deer  populations 
was  described  as  insignificant  In  response  to  Sections  3. 1.3. 7. A. 1  of  the 
DOI-DEIS.  These  populations  are  controlled  by  several  factors  only  one 
of  which  (cover  and  browse)  will  be  affected  by  the  project.  As  previously 
discussed,  the  proposed  route  was  selected  to  avoid  these  areas  where 
possible. 

Page  V-13S6,  Lines  21  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"There  will  be  a  temporary  reduction  in  basic  productivity  [of  aquatic 
biota];  the  reproduction  of  many  species  will  be  greatly  curtailed  for  at 
least  one  season  for  a  considerable  segment  of  the  stream  below  tbe  cross¬ 
ing,  and  feeding  and  growing  conditions  for  fish  and  invertebrates  will  be 
lowered  in  this  segment  for  at  least  one  growing  season." 
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NB  Comment: 

The  impact  on  the  aquatic  biota  is  greatly  overstated.  The  impact  on 
the  aquatic  biota  will  be  short-term,  minor  and  limited  to  the  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  disturbed  areas.  The  impact  of  construction  activities  on 
aquatic  biota  will  extend  downstream  a  limited  distance  as  a  result  of 
Increased  sedimentation  from  Instream  excavation  and  overland  runoff. 

Most  of  the  stream  crossed  by  the  pipeline  are  of  the  lowland  type  and 
the  aquatic  fauna  have  adapted  to  augmented  silt  loads. 

Pane  V-13B7.  Lines  1  to  6,  D01-DE1S  Statement: 

“These  unavoidable  adverse  effects  relating  to  the  construction 
period  and  immediately  thereafter  will  cause  temporary  reductions  in  the 
size  and  diversity  of  many  terrestrial  and  aquatic  animal  populations 
from  mice  to  crayfish,  but  the  more  serious  and  long  lasting  of  the  un¬ 
avoidable  adverse  effects  are  those  which  relate  to  the  eradication  for 
the  life  of  the  project  of  all  brush  and  trees  from  the  permanent  right- 
of-way." 

NB  Comment: 

Less  than  500  acres  will  require  brush  and  tree  control  and  the  im¬ 
pact  will  be  minor.  As  stated  in  response  to  FPC/001  Question  No.  (33) 
of  November  22,  1974,  the  Intent  is  to  maintain  a  grass  covered  right-of- 
way  which  will  include  shrubs  and  other  low  growing  vegetation  as  long  as 
It  does  not  effect  the  Integrity  of  the  pipeline  and  greatly  interfere 
with  pipeline  maintenance  practices.  In  places,  this  right-of-way  will 
have  a  beneficial  effect  on  wildlife.  It  is  wrong  to  state  that  the  im¬ 
pact  of  maintenance  will  be  more  serious  than  the  impact  of  construction. 

Pane  V-1387.  Lines  9  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“It  was  suggested  in  Section  3  that  technical  review  teams  parti¬ 
cipate  in  the  final  and  detailed  route  selection  to  avoid  wetlands,  wood- 
lots,  bottomland  hardwoods,  etc." 

NB  ComT'ent: 

As  discussed  In  Section  4.1  of  the  NB-EIA  alignment  modifications 
were  made  to  avoid  two  major  critical  regional  features  and  65  locally 
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environmentally  sensitive  areas.  These  adjustments  were  made  In  areas 
of  highly  erodible  slopes,  soils  and  coulees;  woodlots;  local  aesthetic 
values,  and  frequent  stream  crossings.  In  all  approximately  488  miles 
of  the  route  were  relocated  based  on  the  environmental  evaluations. 

Northern  Border  has  adequately  addressed  route  selection  and  con¬ 
struction  and  restoration  procedures  and  sees  no  need  to  establish 
technical  review  teams  which  would  duplicate  existing  regulatory  authori¬ 
ties. 

Page  V-1387,  Line  18  and  Page  V-1388,  Line  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  presents  a  discussion  of  the  relationship  of  environmental 
changes  of  the  proposed  project  to  ecosystem  dynamics  and  their  effect 
on  the  quality  of  life. 

NB  Comment: 
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The  discussion  does  not  consider  the  quality  of  the  habitat  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  pipeline  route  and  overstates  the  potential  impact.  The 
removal  of  a  100-foot  strip  through  these  limited  habitats  would  result 
in  some  loss  of  carrying  capacity,  subsequent  displacement  to  adjacent 
habitat  or  population  reduction.  Local  species  diversity  would  not  be 
affected,  and  significant  adverse  effects  will  not  result  to  wildlife 
populations,  diversity  of  plant  species  or  human  opportunities. 


5.1.3.1.F  Ecological  Considerations 

Page  V-1387,  Line  24  to  Page  V-1388,  Line  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Any  loss  of  the  diversity  of  these  ecosystems  [scattered  natural 
areas]  results  in  a  loss  of  the  diversity  of  benefits  which  are  avail¬ 
able  to  man.  These  losses  in  diversity  can  result  in  a  lowered  over¬ 
all  quality  of  life  when  man's  opportunity  to  use  and  appreciate  natural 
environments  is  significantly  reduced.  Along  most  of  the  pipeline's 
length,  drainage  and  clean  farming  have  left  only  small  scattered  remnants 
of  natural  habitats  and  only  a  skeleton  of  the  great  diversity  of  plants 
and  animals  which  once  existed.  Every  additional  natural  area  lost  is 
a  serious  detriment  to  any  remaining  diversity  which  man  can  draw  upon 
for  rest,  revitalization,  spiritual  comfort,  commune  with  nature,  ex- 
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presslon  of  atavistic  hunting  instincts  or  any  other  term  for  man's  need 
for  some  link  with  nature." 

NB  Comment: 

As  discussed  in  the  responses  to  the  DOI-DEIS  (Section  3. 1.3. 8)  no 
loss  of  diversity  of  ecosystems  (or  any  other  more  conventional  index, 
such  as  species  diversity  and  habitat  diversity)  will  occur  as  a  result 
of  pipeline  construction.  In  particular,  the  DEIS  statement  that  "Every 
additional  area  lost  is  a  serious  detriment  to  any  remaining  diversity" 
is  irrelevant  and  misleading  since  it  depends  on  the  false  assumption 
that  natural  areas  will  be  lost  as  a  consequence  of  the  project.  No 
natural  areas  will  be  eliminated  or  seriously  reduced  even  on  a  local 
scale. 

The  use  of  the  right-of-way  for  the  transportation  of  natural  gas 
represents  significant  beneficial  useage  to  man  in  terms  of  a  continual 
supply  of  fuel  to  meet  his  needs. 

Page  V-1388,  Lines  13  to  16,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  loss  of  any  streambank  vegetation,  bottomland  hardwoods,  wood- 
lots  or  any  relatively  natural  areas  within  the  permanent  right-of-way 
is  a  serious  ecological  consideration  and  the  most  extensive  measures 
should  be  taken  to  minimize  such  encounters." 

NB  Comment: 

It  has  been  stated  in  the  NB-EIA  that  these  factors  were  taken  into 
account  in  the  selection  of  the  proposed  route  and  that  over  488  miles 
of  the  route  were  relocated  to  avoid  regional  and  locally  significant 
areas.  The  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  these  features  is  minor 
and  will  not  result  in  loss  of  the  "quality  of  experience". 

Page  V-1388.  Lines  19  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"From  an  economic  standpoint  these  natural  areas  serve  as  a  reser¬ 
voir  for  insect,  bird  and  mammal  predatory  species.  When  man's  cultured 
agricultural  ecosystem  goes  awry  and  insect,  rodent  or  bird  populations 
are  devastating  crops  there  is  some  measure  of  natural  biological  control 
available." 
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NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  assertion  is  not  applicable  to  the  proposed  project.  Northern 
Border  pipeline  construction  and  maintenance  will  affect  only  a  fraction 
of  the  natural  habitat  within  the  project  area,  for  the  most  part  only 
temporari ly . 
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5.1.3.1.G  Economic  Factors 

Page  V-1388.  Line  35  to  Page  V- 1 389 ■  Line  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  "it  is  not  believed  that  there  will  be  significant  ad¬ 
verse  effects  on  local  economies  because  of  construction  of  the  Northern 
Border  pipeline.”  It  then  mentions  short-term  dislocation  of  employment, 
postponement  of  construction  or  other  economic  activities  due  to  the 
demands  on  the  local  labor  force  or  supplies  and  states  that  these 
effects  will  be  neither  large  nor  persistant,"  a  longer-term  effect  due 
to  agricultural  land  being  out  of  production  for  time  periods,  and  that 
Individual  landowners  and  municipalities  may  incur  adverse  effects  “if 
they  do  not  contract  wisely  with  the  pipeline  companies... 

NB  Comment: 

There  will  be  no  significant  effect  on  the  local  economies.  The  re¬ 
mainder  of  the  discussion  has  been  addressed  and  dismissed  in  response 
to  Section  3  of  the  DOI-DEIS  and  is  irrelevant  in  this  section.  As  des¬ 
cribed  in  Section  3. 1.3. 4,  present  unemployment  along  the  pipeline  route 
is  high  and  no  excessive  demands  will  be  placed  on  the  available  labor 
force  or  suppliers.  Farmers  will  be  compensated  for  loss  of  production, 
thus  they  should  not  experience  any  economic  burden. 
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5.1.3.1.H  Sociological  Factors 

Page  V-1389.  Lines  12  to  26,  DOI-DEIS  Statement:  £ 

"Unavoidable  sociological  effects  on  local  communities  along  the  I 

pipeline  will  be  relatively  light  and  short-term."  They  will  consist  I  3^^ 

of  short-term  demands  on  local  facilities  such  as  housing,  recreation 
and  public  services.  The  adverse  effect  will  be  greater  on  the  small  | 
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communities  in  the  sparsely  inhabitated  western  section  of  the  route  and 
might  pose  an  unreasonable  financial  burden  on  these  communities.  Com¬ 
pensation  for  special  costs  incurred  to  these  communities  is  suggested 
and  "imprudent"  expansion  of  facilities  by  communities  and  individuals 
are  also  mentioned  which  could  result  in  longer-term  effects. 

NB  Comment: 

The  sociological  effects  of  the  pipeline  will  be  relatively  light 
and  short-term.  In  the  western  sectors  of  the  pipeline,  construction 
camps  will  be  utilized  to  minimize  any  burden  on  the  small  communities. 

Northern  Border  will  require  the  contractor  to  provide  construction 
camps  to  house  nonlocal  personnel  in  Montana,  North  Dakota  and  in  nor¬ 
thern  South  Dakota.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  disruption  of  the  local 
housing  market  will  be  minor  and  in  most  instances,  will  be  beneficial 
due  to  the  availability  of  rental  units  within  the  10  state  region  as 
discussed  in  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (32)  of  December  12,  1974. 

It  is  anticipated  that  there  will  be  no  serious  competition  for 
housing  from  the  temporary  construction  work  force  anywhere  along  the 
route.  No  permanent  housing  will  be  needed  by  the  construction  personnel. 
Existing  vacancy  rates  indicate  sufficient  surpluses  to  take  up  any  slack 
In  the  housing  needs  and  still  provide  for  housing  mobility  for  non-pipe¬ 
line  people  as  discussed  in  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (32)  of 
December  12,  1974. 

The  fact  that  the  Glasgow  Air  Force  base  located  in  Montana  still 
had  a  considerable  amount  of  housing  available  in  1974  was  verified  by 
personal  communication. 

The  construction  camps  located  in  Montana,  North  Dakota  and  northern 
South  Dakota  will  provide  many  of  the  temporary  service  needs,  thereby 
relieving  service  requirements  by  local  governments  and  agencies.  Local 
services  are  normally  sufficient  to  deal  with  influxes  of  non-residents 
since  they  are  accustomed  to  dealing  with  tourist,  hunters,  visitors,  etc. 
needs  and  the  impact  on  local  services  is  expected  to  be  minor. 

Some  of  the  service  impact  will  be  absorbed  in  the  50-mile  confuting 
range  and  the  construction  camps.  Small  communities  along  the  route  can 
expect  beneficial  economic  impacts  in  the  commercial  area,  i.e.,  restau¬ 
rants,  entertainment  facilities,  recreation  facilities,  etc. 


5-23 


5-24 


564 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  V  UNAVOIDABLE  IMPACTS  SHOULD  PROJECT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 


PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  V  UNAVOIDABLE  IMPACTS  SHOULD  PROJECT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 


5.1. 3.1. H  (Cont.) 

There  will  be  some  short-term  modification  In  local  delivery  patterns. 
Advance  notification  will  be  made  to  the  small  communities  to  advise  them 
of  anticipated  requirements  and  no  unreasonable  financial  burden  will  be 
incurred. 

Impact  on  local  school  districts  is  expected  to  be  very  light,  if 
at  all.  There  will  be  no  winter  construction.  Workers  accompanied  with 
families  during  the  summer  months  can  be  expected  to  have  their  families 
return  to  their  permanent  residences  prior  to  the  start  of  school  sessions. 

Impacts  upon  recreation,  cultural  and  related  services  will  be  more 
than  on  school  services.  The  major  impact  on  these  services  may  occur 
mostly  on  weekends. 

/Service  areas  that  are  expected  to  have  a  greater  increase  in 
beneficial  business  opportunity  are  the  commercial  enterprises,  i.e. 
restaurants,  recreation  and  entertainment  (bowling,  taverns,  theaters, 
etc.),  shopping  centers,  food  stores,  barbershops,  vehicle  service,  etc. 

It  can  be  expected  that  there  will  be  no  increase  in  demand  for  law 
enforcement  services  other  than  what  can  be  expected  by  normal  influxes 
of  tourists  and  other  migrant  populations. 

Any  increases  in  demands  for  medical  services  will  be  minor  and  short¬ 
term.  Contractors  will  also  supply  water,  power,  sewage  facilities,  etc. 
on  site. 

Welfare  rolls  are  anticipated  to  be  decreased  in  those  areas  re¬ 
ceiving  beneficial  economic  impacts  since  new  job  opportunities  can  help 
to  remove  some  of  the  people  presently  on  welfare  and  assist  with  under¬ 
employment.  Some  short-term  upward  economic  mobility  can  be  expected 
by  those  permanent  employees  residing  in  the  area  opening  job  opportunity 
for  those  having  lesser  skills. 

It  is  expected  that  no  new  capital  investments  will  be  required  by 
local  public  and  semi-public  agencies  to  service  the  added  temporary 
population  associated  with  the  pipeline  construction  project.  Therefore, 
there  will  be  no  need  to  anticipate  increases  in  operation  and  mainten¬ 
ance  personnel  costs. 

It  can  be  demonstrated  that  most  economic  impacts  will  be  beneficial 
to  those  corununities  affected,  which  may  assist  in  providing  new  funding 
resources  that  may  be  used  to  help  strengthen  or  create  new  service  area 
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needs. 

Most  service  oriented  organizations  are  managerial ly  capable  to 
provide  adequate  needed  services.  It  can  be  assumed  that  they  will  be 
able  to  cope  with  an  increase  in  needs  since  they  are  normally  accustomed 
to  dealing  with  additional  temporary  demands  put  on  them  by  temporary 
immigration,  i.e.,  visitors,  tourists,  etc. 

The  local  beneficial  economic  and  related  possible  social  improve¬ 
ments  effect,  i.e.,  reduced  welfare  rolls,  employment,  upward  mobility, 
etc.  may  be  looked  upon  in  a  positive  fashion  by  the  residents  of  local 
communities. 

The  action  of  improvident  communities  or  individuals  is  beyond  the 
control  of  Northern  Border  and  was  previously  dismissed  by  DOI  as  ''un¬ 
likely"  in  Section  3. 1.3. 9. 

5. 1.3.1. I  Land  Use 

(No  NB  Comment) 


5.1.3.1.J.1  Archaeology 

Pages  V-1390,  Line  10  to  Page  V-1391,  Line  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  notes  that  15  known  sites  are  "threatened"  by  the  construction 
of  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  and  that  it  is  likely  that  additional  sites 
may  be  discovered.  The  loss  or  damage  of  a  site  will  result  in  a  perma¬ 
nent  impact  since  archaeological  resources  are  finite  and  irreplaceable. 

The  secondary  effect  of  potential  vandalism  of  sites  discovered  by  the 
pipeline  crew  to  artifact  and  souvenir  hunters  is  also  mentioned.  The 
DEIS  states  that  disturbance  or  destruction  of  sites  will  reduce  the  data 
resource  base. 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  makes  no  mention  of  the  mitigative  measures  planned  and  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  NB-EIA  which  includes  avoiding  archaeological  sites  to  the 
extent  practicable  during  land  acquisition,  surveying  where  required  on  state 
and  federal  lands,  and  contacting  appropriate  persons  or  agencies  in  the 
event  a  site  is  uncovered  during  construction.  There  is  no  mention  of  the 
new  data  that  will  be  developed  as  a  result  of  this  project. 
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The  secondary  impact  of  leaving  new  discovered  sites  unprotected  is 
unsubstantiated.  Since  access  to  most  of  the  pipeline  right-of-way  will 
be  across  private  property,  this  area  will  be  no  more  accessible  than  it 
was  prior  to  pipeline  construction.  The  construction  procedures  will 
provide  for  proper  disposition  of  all  discoveries  and  artifacts  that  may 
be  encountered  during  construction  operations. 

5.1. 3.1.  J. 2  History 

Page  V-1391,  Line  11  to  Page  V-1392,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  three  historic  sites  are  expected  to  be  damaged 
by  the  pipeline  and  other  sites  "will  doubtlessly  be  encountered  along 
the  corridor"  since  the  route  has  not  been  surveyed.  The  three  historic 
sites  are  the  Illinois  and  Michigan,  and  Miami  and  Erie  Canals  and  the 
Fort  Bouis  Fur  Post.  It  is  stated  that  if  the  pipe  is  bored  beneath 
the  canals  neither  will  be  severely  damaged.  However,  if  boring  Is 
not  feasible,  "the  historical  integrity  of  the  canals  will  be  lost 
even  though  replacement  may  be  largely  successful."  Damage  to  the  Fort 
Bouis  site  will  result  in  loss  of  a  finite,  unrenewable  resource. 

NB  Comment: 

This  section  overstates  the  actual  level  of  anticipated  impact.  If 
possible  the  pipeline  will  be  bored  under  the  canals;  however,  should 
boring  be  unfeasible,  the  canals  will  be  completely  restored  to  their 
existing  topography  and  structural  integrity  and  there  will  not  be  any 
significant  damage  to  the  "historical  integrity"  of  the  canals.  The 
Fort  Bouis  Fur  Post  will  be  identified  and  avoided  and  no  impact  is 
anticipated  upon  this  site. 
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5.1.3.1.J.3  Recreation 

Page  V-1392.  Line  3  to  Page  V-1393.  Line  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  crossing  of  parks  will  "wreak  havoc"  on  the  park 
areas  during  construction  and  restoration  and  that  most  of  the  damage  can 
be  overcome  by  proper  construction  procedures  and  care  in  restoration, 
making  the  damage  largely  a  temporary  impact.  Long-term  aesthetic  impacts 
caused  by  the  open  right-of-way,  clearing  of  closed  canopied  hardwood 
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forests,  and  terrain  modifications  will  be  incurred.  Short-term  impacts 
due  to  noise,  dust,  traffic,  and  presence  of  heavy  machinery  will  affect 
major  parts  of  the  affected  recreation  areas,  cutting  off  access  from 
one  part  at  the  areas  to  another  and  causing  over  1,000,000  visits  to 
either  not  occur  or  be  diverted  to  other  recreation  areas  depending  on 
the  coordination  with  the  administering  agency.  Mingo  Creek  and  Round 
Hill  Regional  Parks  in  Pennsylvania,  and  Starved  Rock  State  Park  in 
Illinois  will  have  to  curtail  or  reduce  visitation  and  Big  Bend  Conser¬ 
vation  Area  in  Illinois  may  have  to  be  closed  during  construction. 

NB  Comment: 

This  section  greatly  overstates  the  anticipated  impacts  on  recrea¬ 
tion  that  will  result  from  the  construction  of  the  Northern  Border  pipe¬ 
line.  At  each  of  the  parks  or  recreation  areas,  the  administering 
agency  will  be  consulted  prior  to  the  final  route  selection  through  the 
park,  and  will  insure  that  visitor  access  to  adjacent  park  areas  is  main¬ 
tained.  All  necessary  permits  will  be  obtained.  Mitigation  techniques 
will  insure  that  the  aesthetic  impacts  are  minimized.  The  proposed  route 
was  selected  to  minimize  distances  through  wooded  floodplains  and  forest¬ 
ed  areas. 

The  predicted  loss  or  diversion  of  1,000,000  visits  to  the  affected 
park  areas  is  unsubstantiated.  Mingo  Creek  and  Round  Hill  Regional  Parks, 
Starved  Rock  State  Park  and  Big  Bend  Conservation  Area  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  in  detail  in  Section  3.1.3.13  and  the  construction  of  the  Northern 
Border  pipeline  will  only  have  a  minor  affect  on  these  areas  and  will  not 
require  curtailment  or  closure. 

5.1 .3.1 . J. 4  Aesthetics 

Page  V-1393,  Line  13  to  Page  V-1394.  Line  23.  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  states  that  the  characteristic  aesthetic  values  of  the 
Great  Plains  of  the  Dakotas  and  Montana  depend  in  part  on  the  absence  of 
man's  activities  whereas  man's  influence  is  an  integral  part  of  the 
aesthetic  character  of  the  Corn  Belt  and  Appalachian  Plateau.  On  this 
basis  it  is  concluded  that  aesthetic  impacts  will  be  most  significant 
on  the  northern  plains,  with  significant  aesthetic  damage  occurring  at 
the  Little  Missouri  River  crossing  and  through  the  North  Dakota  badlands. 
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The  DOI-DEIS  also  states  that  most  of  the  21  areas  Identified  in 
Section  2  as  having  significant  aesthetic  values  are  wooded  river  valleys 
or  areas  of  scattered  lakes.  While  in  some  Instances  aesthetic  impacts 
will  not  be  severe,  rounding  of  river  bluffs  and  cutting  and  maintaining 
the  right-of-way  will  lower  aesthetic  values.  The  two  most  sensitive 
areas  are  listed  as  the  crossings  of  the  Wapsipinicon  River,  Iowa,  and 
the  Wabash  River,  Indiana. 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  Section  II  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  °age  887,  Lines  18  to  20, 
"Nowhere  along  the  1,619  miles  of  the  pipeline  are  the  kind  of  scenic 
wonders  that  have  traditionally  attracted  tourists  to  them  in  any  great 
numbers . " 

The  adverse  Impact  upon  the  badlands  of  North  Dakota  is  overstated. 
The  proposed  route  crosses  only  about  4  miles  of  badlands  In  the  vicinity 
of  the  Little  Missouri  River.  The  badlands  are  expansive  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  route  would  affect  only  a  minor  amount  of  land.  Topographical 
relief  will  be  restored.  Tunnel  views  will  not  be  a  problem  because 
the  area  is  not  wooded.  The  aesthetic  impact  is  further  moderated  by  the 
presence  of  agricultural  lands  and  a  number  of  vehicle  trails  within  the 
general  area. 

Although  cutting  of  trees  is  an  unavoidable  effect,  several  tech¬ 
niques  will  be  used  to  mitigate  the  impacts.  These  include  (1)  minor 
bends  in  the  alignment  of  the  pipeline  to  avoid  tunnel  views  at  wooded 
stream  and  highway  crossings  (2)  feathering  of  the  right-of-way  where 
necessary  to  blend  it  with  the  surrounding  area  and  (3)  plantings  to 
shield  the  right-of-way  from  view  at  stream  and  highway  crossings.  Upon 
termination  of  the  project,  the  right-of-way  can  return  to  its  wooded 
state. 

The  presence  of  the  proposed  route  will  not  affect  the  potential  of 
these  rivers  to  be  designated  as  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  (Personal  Conmuni- 
cation,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation).  Additionally,  where  necessary, 
feathering  of  the  right-of-way  and  screen  plantings,  as  discussed  above, 
may  be  used  to  blend  the  crossing  with  the  surrounding  area.  As  stated 
in  the  response  to  DOI-DEIS,  Section  3.1.3.13A,  no  serious  damage  is 
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expected  at  the  Wabash  River  crossing. 

The  proposed  crossing  Is  through  cropland  about  midway  between  Peru 
(pop.  14,  139)  and  Wabash  (pop.  13,379)  and  since  restoration  and  screen 
plantings  could  shield  the  right-of-way  from  view  from  the  river,  It  Is 
not  anticipated  that  It  will  affect  aesthetics  or  the  long-term  recrea¬ 
tional  use  of  this  stretch  of  the  river. 

Final  route  selection  and  restoration  requirements  at  the  Wapsip¬ 
inicon  River  crossing  will  be  determined  after  consultation  with  those 
agencies  having  jurlsdlctatlon  over  the  crossing.  The  impacts  at  this 
crossing  are  discussed  in  the  response  to  Section  3.1.3.7A-2  of  the 
DOI-DEIS  and  Sections  2.4.3  (page  92)  and  3.1.2  (page  126)  of  the  NB- 
EIA.  The  techniques  listed  above  can  be  used  to  mitigate  the  impact  on 
aesthetics  at  this  crossing. 

5.1 .3.1 . K. 1  Air  Quality 

Page  V-1395,  Lines  5  to  12,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  applicant  does  not  explicitly  propose  any  mitigating  measures,  but 
some  are  suggested  in  this  statement  to  control  fugitive  dust  emission 
and  open  burning.  If  these  measures  are  applied,  the  residual  negative 
impacts  on  the  immediate  project  area  will  be  reasonably  small.  Dust 
emission  will  still  be  a  factor  affecting  crop  production  along  the 
right-of-way,  the  degree  of  impact  depending  upon  the  effectiveness  of 
dust  control  measures.  Dust  emission  on  local  dirt  roads  carrying  heavy 
traffic  will  also  remain  and  may  contribute  to  annoyance." 

NB  Conment: 

The  impact  of  fugitive  dust  and  open  burning  are  short-term  and 
minor.  Open  burning  will  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  open  burning 
regulations  for  each  state. 

The  problem  of  fugitive  dust  was  overstated.  The  proposed  construc¬ 
tion  will  result  in  limited  movement  of  excavated  earth  and  debris,  and 
the  emissions  will  be  localized  and  similar  to  those  resulting  from  a 
typical  construction  project. 

Areas  where  fugitive  dust  problems  are  expected  from  the  exposed 
right-of-way,  have  been  discussed  in  response  to  Page  V-967  to  V-968  of 
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the  DOI-DEIS.  These  areas  are  limited  to  about  66  miles.  Dust  and 
soil  control  measures  will  be  applied  as  part  of  the  construction  prac¬ 
tice,  and  wind  erosion  will  be  taken  into  account  during  the  revegetation 
program. 

Page  V-1395,  Lines  17  and  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...the  absolute  emission  standards  of  Indiana  and  South  Dakota  will 
be  exceeded  during  the  period  of  construction." 

NB  Comment: 

The  specified  regulations  do  not  apply  to  the  construction  equip¬ 
ment.  The  South  Dakota  Regulation  applies  to  stationary  furnaces,  boil¬ 
ers,  apparatuses,  stacks,  or  appurtenances  thereto  used  in  the  process 
of  burning  fuel  or  other  combustible  material  for  the  primary  purpose 
of  producing  heat  or  power  by  indirect  heat  transfer.  The  Indiana  re¬ 
gulation  covers  the  same  sources  as  the  South  Dakota  regulation  but 
additionally  applies  to  any  action,  operation,  or  treatment  and  the 
equipment  used  in  connection  therewith,  and  all  methods  or  forms  of 
manufacturing  or  processing  that  may  emit  air  contaminants. 

Page  V-1395,  Lines  19  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  concludes  that  under  adverse  meterological  conditions,  an 
excursion  of  concentrations  to  well  over  the  air  quality  standards  would 
occur  in  the  surrounding  areas. 
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NB  Comnent: 

The  DEIS  made  no  comment  with  regard  to  such  an  impact  in  Subsection 
3.1.3.14.  In  order  for  emissions  to  be  additive,  there  would  need  to 
be  many  other  sources  proposed  for  location  In  the  same  area  as  the 
compressor  stations.  It  would  then  have  to  be  shown  through  dispersion 
modeling  that  these  many  small  sources  result  in  an  additive  deteriora¬ 
tion  In  ambient  air  quality.  Unless  it  can  be  shown  that  many  small 
sources  are  to  be  constructed  and  that  such  a  dispersion  analysis  has 
been  preformed,  there  is  absolutely  no  basis  In  fact  for  this  DEIS  asser¬ 
tion. 

The  evaluation  of  the  air  quality  impact  took  into  account  the  pres¬ 
ence  of  other  sources  which  could  have  a  significant  additive  contribu¬ 
tion  and  no  such  sources  were  found. 

Page  V-1396,  Lines  9  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  compressor  stations  will  exceed  the  N0x  emission  standards 
of  South  Dakota  and  Indiana." 


NB  Comment: 

Control  technology  is  currently  available  to  meet  these  standards. 
The  gas  turbines  to  be  Installed  In  the  states  of  South  Dakota  and 
Indiana  will  meet  the  respective  emission  regulations  as  Indicated  In  the 
NB-EIA  on  Page  3. 2. 4-4,  3.2.4-17,  and  3.2.4-25. 


NB  Comment: 

This  assertion  is  dismissed  in  response  to  Section  3. 1.3. 4  of  the  DOI- 
DEIS.  As  discussed  in  that  section,  although  there  will  be  a  buildup  of 
pollutants  during  construction  at  the  sensitive  river  crossings  under  cer¬ 
tain  meteorological  conditions,  the  resulting  pollutant  levels  will  not 
exceed  any  ambient  air  quality  standards  or  reach  concentrations  that 
produce  adverse  effects  in  humans,  plants  or  animals. 

Page  V-1396.  Lines  7  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  suggests  that  the  compressor  stations  will  be  negligible  as 
a  single  contribution  to  air  pollution,  but  as  one  of  many  additive  small 
sources,  the  contribution  is  significant. 
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Page  V-1396,  Lines  16  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

These  lines  summarize  the  DEIS  opinion  on  the  consequences  of  a  cat¬ 
astrophic  pipeline  rupture. 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  conclusion  that  a  mass  of  cold  methane  having  negative  buoy¬ 
ancy  would  engulf  the  discharge  area  after  a  pipeline  rupture  is  refuted 
in  response  to  DOI-DEIS,  Subsection  3.1.3.13.  As  the  natural  gas  is  re¬ 
leased,  Its  velocity  would  be  supersonic  and  the  gas  would  be  warmed 
through  the  formation  of  shock  waves  and  lose  its  momentum  through  fric¬ 
tion  with  entrained  air  molecules.  Further  warming  would  result  from 
the  mixing  of  the  cool  natural  gas  with  the  warmer  ambient  air.  The 
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result  is  that  as  gas  reaches  that  maximum  distance  from  the  rupture  where 
its  initial  velocity  is  dissipated,  it  will  have  positive  buoyancy  and 
continue  to  dissipate  through  atmospheric  dispersion. 

5.1 .3.1 . K. 2  Noise 


Page  V-1397,  Lines  3  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  noise  of  road  trucks  will  be  mitigated  somewhat  by  compliance 
with  newly  promulgated  EPA  rules,  provided  such  trucks  are  to  be  con¬ 
sidered  acting  in  interstate  coronerce.  In  either  event,  the  reductions 
will  be  so  small  that  very  little  benefit  will  be  derived  in  terms  of 
lessening  noise  impact.  Thus  a  temporary  residual  noise  Impact  will  be 
the  off-site  vehicular  traffic." 

NB  Comment: 

The  statement  that  noise  impact  reductions  resulting  from  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  EPA  truck  noise  regulations  will  be  of  "very  little 
benefit"  is  unsubstantiated  by  any  type  of  comparative  or  analytical 
evidence.  The  last  sentence  of  the  statement  (on  lines  7  and  8)  men¬ 
tions  "a  temporary  residual  noise  Impact"  not  defined  and  unclear  in 
meaning  which  "will  be  the  offsite  vehicular  traffic",  again  undefined 
and  implies  a  more  serious  noise  impact  than  the  "short-term  highly 
localized  deterioration  In  noise  quality"  stated  In  Volume  5,  Page 
5-5  of  the  NB-EIA. 
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5.1 .3.1 . K. 3  Solid  Waste 

Page  V-1397,  Line  22  to  Page  v-1398.  Line  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DEIS  states  that  large  amounts  of  waste  will  be  generated  during 
construction.  The  amount  of  waste  produced  can  present  a  significant 
disposal  problem,  especially  in  the  rural  areas. 

NB  Conment: 

The  impact  from  the  disposal  of  waste  generated  by  the  construction 
and  operation  of  the  proposed  facilities  has  been  addressed  in  Sections 

3.1.1,  3.1.5,  and  3.2.5  of  the  NB-EIA  and  the  response  to  answers  to 
Question  Nos.  (28,  29  and  30)  dated  November  22,  1974  and  answers  to 
Question  Nos.(l,  6,  9,  11,  12  and  24)  dated  December  12,  1974.  As  stated 
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RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT  TERM 
USE  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  MAINTENANCE 
AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG  TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

The  DEIS  discusses  the  relationship  between  local  short  term  use  of 
the  environment  and  maintenance  and  enhancement  of  long  term  productivity 
on  the  basis  of  the  narrative  and  data  presented  in  the  preceding  sections 
of  the  DEIS  report.  The  following  comments  address  the  specific  items 
within  the  text  of  Part  VI  which  Northern  Border  believes  needs  qualifi¬ 
cation  or  correction  in  the  DOI  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
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In  these  responses,  adequate  solutions  are  available  for  the  disposal 
of  these  wastes  In  accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations  and  with¬ 
out  generating  significant  impacts. 

By  stating  that  the  applicant  will  create  a  significant  adverse 
impact  by  spreading  rocky  material  along  the  right-of-way  and  destroying 
local  roads,  culverts  and  bridges  due  to  over-loading,  the  DEIS  is  assuming 
the  applicant  will  be  irresponsible.  These  arguments  are  not  relevant. 


5.1.3.1.K.4  Water  Quality 

Page  V-1398,  Line  15  to  Page  V-1399,  Line  5,  DOI-CEIS  State-e^t: 

The  DEIS  states  that  the  primary  impact  of  the  project  on  water  quality 
will  occur  during  the  construction  phase  and  consist  of  temporary  increases 
in  sediment  loads  at  the  stream  crossing  sites.  The  effects  on  the  stream 
will  be  temporary  and  the  stream  will  be  back  to  normal  within  a  year  after 
the  trench  is  closed.  The  introduction  of  undetonated  blasting  agents  into 
the  streams,  is  also  considered  to  be  a  temporary  impact.  Unlikely  acci¬ 
dental  events  such  as  floods  or  equipment  failure  and  subsequent  oil  and 
gasoline  contamination  are  also  mentioned. 

NB  Comment: 

Northern  Border  is  in  substantial  agreement  with  the  conclusions 
presented  in  this  section.  However,  it  is  felt  that  the  corrupts 
refering  to  an  adverse  impact  from  undetonated  blasting  agents  are 
not  relevant. 
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6. 1.3.1  ASSUMPTIONS  AND  BACKGROUND 

Page  V-1400,  Lines  12  and  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...a  new  facility  capable  of  delivering  up  to  3.5  billion  cubic 
feet  of  natural  gas  per  day  appears  to  represent  a  significant  long  term 
benefit  to  society." 

NB  Conment: 

The  volumes  of  gas  delivered  have  been  revised  to  an  average  daily 
figure  of  approximately  1.5  billion  cubic  feet  per  day  to  reflect  the 
change  within  the  scope  of  the  project  as  stated  in  the  amended  filing  of 
September,  1975.  The  availability  of  this  new  quantity  of  gas  represents 
a  positive  economic  benefit  estimated  at  between  $12  and  $15.5  billion 
dollars  in  gross  national  product  and  519,000  and  670,000  jobs  annually. 

Page  V-14Q0,  Lines  21  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  order  to  construct  the  proposed  gas  transmission  facilities  to 
provide  long  term  benefits  to  industrial  and  domestic  consumers,  certain 
short-term  uses  will  have  temporary  adverse  environmental  impacts  that 
are  significant  while  long-lasting  adverse  effects  will  be  limited." 

NB  Conment: 

No  significant  adverse  environmental  effects  will  result  from  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  project  on  either  a  short- tern  or  long-term 
basis. 


3?* 


3?  6 


Page  V-1400,  Lines  25  to  27,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"While  it  is  expected  that  long  term  benefits  from  the  project  will 
affect  the  industrial  and  urban  segments,  most  of  the  adverse  impacts 
will  be  borne  by  rural  society." 

NB  Conment: 

Rural  society  will  also  share  in  the  benefits  of  the  project,  by  the 
Increased  cash  flow  resulting  during  the  construction  phase  of  the  pro¬ 
ject,  the  increase  in  the  local  tax  base  resulting  from  the  pipeline  facil¬ 
ities  and  the  operation  and  maintenance  budgets  which  will  be  extended 
throughout  the  life  of  the  project.  In  addition  rural  society  will  bene¬ 
fit  by  the  overall  availability  of  the  gas  delivered  by  the  project  since 
there  will  be  more  gas  available  for  all  users  throughout  the  country. 
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The  adverse  impacts  to  rural  society  mentioned  in  the  DEIS  are  short-term 
and  minor,  while  long-term  benefits  will  accrue  due  to  the  availability 
of  greater  volumes  of  gas  and  the  increase  in  tax  base. 

Page  V-1401,  Lines  1  to  3,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  construction  activities  during  the  year  in  which  the  pipeline 
segments  are  installed  will  divert  land  from  agricultural,  recreation  and 
other  rural  uses  to  non-productive  use." 

NB  Comment: 

As  stated,  the  quantities  of  land  which  will  be  removed  from  existing 
uses  by  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  project  are  minor. 
While  construction  of  the  project  will  impact  approximately  20,000  acres, 
construction  at  any  point,  would  be  completed  within  a  3  to  4  week  period 
and  the  impact  on  land  use  will  be  minor  and  short-term.  Approximately 
570  acres  would  be  removed  from  existing  land  uses  for  the  location  of 
such  facilities  as  compressor  stations  and  microwave  towers  which  is  also 
a  productive  use.  The  impact  on  land  use  would  be  long-term  but  minor. 

6. 1.3.2  Environmental  Values  Affected  by  the  Proposed  Action 
Page  V-14Q2,  Lines  6  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...the  cumulative  loss  {of  farm  production}  at  a  time  of  world  food 
shortages  appears  significant.  Over  640,000  bushels  of  major  feed  and 
grain  products  will  be  lost  to  the  Nation's  food  production.  Depending 
upon  the  degree  of  mitigation  an  equal  loss  might  be  incurred  during  the 
following  2  or  3  year  period  because  of  lasting  impacts  to  the  soil 
resource. " 

NB  Comment: 

The  amount  of  agricultural  land  lost  for  a  year  compared  to  the  total 
amount  of  agricultural  land  in  the  entire  world  is  hardly  significant. 

In  fact  the  amount  of  land  lost  loses  its  significance  when  compared  on 
a  global  scale.  The  loss  of  production  will  not  be  equal  during  the  fol¬ 
lowing  2  or  3  year  period.  Once  the  pipeline  has  been  placed  in  the  trench 
the  only  land  that  may  possibly  be  different  from  pre-pipeline  conditions 
will  be  that  small  fraction  in  the  trench  itself.  All  other  land  will  be 
available  for  farm  production.  The  loss  will  be  minimal,  if  any,  and 
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NB  Comment: 

The  nitrous  oxide  values  set  by  the  ambient  air  quality  standards 
were  designed  to  protect  human  health  and  welfare.  Thus,  they  should  be 
used  as  criteria  to  determine  the  acceptability  of  the  proposed  action. 
The  nitrous  oxide  emissions  from  the  compressor  stations  will  be  minor 
and  will  not  contravene  air  quality  standards  or  represent  a  threat  to 
human  health. 


i/OZ. 


Page  V-1403,  Line  20  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  burning  of  about  140  million  cubic  feet  of  gas  per  day  for  pump¬ 
ing  purposes  will  be  distributed  over  the  1,600  miles  of  length,  and, 
although  large  on  an  absolute  scale,  it  will  only  be  about  5  percent  of 
the  pipeline  capacity  which  will  ultimately  be  burned  in  the  east  and 
midwest." 

NB  Comment: 

As  described  in  the  amended  filing  of  September,  1975,  the  volume  of 
gas  loss  has  been  reduced  and  as  a  result  only  33  million  cubic  feet  per 
day  will  occur.  This  represents  approximately  2.2  percent  of  the  1.530 
billion  cfd  average  daily  delivery  rate. 


Page  V-1403,  Line  24  to  Page  V-1404,  Line  1,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"A  considerable  area  of  land  will  be  cleared  or  trampled  by  equipment 
during  construction.  This  land  will  be  more  vulnerable  to  erosion  by 
water  and  air." 


NB  Comnent: 


As  previously  discussed  in  response  to  DOI-DEIS,  Section  3. 1.3. 4,  the 
amount  of  air  and  water  erosion  estimated  in  the  DEIS  report  significantly 
overstates  the  actual  effects.  The  amount  of  air  and  water  erosion  are 
reduced  by  the  short  term  of  construction  at  any  point  on  the  line,  the 
erosion  control  procedures  to  be  implemented  during  both  the  construction 
and  restoration  phases,  and  the  restoration  program  to  be  incorporated  by 
Northern  Border.  It  should  be  pointed  out  that  wind  and  water  erosion 
which  will  result  from  the  proposed  construction  are  very  similar  to  those 
resulting  from  the  plowing  of  fields  for  crop  production.  The  proposed 


Voi 


6-5 


6.1.3.  2  (Cont.) 

certainly  not  the  same  as  during  construction. 

Page  V-1402,  Lines  14  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Individual  farmers  and  other  land  owners  will  have  to  endure  a 
number  of  nuisance  type  impacts  during  construction.  These  Include  dis¬ 
ruption  of  farming  activities,  interference  with  drainage  systems,  noise 
and  air  pollution  and  barriers  to  farm  and  service  center  access." 

NB  Comnent: 

All  impacts  referred  to  above  are  minor  and  short-term.  The  indi¬ 
vidual  farmers  and  other  land  owners  will  be  affected  only  during  a  3  to 
4  week  period. 

Page  V-1403,  Lines  6  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Although  this  hazard  {pipeline  rupture}  may  be  extremely  small,  it 
is  nevertheless  a  long  term  possibility  that  would  not  exist  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  the  pipeline." 

NB  Comnent: 

The  potential  hazard  from  such  a  rupture  is  minimal.  The  proposed 
route  was  selected  to  avoid  populated  areas  and  to  minimize  the  possibil¬ 
ity  of  natural  catastrophes.  In  addition,  operation  and  maintenance 
procedures  have  been  designed  to  insure  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline  and 
the  related  facilities  from  third  party  damage.  Should  an  accident  or 
catastrophe  occur  the  impact  will  be  mitigated  by  the  low  population  with¬ 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  route  and  the  adopted  maintenance  and  emergency 
plans.  Considering  the  low  population  density  of  the  area  through  which 
the  proposed  project  will  be  constructed  and  based  on  a  critical  assess¬ 
ment  of  past  accidents,  the  hazards  from  the  construction  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  are  extremely  minor  and  remote. 

Page  V-1403,  Lines  15  to  19,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  N0x  emitted  will  cause  a  greater  fractional  degradation  in  the 
western  states  than  in  the  eastern  but  if  the  Federal  ambient  air  stand¬ 
ards  are  used  as  a  criterion,  the  reduction  in  environmental  quality  will 
not  be  unacceptable." 
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route  will  be  constructed  primarily  on  agricultural  lands  and  the  impact 
of  construction  will  be  virtually  identical  to  that  of  a  plowed  field, 
followed  by  seeding  and  crop  growth. 

Page  V-1404,  Lines  3  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  summary,  the  air  quality  degradation  from  the  pipeline  will  be 
relatively  diffuse,  short  term,  and  will  cause  no  major  reduction  in  en¬ 
vironmental  values." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impact  of  the  construction  of  the  proposed  facilities  on  air 
quality  will  be  minor  and  short-term.  Operation  of  the  compressor  sta¬ 
tions  will  result  in  a  long-term  impact  and  will  also  be  minor. 

Page  V-1404,  Lines  9  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Sediment  and  siltation  problems  resulting  from  cutting  across  water 
courses  may  have  some  permanent  effect  on  benthic  organisms  and  clearing 
of  trees  near  water  may  adversely  effect  the  thermal  environment." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impacts  associated  with  sedimentation  and  siltation  will  be  minor 
and  short-term,  populations  will  be  restored  within  -a  year  and  there  will 
be  no  permanent  effects  on  benthic  organisms. 

The  clearing  of  stream  side  vegetation  will  be  limited  and  will  have 
a  minor  effect  if  any  on  the  thermal  environment  of  the  stream. 

Page  V-1404,  Lines  17  to  1?,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  release  of  100  million  cubic  feet  of  flammable  gas  in  a  major 
break  would  create  a  significant  air  quality  problem..." 

NB  Comment: 

The  probability  of  the  occurrence  of  such  an  accident  is  remote,  and 
over  91  percent  of  the  gas  is  methane  which  is  a  non-pollutant.  Should 
such  an  accident  occur,  the  resulting  plume  would  be  buoyant  as  discussed 
in  response  to  Section  3.1.3.13  of  the  DOI-DEIS.  A  layering  of  the  escap¬ 
ing  gas  would  not  occur.  The  buoyancy,  in  combination  with  background 
wind  conditions,  would  result  in  the  rising,  downwind  movement,  and  dis¬ 
persion  of  the  gas.  Should  the  gas  ignite,  the  heat  of  combustion  would 
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produce  hot  gases  with  positive  buoyancy  resulting  in  low  ground  level 
concentrations . 

Page  V-1404,  Line  25  to  Page  V-1405,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  sound  along  with  other  aspects  of  the  project,  will  cause  some 
loss  of  speech  intelligibility  in  humans..." 

NB  Comment: 

The  applicant  will  comply  with  all  applicable  federal  and  state  reg¬ 
ulations  governing  noise  levels  during  construction.  Noise  levels  gener¬ 
ated  by  equipment  along  the  right-of-way  will  not  exceed  levels  outside 
the  right-of-way  which  would  interfere  with  ordinary  conversation. 


Page  V-1405,  Lines  11  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

DOI-DEIS  states  that  If  solid  wastes  are  improperly  handled,  If  In¬ 
judicious  disposal  is  used,  or  careless  mining  is  practiced,  long  term 
impacts  on  the  air  and  water  quality  could  result. 

NB  Comment: 

As  discussed  In  response  to  Section  3. 1.3. 10. C  and  4.1.3.4.E.1 
of  the  DOI-DEIS,  Northern  Border  will  dispose  of  all  waste  materials 
In  a  satisfactory  manor,  In  accordance  with  all  applicable  regulations 
and  without  significant  impact. 
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Page  V-1405.  Lines  5  and  6,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Thus,  perhaps  1,000  acres  or  less  of  land  will  be  permanently  noise 
impacted,  using  current  Federal  guidelines  as  the  criterion." 

NB  Conrnent: 

The  compressor  station  operation  will  comply  with  all  applicable 
federal  and  state  regulations.  Mitigative  measures  proposed  by  the  appli¬ 
cant  will  limit  noise  levels  within  acceptable  limits  at  the  boundary 
lines  of  the  stations.  The  impact  will  thus  not  affect  any  land  outside 
the  station  boundaries. 


Page  V-1406,  Lines  1  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"...the  visibility  of  microwave  towers  and  the  noise  from  compressor 
stations  all  will  be  continuing  factors  in  lowering  the  aesthetic  values 
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nests  of  larger  birds  such  as  hawks,  or  which  produce  large  mast  crops, 
it  may  take  half  a  century  or  more  after  pipeline  abandonment  for  the 
reestablishment  of  any  comparable  habitat." 

NB  Conment: 

Northern  Border  recognizes  the  importance  of  remnant  habitat  and  has 
avoided  such  areas  wherever  possible  in  the  selection  of  the  proposed 
route.  Woodlands  amount  to  only  5  percent  of  the  right-of-way  and  rem¬ 
nant  habitat  amounts  to  only  a  small  portion  of  this  total. 

Page  V-1406,  Line  24  to  Page  V-1407,  Line  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  scattered  remaining  areas  of  natural  habitat  are  basic  to  main¬ 
taining  any  diversity  of  wildlife  species  where  for  most  of  the  route  the 
land  has  been  cleared  and  drained  and  is  being  clean  farmed.  Many  wildlife 
species  are  found  through  the  intensively  cropped  area  from  Iowa  to  Ohio 
only  within  a  limited  radius  of  the  natural  habitat  areas.  Population 
sizes  of  these  species  are  controlled  by  the  availability  of  elements  of 
these  natural  habitats  such  as  nesting,  denning,  wintering  and  cover  op¬ 
portunities.  Each  new  loss  of  natural  areas  limits  both  the  diversity  of 
wildlife  species  and  the  potential  population  sizes  of  these  species. 

Where  such  specialized  needs  as  tree  cavities  for  nesting  and  denning 
are  not  met,  the  former  range  of  some  species  may  shrink  on  a  relatively 
permanent  basis." 

NB  Comment: 

There  will  be  no  adverse  effect  on  species  diversity  as  a  result  of 
pipeline  operations.  This  is  so  because  only  small  fractions  of  existing 
wildlife  populations  are  likely  to  be  affected  by  construction  and  main¬ 
tenance  operations.  It  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  by  chance  or  design 
a  population  of  any  species  exists  as  a  discrete  entity  whose  natural 
boundaries  are  coincident  with  the  limits  of  the  right-of-way. 

Page  V-1408,  Lines  15  to  18,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Secondary  effects  in  the  nature  of  local  developments  such  as  coal 
gasification  In  the  Dunn  County,  North  Dakota  area,  which  the  pipeline 
facility  may  encourage,  however,  will  have  extensive  local  Impacts  both 
beneficial  and  adverse." 
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of  the  corridor  and  adjacent  areas.  In  some  areas,  such  as  the  Badlands 
of  North  Dakota,  these  impacts  will  result  In  significant  long  tenr 
damage  to  the  area." 

NB  Comment: 

The  overall  aesthetic  Impact  of  the  proposed  project  is  minor  as  a 
result  of  both  the  background  aesthetic  quality  in  the  ten  state  region 
through  which  the  pipeline  will  be  constructed  and  the  mitigating  measures 
to  be  Incorporated  by  the  applicant.  In  areas  of  high  aesthetic  value, 
minor  alignment  modifications,  screen  plannings  ar.d  suitaole  restoration 
procedures  will  be  incorporated  to  insure  mitigation  of  aesthetic  impact 
and  noise  levels  will  be  limited  at  the  boundary  of  the  compressor  sta¬ 
tion  site. 

The  statement  that  significant  long-term  damage  will  result  in  the 
Badlands  of  North  Dakota,  is  unsubstantiated.  The  proposed  route’s  aes¬ 
thetic  impact  at  the  point  where  it  crosses  the  Little  Missouri  Badlands 
is  moderated  by  the  presence  o*  agricultural  lands  and  a  mumper  of  vehicle 
trails  within  the  general  area. 
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Page  V-1406.  lines  9  to  11,  DPI  DEIS  Statement: 

“An  estimated  1,000,000  recreation  visits  .ill  either  be  diverted  to 
other  recreation  areas  or  simply  mot  occur. 

NB  Conrnent: 

The  loss  in  visitation  is  unsubstantiated  in  the  DEIS  as  discussed  in 
response  to  Section  3.1.3.13  ot  the  001-DEIS.  Tne  actua  impact  on  visita¬ 
tion  .ill  be  minor  as  a  result  of  the  small  portion  of  the  area  impacted 
and  the  short  length  of  the  construction  period.  In  addition,  park 
officials  .ill  be  consulted  prior  to  ary  construction  to  minimize  the 
associated  recreation  impacts. 


Page  V-1406 ,  Lines  17  tc  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Those  natural  habitat  areas  o*  brush,  second  growth  woods  and  mature  ■ 
bottomland  hardwoods  which  lie  in  the  path  of  the  permanent  right-of-way 
are  lost  as  wintering,  feeding,  nesting,  denning,  roosting  and  cover  ele-  I 
ments  for  the  life  of  tne  project.  For  the  older  trees  with  cavities  used  I 
by  wood-ducks,  squirrels,  owls,  raccoons,  etc.,  or  which  are  used  for  the  | 
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NB  Comment: 

The  gas  to  be  supplied  by  the  proposed  project  is  needed  to  maintain 
supplies  to  existing  industries.  The  purpose  of  the  Northern  Border 
Pipeline  project  is  to  deliver  gas  from  the  Canadian  Border  to  the  points 
of  delivery  indicated  In  the  application  filed  with  the  Federal  Power 
Coimission.  The  Northern  Border  Pipeline  and  ancillary  facilities  have 
been  sized  to  transport  only  those  volumes  of  gas  currently  under  contract 
from  Prudhoe  Bay.  The  project  does  not  involve  the  transport  of  coal  gas. 

It  has  been  previously  stated  that  the  magnitude  of  the  gas  shortage 
is  so  great  that  other  gas  supplies  including  coal  gasification  wil  oe 
utilized  to  their  fullest  extent  with  or  without  this  project.  In  this 
regard,  coal  gasification  is  expected  to  develop  independent  of  this 
project.  If  in  the  future  the  proposed  Northern  Border  Pipeline  can  be 
used  or  expanded  to  handle  coal  gas,  this  availability  can  only  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  an  overall  benefit  in  meeting  our  country's  future  energy 
needs. 

For  these  reasons,  development  which  may  result  from  coal  gasifica¬ 
tion  should  not  be  treated  as  part  of  the  proposed  project. 


Page  V-1408,  Lines  18  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Permanent  loss  of  productivity  of  land  traversed  should  be  small  — 
possibly  some  portion  of  the  area  actually  trenched  which  is  less  than 
2,000  acres  and  land  occupied  by  compressor  station,  access  reads,  etc., 
which  might  be  another  1,100  acres." 

NB  Comment: 

The  actual  land  lost  for  the  duration  of  the  project  is  Melted  to 
areas  for  compressor  stations  and  microwave  towers  and  is  negligible  in 
view  of  the  available  land  resources  in  the  ten  state  area. 

Page  V-1408,  Lines  21  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Careless  disposal  of  soil  displaced  by  the  pipe  could  affect  r 
future  productivity  of  an  additional  amount  of  land." 

NB  Comment: 

Excess  soil  disposal  will  result  ir  a  minor  level  of  the*  ar  | 

be  controlled  through  available  cultural  practices  as  has  beer  previ/jOy  ^ 
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PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  VI  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT  TERM  USE  OF  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
AND  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF  LONG  TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


6.1.3. 2  (Cont.) 

discussed  in  response  to  Sections  3. 1.3. 4,  4. 1.3. 2. C  and  4. 1.3. 4. D  of  the 
DOI-DEIS. 


Page  V-1409,  Lines  6  to  8,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Large  scale  liability  might  be  involved  with  the  possibility  of  rup¬ 
ture  of  the  line  and  resulting  leakage  of  gas,  fire  or  explosion.  Such 
pipeline  accidents  have  not  been  common  but  do  occur." 

NB  Comment: 

As  previously  discussed  in  response  to  Section  3.1.3.16  of  the  DOI- 
DEIS,  such  an  occurrence  is  extremely  remote  and  it  will  be  highly  local¬ 
ized  and  will  not  result  in  a  large  scale  liability.  The  impact  of  any 
rupture  is  further  reduced  by  the  route  selection  which  avoided  populated 
areas. 


yn 


6.1.3.  3  (Cont.) 

discussed  in  response  to  Section  3. 1.3.3  of  the  DOI-DEIS  due  to  the  large 
quantity  of  available  coal  resources,  the  loss  of  any  under  the  right-of- 
way  is  insignificant. 

Page  V-1411,  Lines  19  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Acquisition  of  lignite  coal  resources  by  others  may  be  a  result  of 
pipeline  construction.  These  would  initially  be  those  adjacent  to  the 
pipeline  route,  but  later  might  be  farther  from  the  route.  The  coal  would 
be  acquired  for  use  in  a  coal-gasification  process  to  yield  gas  which  could 
be  transported  to  a  market  by  the  proposed  pipeline." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  coal  gas  development  has 
been  previously  addressed  in  response  to  Page  V-1408  of  the  DOI-DEIS. 


6. 1.3. 3  Restrictions  to  Future  Options  and  Needs 


Page  V-1412,  Lines  4  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


Page  V-1410,  Lines  3  to  9,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Land  in  the  permanent  pipeline  right-of-way,  10,584  acres,  will  have 
some  restriction  of  use  for  the  life  of  the  project,  the  major  restric¬ 
tion  being  that  it  will  be  kept  cleared  of  trees  and  brush  and,  of  course, 
buildings.  Use  of  an  additional  amount  of  land  occupied  by  surface  facil¬ 
ities  of  the  pipeline  or  disturbed  in  a  nonrecoverable  way  will  also  be 
limited  as  mentioned  in  the  preceding  section.  These  would  appear  to  be 
a  rather  small  restriction  to  future  options  and  needs. 

NB  Comment: 

Land  restrictions  imposed  by  construction  and  operation  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  facilities  are  negligible,  consistent  with  existing  land  usage  and 
future  land  use  plans,  and  will  not  restrict  future  options  and  needs. 

Page  V-1410,  Lines  18  to  23,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  DOI-DEIS  discusses  restrictions  on  the  development  of  geologic 
resources  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project. 

NB  Conment: 

The  impact  of  loss  of  geologic  resources  is  insignificant.  The  on¬ 
ly  resource  which  may  undergo  a  measurable  loss  is  strippable  coal.  As 
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6. 1.3.3  (Cont.) 

Page  V-1412.  Lines  17  to  18  and  23  to  24,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  140  mm.cf./day  of  natural  gas  consumed  by  the  30  compressor 
stations  tends  to  limit  the  quantity  of  fuel  delivered  on  a  long  term 
basis."  "The  natural  gas  consumed  by  the  30  compressor  stations  repre¬ 
sents  4  percent  of  the  gas  entering  the  system  at  the  Canadian  Border." 
NB  Comment: 

As  indicated  on  Page  3  of  Northern  Border's  Amended  Application  to 
FPC,  the  number  of  compressor  stations  involved  in  the  project  has  been 
reduced  to  12,  and  the  total  gas  loss  to  33  mmcf.  This  represents  about 
2.2  percent  of  the  gas  entering  the  system  at  the  Canadian  Border. 

6. 1.3. 4  Benefits  of  Energy  Supply 

Page  V-1414,  Lines  3  to  7,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

The  statement  reflects  the  48-inch  system  filing. 

NB  Corment: 

To  reflect  the  Amended  Application  of  September,  1975,  the  gas  vol¬ 
umes  should  be  revised  to  read  560  billion  cubic  feet  of  gas  annually 
with  a  benefit  of  519,000  to  670,000  jobs  associated  with  the  production 
of  $12  to  $15.5  billion  dollars  in  Gross  National  Product. 


"Most  of  the  geologic  resources  used  in  construction  of  the  pipeline 
will  not  be  available  for  use  elsewhere.  This  will  mean  that  other  needs 
in  the  country  may  have  to  be  met  by  the  acquisition  of  new,  different  or 
additional  resources  for  extraction  and  consumption." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  is  saying  that  the  construction  of  the  pipeline  will  re¬ 
sult  in  a  shortage  of  new  materials  associated  with  the  construction  of 
the  pipeline.  There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  existing  resources  are 
not  sufficient.  Additionally,  if  new  resources  are  found  as  a  result  of 
the  pipeline,  an  unexpected  beneficial  impact  would  be  realized. 

Page  V-1412,  Lines  9  to  11,  DOI-DEIS  Statment: 

"As  explained  in  Section  1. 1.3.1  the  known  and  cofmitted  reserves  of 
natural  gas  to  be  transported  by  the  proposed  pipeline  are  sufficient  for 
about  20  years  at  design  capacity." 

NB  Conment: 

The  amended  application  for  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company 
(Docket  No.  CP74-290,  Exhibit  D,  p.  1)  indicates  that  based  on  available 
estimates  of  Alaskan  gas  reserves  and  anticipated  production  the  period 
of  operation  at  design  capacity  will  be  20  to  25  years. 
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PART  VII 

IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF 
RESOURCES  IF  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 

The  DEIS  discusses  the  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments 
of  resources  if  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  is  constructed  on  the  basis 
of  the  narrative  and  data  presented  in  the  preceding  sections  of  the  DEIS 
report.  The  following  comments  address  the  specific  items  within  the  text 
of  Part  VII  which  Northern  Border  believes  need  qualification  or  correc¬ 
tion  in  the  D0I  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 
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7.1.3  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 

IF  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED  (Pages  V-1416  to  V-1436) 

7. 1.3.1  DAMAGES  FROM  NATURAL  CATASTROPHE  OR  MAN-INDUCED  ACCIDENTS 

Page  V-1418,  Lines  3  to  10,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  loss  of  natural  gas  due  to  pipe  rupture  will  be  orders  of 
magnitude  greater  than  that  from  small  scale  leaks.  The  rupture  process 
is  discussed  in  Section  3.1.3.16.  In  a  typical  Class  I  area,  a  pipe 
rupture  is  estimated  to  cause  a  loss  of  about  280,000,000  standard  cubic 
feet,  based  on  pipe  volume  and  the  time  to  manually  close  mainline  block 
valves.  Automatic  closing  may  reduce  this  loss  to  near  160,000,000 
standard  cubic  feet.  The  heating  value  of  this  gas  is  approximately 
280  billion  and  160  billion  Btu,  respectively.  The  former  amount  is 
sufficient  to  heat  140,000  homes  for  1  day." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  describes  the  loss  of  gas  resulting  from  a  pipe  rupture  and 
equates  the  energy  loss  to  home  heating  requirements.  The  comparison 
is  not  valid  and  pertains  only  to  a  significant  accident  which  has  a 
remote  probability  of  occurrence.  Energy  losses  result  from  any  system 
designed  to  capture  and  transport  energy.  A  more  realistic  statement 
would  be  to  state  that  without  the  proposed  project  energy  sufficient 
to  provide  519,000  to  670,000  jobs  with  an  equivalent  GNP  of  12  to  15.5 
billion  dollars  would  have  to  be  provided  from  alternative  sources  dur¬ 
ing  a  period  of  decreasing  energy  supplies. 

Page  V-1418,  Lines  13  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"If  an  explosion  of  low  lying  gas  occurs,  there  will  be  an  irretriev¬ 
able  loss  of  local  vegetation  and  wildlife  in  aoout  a  one-half  mile 
diameter  circle. " 

NB  Comment: 

As  discussed  in  response  to  Section  3.1.3.16  of  the  DOI-DEIS  the 
pocket  of  1  av-lying  gas  alluded  to  in  the  DEIS  will  not  occur  following 
an  accidental  pipeline  rupture  and  confined  natural  gas  cannot  explode. 

The  only  loss  which  might  occur  as  a  result  of  a  pipeline  rupture  would 
be  that  resulting  if  the  escaping  gas  ignited,  forming  a  burning  gas  jet. 
In  such  a  case  damage  would  be  confined  to  within  a  few  hundred  feet  of 
burning  jet. 
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7. 1.3.1  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

The  example  cited  by  D0I,  Lines  12  to  22,  is  not  applicable.  In 
the  response  to  Section  3.1.3.16  of  the  DOI-DEIS  Statement  Page  V-1420, 
Lines  12  to  14  discusses  accidents  relevant  to  the  Northern  Border  case. 
As  noted  detonation  (explosion)  has  only  occurred  where  natural  gas  has 
leaked  Into  confined  structures  which  were  over  or  directly  adjacent  to 
the  ruptured  pipelines. 

Page  V-1419,  Lines  18  to  25,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Based  on  only  this  one  incident,  a  total  damage  radius  of  250  feet 
and  a  partial  damage  radius  of  600  feet  can  be  established.  Using  this 
larger  distance  as  a  criterion,  it  appears  that  the  unusual  concentra¬ 
tion  of  homes  near  the  pipeline  just  north  of  Welcome,  Minnesota; 
Waterloo,  Iowa  and  Penn,  Pennsylvania  may  be  in  some  potential  danger 
and  rerouting  is  suggested.  In  general,  it  appears  that  care  has  been 
taken  in  route  selection  which  will  minimize  the  irretrievable  loss  of 
people  and  property  caused  by  pipeline  rupture." 

NB  Corment: 

As  discussed  in  response  to  DOI-DEIS  Section  3.1.3.16  the  proposed 
route  will  only  be  in  proximity  to  homes  where  it  passes  between  Penn 
and  Jeanette  in  Pennsylvania.  The  DOT  Safety  Code  49  CFR  192  recognizes 
class  locations,  which  are  determined  in  part  by  population  densities  and 
provides  appropriate  design  factors  to  assume  the  safe  operation  of  trans¬ 
mission  pipelines  in  all  areas. 

7. 1.3. 2  PROJECT  STRUCTURES  UNLIKELY  TO  BE  REMOVED 
Page  V-1420,  Lines  12  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"It  appears,  then,  that  all  project  features  will  be  dismantled  upon 
eventual  abandonment  and  only  those  materials  which  are  impractical  to 
recover  will  be  discarded." 

NB  Corment: 

The  project  features  may  be  dismantled  upon  eventual  abandonment 
as  Indicated  on  Page  3.3-1  of  the  NB-EIA. 
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Page  V-1418,  Lines  16  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“C.  Loss  of  Materials 

For  a  pipeline  rupture  under  outside  force  conditions,  it  is  likely 
that  only  one  or  two  pipe  sections  will  be  irretrievably  lost.  If  a  weld 
failure  occurs,  it  may  be  necessary  to  replace  many  sections  depending 
on  the  cause  of  the  failure.  If  the  failure  occurred  at  a  compressor 
station  and  ignition  occurred,  which  is  likely,  the  entire  station  could 
be  destroyed.  Irretrievable  loss  of  all  the  station  materials  would 
occur." 

NB  Comment: 

The  description  presented  by  001  should  also  state  that  a  major 
rupture  or  failure  is  an  extremely  unlikely  and  re'xte  occurrence. 

Page  V-1418,  Line  25  to  Page  V-1419,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“A  slow  leak  in  the  high  pressure  line  would  be  equivalent  to  some 
of  the  leaks  which  have  caused  devastating  explosions  in  the  recent  past. 
Being  a  slow  leak  means  the  detection  time  is  long,  giving  the  leaking 
gas  ample  opportunity  to  accumulate  large  quantities. 

NB  Comment: 

Slow  leaks  will  not  result  in  potential  accumulations  of  gas,  due 
to  its  positive  bouyancy,  exceot  in  compressor  stations  where  metnane 
detectors  will  pemit  early  cognizance  and  system  shutdown. 

Page  V-1419,  Lines  9  to  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

“To  estimate  damage  from  a  catastrophic  failure  of  a  pipeline,  would 
require  explicit  knowledge  of  micrometeorological  conditions  and  the  time 
to  ignition.  Experience  with  damage  caused  by  large  high  pressure  gas 
lines  is  limited,  fortunately.  The  Mobil  Oil  Corp.  780  p.s.i.,  14  inch 
dia^ter  pipeline  failure  in  a  residential  district  near  Houston,  Texas 
on  September  9,  1969,  is  one  such  event.  After  8  to  10  minutes  of  gas 
release,  the  explosion  destroyed  13  houses  ranging  from  24  feet  to  250 
feet.  A  total  of  106  hores  were  damaged  and  property  damage  was  estim¬ 
ated  at  S500.000.  No  one  was  killed  in  this  incident.” 
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7. 1.3. 3  RESOURCE  EXTRACTION 

7. 1.3. 3.  A  Natural  Gas  Resources  To  Be  Used 

Page  V-1422,  Line  1  to  Page  V-1424,  Line  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

D0I  provides  a  discussion  of  additional  Alaskan  and  Canadian  gas 
resources  which  may  be  available  to  the  Northern  Border  system  and  con¬ 
cludes  that  "it  appears  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  a  total  irretrievable 
use  of  60  trillion  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  over  the  lifetime  of  the 
project  with  a  heating  value  of  60  quadrillion  Btu." 

NB  Corment: 

Northern  Border  proposes  to  transport  13  trillion  cubic  feet  of  gas. 
If  the  additional  47.0  trillion  cubic  beet  of  gas  described  in  the  DEIS  is 
available  to  the  Northern  Border  system  it  would  also  result  in  increas¬ 
ing  the  economic  benefits  of  the  project  by  a  similar  amount. 

7. 1.3. 3.  B  Other  Fossil  Fuels  That  Would  Be  Used 

Page  V-1424,  Line  19  to  Page  V-1425,  Line  2,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  pipeline  will  permit  easy  access  to  the  Dunn  Center,  North 
Dakota  coal  fields  which  the  applicant  states  may  be  utilized  for  gas¬ 
ification  and  injection  into  the  line.  No  data  are  available  on  the 
magnitude  of  such  a  project.  A  newspaper  report  on  December  14,  1974 
in  the  Bismarck  Tribune  (North  Dakota)  stated  that  the  Natural  Gas 
Pipeline  Co.  proposed  to  strip  mine  about  52  million  tons  of  lignite 
coal  per  year  to  produce  365  billion  cubic  feet  of  synthetic  natural 
gas  per  year.  Over  a  20  year  period,  there  would  be  an  i rretrievable 
use  of  about  1  billion  tons  of  coal  from  the  North  Dakota  fields." 

NB  Comment: 

The  purpose  of  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  project  is  to  deliver 
gas  from  the  Canadian  border  to  the  points  of  delivery  indicated  in  the 
application  filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  The  Northern  Border 
Pipeline  and  ancillary  facilities  have  been  sized  to  transport  only  those 
volumes  of  gas  currently  under  control  from  Prudhoe  Bay.  The  project 
does  not  involve  the  transport  of  coal  gas. 

It  has  been  previously  stated  that  the  magnitude  of  the  gas  shortage 
is  so  great  that  other  gas  supplies,  including  coal  gasification,  will  be 
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7. 1.3. 3. B  (Cont.) 

utilized  to  their  fullest  extent  with  or  without  this  project.  In  this 
regard,  coal  gasification  is  expected  to  develop  independent  of  this 
project.  If  in  the  future  the  proposed  Northern  Border  Pipeline  can  be 
used  or  expanded  to  handle  coal  gas,  this  availability  can  only  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  an  overall  benefit  in  meeting  our  country's  future  energy 
needs. 


7. 1.3. 3. C  Oil  and  Gasoline  For  Project  Vehicles  and  Machinery 
Page  V-1425,  Lines  8  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  major  items  and  the  anticipated  quantities  of  each  to  be 
consumed  are  as  follows: 


Item 
Gasoline 
Diesel  Oil 
Lube  Oil 
Grease 

NB  Comment: 


Quantity 

7,800,000  gallons 
18,000,000  gallons 
332,000  gallons 
204,000  pounds" 


The  figures  presented  have  been  revised  to  reflect  the  change  in 
the  construction  period  and  the  scope  of  the  project  as  stated  in  the 
Amended  Application  of  September  1975.  The  revised  values,  adapted 
from  Revision  2  to  Table  1-13  of  the  NB-EIA  are  given  below: 


Item 
Gasol ine 
Diesel  Oil 
Lube  Oil 
Grease 


Quantity 

6,480,000  gallons 
14,330,000  gallons 
215,150  gal  Ions 
151 ,130  pounds 


The  fuel  consumed  in  the  construction  of  the  project  is  minor  with  an 
energy  equivalent  equal  to  approximately  2  days  delivery  of  natural  gas. 

Page  V-1425,  Lines  19  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 


"...  an  essentially  irreversible  and  i rretrievable  commitment  ... 
would  be  the  terrain  modification  caused  by  the  development  ...  sand/ 
gravel  borrow  pits  and  rock  quarry  sites  ..." 
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NB  Comment: 

As  stated  in  the  response  to  FPC/D0I  Question  No.  (26)  dated 
December  12,  1974,  borrow  material  will  be  obtained  from  cormercial 
sources  if  available.  Where  commercial  sources  are  unavailable,  negotia 
tions  will  be  made  with  local  landowners  for  the  required  material  and 
restoration  of  these  sites  will  be  in  accordance  with  the  landowner's 
wishes  and/or  applicable  regulations. 

Page  V-1426,  Lines  12  and  13,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Water  for  hydrostatic  test  of  the  pipeline  will  amount  to  approx¬ 
imately  800,000,000  gallons." 

NB  Comment: 

Water  used  in  hydrostatic  testing  is  recoverable  as  indicated  in 
response  to  FPC-D0I  Question  No.  (39)  dated  November  11,  1974. 

Page  V-1426,  Lines  16  to  27,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  major  items  to  be  committed  are  as  follows: 


Item 

Natural  Gas 
Diesel  Fuel 
Gasoline 
Lube  Oil 
Grease 

Welding  Rods 

Bituminous  Material 

Concrete 

Gravel 

'Steel 


Quantity 

60  Trillion  cubic  feet 
18,000,000  gallons 
7,800,000  gallons 
332,000  gallons 
204,000  pounds 
4,000,000  pounds 
2,000,000  gallons 
96,000  tons 
2,500,000  cubic  yards 
1,500,000  tons" 


NB  Comment: 

The  figures  presented  have  been  revised  to  reflect  the  changes  in 
the  project  as  stated  in  the  Amended  Application  of  September  1975. 

The  revised  quantities  of  material  required  per  Northern  Border's 
Amended  Application  to  FPC  and  Revision  2  to  Table  1-13  of  the  NB-EIA 
are  given  below: 
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Item 

Diesel  Fuel 

Gasoline 

Lube  Oil 

Grease 

Welding  Rod 

Bituminous  Material 

Concrete 

Gravel 

Steel 


Quantity 

14,330,000  gallons 
6,480,000  gallons 
215,150  gallons 
151 ,1 30  pounds 
4,519,200  pounds 
2,000,000  gallons 
375,000  tons 
2,500,000  cubic  yards 
1,100,000  tons 


The  natural  gas  transported  to  market  areas  should  be  discussed 
separately,  since  it  does  not  represent  a  resource  used  by  the  project 
and  it  is  not  consumable  in  the  same  sense  as  the  other  items.  The 
energy  equivalent  is  necessary  to  maintain  existing  productivity  levels 
and  will  be  required  from  other  sources  if  it  is  not  available  from  the 
Northern  Border  systems. 


In  addition  the  quantity  of  natural  gas  presented  is  incorrect. 
The  project  as  proposed  would  transport  13  trillion  cubic  feet  of 
natural  gas  as  stated  in  Section  7. 1.3. A  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  and  not  60 
trillion  cubic  feet. 

Page  V-1427,  Lines  2  to  5,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  condition  of  the  pipe  at  the  time  of  removal  could  be  a 
condition  of  whether  re-use  is  practical.  Transportation  cost  could 
be  prohibitive.  Due  to  these  and  other  unknowns,  we  suggest  the  pipe 
be  considered  nonretrievable. " 


NB  Comment: 

The  pipe  will  be  adequately  coated  and  cathodic  protection  will 
be  employed  to  maintain  the  system  throughout  the  life  of  the  project. 
Thus,  the  condition  of  the  pipe  will  be  sufficient  to  permit  recovery 
upon  system  abandonment. 


Vi? 
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7. 1.3. 4. A  Loss  of  Topsoil,  Surficial  Material  and  Organic  Matter 
Page  V-1428,  Lines  8  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  rich  topsoils  were  formed  over  a  period  of  many  thousands 
of  years.  Their  loss  through  excavation  and  return  to  the  lower  levels 
of  the  pipeline  trench  constitute  an  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
loss  of  valuable  resources.  If  topsoils  are  excavated  from  an  8  foot 
strip  to  a  depth  of  2  feet  for  1,200  miles,  over  3-3/4  million  cubic 
yards  will  be  lost.  This  loss  will  be  partially  mitigated  where  top¬ 
soils  are  replaced  or  mixed  with  other  materials  that  are  placed  on 
the  surface." 

NB  Comment: 

Topsoils  will  not  be  lost.  Rather,  during  backfilling  operations 
topsoil  will  be  mixed  throughout  the  subsoil.  As  previously  discussed, 
after  many  years  of  intensive  fanning,  subjection  to  erosion  forces 
and  mixing  by  cultural  treatment,  topsoil  as  a  horizon  has  ceased  to 
exist  on  much  of  the  route  and  the  fanning  operations  themselves  are 
actually  being  conducted  on  the  subsoil.  The  subsoil  in  terms  of 
fertility  and  toxicity  are  not  markedly  inferior  to  surface  layers  in 
many  areas  and  good  management  practices  such  as  fertilization  or  cul¬ 
tural  treatment  will  overcome  any  agricultural  deficiencies  resulting 
from  mixing  of  the  subsoils  with  the  surface  layers. 

Page  V-1428,  Lines  16  and  17,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Other  losses  of  topsoil  will  occur  from  wind  and  water  erosion 
on  the  exposed  right-of-way." 

NB  Comment: 

As  discussed  in  response  to  Section  3. 1.3. 4  of  the  DOI-DEIS,  soil 
losses  from  wind  and  water  erosion  will  be  minor  and  amount  to  a  frac¬ 
tion  of  an  inch  on  an  average.  It  is  also  to  be  noted  that  plowing  of 
fields  for  crop  production  has  a  very  similar  effect  on  erosion  losses. 
Dust  and  soil  control  measures,  in  addition,  will  be  applied  as  part  of 
the  construction  practices  to  reduce  the  erosion  hazard  during  the 
period  of  construction  and  restoration  procedures  will  be  incorporated 
immediately  upon  completion  of  construction.  The  impact  of  erosion 
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from  the  pipeline  operations,  including  revegetation  practices,  will 
be  virtually  identical  to  that  from  a  plowed  field  followed  by  seeding 
and  crop  growth. 

Page  V-1428,  Lines  18  to  23,  OOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Subsoils  -  Along  the  1,600  miles  of  the  Northern  Border  Project, 
the  pipe  will  displace  approximately  7  million  cubic  yards  of  subsoils 
or  substrata  materials.  It  is  expected  that  most  of  this  material  will 
be  disposed  of  offsite  or  where  practical,  spread  over  the  soil  surface 
near  the  pipeline  trench.  In  any  event,  it  will  be  i rretrievably  lost 
to  the  existing  soil  profile." 

NB  Comment: 

The  42  inch  pipeline  currently  planned  by  Northern  Border  will 
result  in  a  displacement  of  approximately  3.0  million  cubic  yards  of 
soil.  This  excess  spoil  material  will  be  spread  over  the  right-of-way 
and  only  unsuitable  material  will  be  disposed  of  off  the  right-of-way. 
The  displaced  subsoil  will  not  be  irretrievably  lost  but  will  become 
part  of  the  reforming  profile  which  can  be  developed  through  natural 
and  restorative  means. 


430 


7. 1.3. 4. B  Effects  on  Aquatic  Ecosystems  and  Water  Quality 
Page  V-1429,  Lines  7  to  11,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  some  steep,  arid  segments  in  the  western  portion  of  the  pipeline, 
however,  surface  restoration  will  be  difficult  and  may  take  many  years 
to  accomplish  and  water  quality  could  be  degraded  for  a  long  period. 

While  this  would  not  be  an  irreversible  or  irretrievable  loss,  it  could 
be  a  long-term  degradation  of  water  quality  of  surface  restoration  if 
not  pursued  very  actively." 

NB  Comment: 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  water  quality  will  in  most 
cases  be  short-term  and  minor.  The  steep,  arid  segments  of  the  western 
portion  of  the  route  consist  of  badlands  and  rough  rangelands.  Only 
39  miles  (or  less  than  2-1/2*  of  the  route)  of  these  rangelands  are  traversed 
by  the  route.  Long-term  impacts  will  be  reduced  by  Northern  Border's 


7-in 

PART  V  NORTHERN  BORDER 

PART  VII  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENTS  OF  RESOURCES 
IF  PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 

7. 1.3. 5. A  (Cont.) 

NB  Comment: 

The  Fort  Bouis  Fur  Post  is  not  a  standing  structure  and  as  such 
will  be  treated  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  of  prehistoric  archaeologic 
sites.  The  area  will  be  avoided  durinq  the  aliqnment  engineering 
survey. 

Page  V-1430,  Lines  19  to  21,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Other  sites  of  historic  interest  can  be  expected  to  be  discovered 
during  construction.  It  is  likely  that  damage  on  these  sites  will  be 
severe  if  directly  crossed." 

NB  Comment: 

There  is  no  way  to  estimate  the  amount  of  damage  done  by  crossing 
a  site  without  first  considering:  the  present  condition  of  the  site 
(it  may  already  be  damaged),  the  size  of  the  site,  the  area  crossed  by 
the  right-of-way,  and  the  significance  of  the  site. 

Page  V-1430,  Line  25  to  Page  V-1431,  Line  6,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Like  the  15  known  sites,  losses  at  unknown  sites  have  not  been 
determined,  but  whatever  the  losses  are,  they  are  irretrievable  because 
the  integrity  of  the  site  will  be  affected.  At  the  present  time,  9  of 
the  15  sites  appear  to  be  of  special  importance.  They  are  the  North 
Cannonball  Site,  North  Dakota;  Utica  Mound  Group,  Barney  Erikson  Site 
and  Little  Beaver  Site  all  at  the  Illinois  River  crossing;  the  Alexander 
Sites,  Illinois  and  the  Richardson  Kame,  William  Alexander  Kame  and  an 
unnamed  village  site  all  in  Ohio." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  implies  the  destruction  of  part  of  these  sites  and  ignores 
the  fact  that  Northern  Border  has  indicated  it  will  avoid  known,  signif¬ 
icant  sites  (NB-EIA  Section  3.1.3-C,  Page  3.1.1-109,  third  paragraph, 
first  sentence;  and  response  to  FPC-DOI  Question  No.  (13)  dated  Novem¬ 
ber  11,  1974.) 
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active  erosion  control  and  restoration  plans.  Rangeland  restoration 
plans  are  being  developed  to  append  to  the  construction  procedures  for 
soil  loss  control  in  those  critical  regions. 

7. 1.3. 5  DESTRUCTION  OF  CULTURAL,  ARCHAEOLOGICAL,  AESTHETIC,  SCENIC, 

AND  HISTORIC  SITES 

7. 1.3. 5.  A  Loss  of  Sites,  Mounds  and  Other  Diggings  with  Archaeological 

or  Historical  Value 

Page  V-1430,  Lines  9  to  12,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"The  pipeline  construction  will  produce  impacts  that  are  irretriev¬ 
able  to  both  historic  and  archaeologic  sites.  The  extent  of  these  im¬ 
pacts  is  largely  unknown  because  historical  and  archaeological  surveys 
have  not  been  conducted  on  most  of  the  proposed  route." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DEIS  does  not  acknowledge  any  of  the  mitigative  measures  incorpor¬ 
ated  in  the  NB-EIA  Section  4.2  regarding  cultural  resources.  In  the 
NB-EIA,  it  is  stated  that  sites  of  archaeological  and  historical  value 
have  been  avoided  in  planning  the  proposed  route.  The  location  of 
archaeological  sites  will  be  determined  during  land  acquisition  and 
avoided  by  route  alteration  to  the  extent  practicable  in  order  to  mit¬ 
igate  any  impact  upon  these  sites.  On  federal  and  state  lands  where 
required,  a  survey  for  new  historic  and  archaeological  sites  will  be 
conducted. 

Prior  to  construction,  a  set  of  guidelines  will  be  provided  to 
the  Northern  Border  inspectors  and  the  contractors  to  use  in  assisting 
in  the  identification  of  a  site  or  significant  artifacts.  In  addition, 
the  Northern  Border  inspectors  and  contractors  will  be  provided  the  name 
of  persons  or  agencies  to  contact  in  the  event  that  a  site  is  uncovered. 

The  site  will  be  marked  and  the  trench  left  open  to  provide  reasonable 
opportunity  to  inspect  the  site. 

Therefore,  many  of  the  general  recommendations  made  in  the  DEIS  in 
this  section  have  already  been  incorporated  in  the  Northern  Border  planning 
Page  V-1430,  Lines  15  and  16,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"With  the  exception  of  Fort  Bouis  Fur  Post,  which  has  not  been 
precisely  located,  losses  to  historic  areas  are  not  expected  to  be  severe." 
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7. 1.3. 5.  B  Effects  on  Above  Ground  Structures 
Page  V-1431,  Lines  8  to  13,  DQI-DEIS  Statement: 

"No  buildings  are  expected  to  be  moved,  damaged  or  destroyed  by 
the  pipeline  project.  There  is  concern,  however,  that  buildings  near 
the  route  may  have  historical  or  architectural  value.  It  is  likely 
that  such  a  structure  may  be  difficult  to  recognize  because  of  new 
siding  or  other  modifications  that  would  camouflage  the  importance  of 
the  structure.  The  destruction  of  such  a  building  would  be  an  irretriev¬ 
able  loss." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DOI-DEIS  states  that  no  buildings  will  be  affected  by  the 
project  but  then  assesses  the  loss  of  buildings  with  unrecognized  his¬ 
torical  value.  No  standing  structures  will  be  affected  and,  therefore, 
no  loss  can  occur. 

7. 1.3. 5.  C  Alterations  to  Aesthetic  and  Scenic  Values 
Page  V-1431,  Lines  15  to  22,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Aesthetic  and  scenic  values,  while  impacted  by  the  pipeline 
construction  and  operation,  will  have  relatively  minor  irreversible 
and  irretrievable  resource  commitment.  These  will  be  topographic  in 
nature  with  rock  outcrops  or  other  steep  and/or  unstable  slopes  the  most 
serious  areas  of  impact.  Actions  needed  to  protect  these  cuts  from 
erosion  can  be  expected  to  be  rounding  of  the  slope  rather  than  restor¬ 
ation  to  original  contours.  Some  river  crossings,  such  as  the  Wabash, 
and  areas  of  badlands  will  be  the  areas  most  seriously  affected 
topographical ly. " 

NB  Comment: 

The  proposed  project  will  not  result  in  significant  impacts  on 
aesthetic  or  scenic  values.  The  proposed  route  is  not  located  near 
the  critical  reach  of  the  Wabash  River  and  was  selected  to  minimize 
the  impact  on  badland  areas.  In  addition.  Northern  Border  will  consult 
with  the  management  agency  of  any  public  lands  or.  stream  crossing  prior 
to  the  selection  of  the  final  alignment.  These  areas  will  be  restored 
using  suitable  measures  to  ensure  mitigation  of  aesthetic  impact. 
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7. 1.3. 6  ELIMINATION  OF  ENDANGERED  SPECIES  HABITAT 
Page  V-1432,  Lines  2  to  9,  D01-DEIS  Statement: 

"...  no  prairie  dog  towns  appear  to  be  located  within  or  In  close 
proximity  to  the  proposed  route  in  the  Dakotas.  There  still  remains 
the  possiblity  that  prairie  dog  towns  could  be  destroyed  along  the 
route  or  in  connection  with  access  road  construction  at  spoil  or  borrow 
sites,  at  storage  and  staging  areas,  or  at  construction  camps.  Only 
with  detailed  study  of  all  these  areas  by  a  technical  review  team  can 
we  be  assured  that  prairie  dog  towns  with  endangered  black  footed 
ferrets  in  residence  will  not  be  eliminated." 

NB  Comment: 

The  Northern  Border  route  avoids  the  principal  range  of  the  prairie 
dog.  The  only  probable  concentration  of  prairie  dog  towns  likely  to  be 
encountered  by  the  proposed  route  would  be  on  the  Fort  Peck  Indian 
Reservation  and  even  there  the  towns  would  likely  be  scattered.  Detailed 
study  of  prairie  dog  towns  is  not  warranted  since  they  are  easily  recog¬ 
nizable  and  can  be  avoided. 


Page  V-1432,  Lines  10  to  15,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"There  could  be  a  serious,  indirect  effect  on  the  endangered 
Indiana  bat  which  uses  the  Black  Ball  Mine  close  to  the  route  just 
before  the  Illinois  River  crossing.  Increased  human  activity  in  the 
area  and  provision  of  additional  access  could  result  in  an  increase  of 
vandalism  with  serious  losses  to  the  Indiana  bat  population.  A  route 
modification  would  avoid  this  threat." 

NB  Comment: 

The  potential  indirect  impact  on  the  Indiana  bat  is  unsubstantiated. 
Increased  human  activity  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project  will  be 
limited  to  the  actual  construction  period  and  no  permanent  access  will 
be  provided.  The  Black  Ball  Mine  is  located  in  the  vicinity  of  Starved 
Rock  State  Park  and  the  effect  of  the  pipeline  crews  and  access  are 
negligible  when  compared  to  the  annual  visitation  of  600,000  people  to 
Starved  Rock  State  Park  area,  the  proximity  of  the  Town  of  North  Utica 
and  current  and  proposed  guarry  operations. 
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"The  presence  of  the  pipeline  will  definitely  inhibit  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  communities  along  the  proposed  route.  Apart  from  the  direct 
loss  of  land,  the  presence  of  the  right-of-way  will  pose  a  visible 
interruption  of  the  continuity  of  communities  and  the  potential  threat 
of  explosion  hazards  will  pose  a  secondary  obstacle  to  development." 

NB  Comment: 

The  DOI-DEIS  Statement  does  not  recognize  the  fact  that  existing 
and  future  land  patterns  of  the  counties,  states  and  study  area  and 
their  relationship  to  the  proposed  pipeline  were  evaluated  during  the 
planning  and  routing  of  the  route. 

The  overall  route  is  compatible  with  existing  and  proposed  land 
use  features.  A  buried  gas  pipeline  is  compatible  with  all  land  uses 
with  the  exception  that  utilities  cannot  be  built  over  it. 

The  land  traversed  by  the  pipeline  is  minor  when  compared  to  the 
total  land  use  base  of  the  study  area  that  has  potential  for  urban 
development.  Many  of  the  rural  and  urban  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
pipeline  are  not  expected  to  expand  beyond  their  existing  boundaries, 
and  because  of  the  availability  of  land  adjacent  to  their  boundaries 
and  the  distance  of  the  proposed  route  from  them  it  is  anticipated  that 
those  that  do  expand  their  boundaries  will  not  encroach  upon  the  pipe¬ 
line  (ref.  NB-EIA,  Volume  4,  Section  3.1.1). 

It  is  anticipated  that  with  proper  planning,  effective  land  use 
planning  can  develop  areas  around  the  route,  such  as  greenbelts,  open 
space  corridors,  and  recreational  buffers  which  complement  the  land 
and  are  consistent  with  planned  development.  With  effective  planning, 
adverse  effects  such  as  blunting  of  city  expansion  or  urban  construction, 
and  growth  or  leapfroging  of  the  pipeline  can  be  avoided. 

Page  V-1434,  Line  20  to  Page  V-1435,  Line  4,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Existing  parks  will  suffer  some  permanent  damage  to  their  topo¬ 
graphic  features.  The  outstanding  example  is  the  region  of  the  cross¬ 
ing  of  the  Little  Missouri  River,  in  North  Dakota.  Here  the  possibility 
of  creation  of  recreation  area  is  actively  being  considered,  under 
Section  5  (d)  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act,  and  the  proposed  actions 
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Page  V-1432,  Lines  16  to  21,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Rare  and  unusual  fish  and  mussels  do  occur  in  streams  crossed 
by  the  route  but  with  stringent  efforts  to  control  and  minimize  sed¬ 
imentation,  permanent  adverse  habitat  changes  should  not  take  place. 
Sampling  by  technical  review  teams  should  be  carried  out,  however, 
where  it  has  been  noted  previously  that  rare  mussels  may  occur  so  that 
specific  concentrations  of  such  mussels  will  not  be  dredged  up  in 
river  crossings  and  brood  stock  eliminated." 

NB  Corment: 

The  presence  of  these  mussel  populations  in  the  vicinity  of 
crossing  sites  is  considered  to  be  improbable.  Organic  and  inorganic 
pollution,  dredging  activities,  and  prior  streamside  and  instream  con¬ 
struction  have  already  markedly  altered  the  existing  environment  at 
these  crossing  sites. 

Page  V-1432,  Lines  22  to  26,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"In  the  event  that  satisfactory  arrangements  cannot  be  made  with 
some  private  landowners  on  the  reestablishment  of  potholes,  serious 
irreversible  and  irretrievable  losses  of  wetlands  could  take  place  In 
areas  where  agricultural  drainage  has  already  taken  a  heavy  toll  of 
critical  waterfowl  habitat." 

NB  Comment: 

The  alignment  was  selected  to  avoid  wetland  areas  where  possible, 
but  will  cross  a  limited  amount  of  wetland  areas.  These  areas  are 
identified  in  Section  3.1.2  of  the  Northern  Border  Environmental  Impact 
Assessment  and  are  primarily  intermittent  or  marginal  with  limited 
waterfowl  value.  Based  on  the  minor  amount  of  wetlands  impacted  and 
their  low  value,  no  serious  loss  will  occur. 

7. 1.3. 7  IRREVOCABLE  CHANGES  IN  LAND  USE 

Page  V-1434,  Lines  3  to  6,  and  10  to  14,  DOI-DEIS  Statement: 

"Lands  traversed  by  the  right-of-way  would  not  necessarily  be 
encumbered  by  restrictions  upon  land  use.  However,  the  existence  of 
the  easement  would  probably  inhibit  the  development  of  the  land  from 
sedentary  uses  (e.g.,  agriculture)  to  residential  or  industrial 
classification." 
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would  irreparably  damage  the  scenic  qualities  of  the  immediate  local 
topography." 

"Other  areas  similarly  affected  include  the  two  crossings  of  the 
Wapsipinicon  River  in  Iowa  and  the  two  crossings  of  the  Wabash  River 
in  Indiana,  all  of  which  are  candidates  for  the  National  Scenic  System 
and  the  proposed  Iowa  Wildlife  Area." 

NB  Comment: 

The  presence  of  the  proposed  route  will  not  affect  the  potential 
of  any  rivers  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers 
System  (Personal  Communication,  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation).  Proper 
restoration  and  erosion  control  techniques  including  feathering  of  the 
right-of-way  and  screen  plantings  can  be  used  to  maintain  the  wild  and 
scenic  qualities. 

Northern  Border  will  consult  with  appropriate  agencies  having 
jursidiction  for  either  public  lands  or  stream  crossings  prior  to  the 
selection  of  final  alignment.  These  areas  will  be  restored  using  suit 
able  measures  to  ensure  mitigation  of  aesthetic  impact. 
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8.1.3  NORTHERN  BORDER  ALTERNATIVE  ROUTES  (Pages  V-1438  to  V-1594) 

In  this  section,  the  DEIS  presents  six  alternative  routes.  The 
following  nomenclature  was  used  to  describe  each  alternative: 

Line  1  Mid-Route  Alternative 

Line  2  Southern  Route 

Line  3  Great  Circle  Route 

Line  4  Northern  Corridor 

Line  5  Red  River  Corridor 

Line  6  Missouri  River  North  Alternative 

Lines  1,  2  and  3  are  discussed  in  both  the  DEIS  and  the  NB-EIA. 

Line  4,  5  and  6  are  discussed  In  the  DEIS  but  not  In  the  NB-EIA.  Lines 
1,  2,  3  and  6  would  originate  at  the  Monchy,  Saskatchewan  crossing  of 
the  border.  Line  4  would  originate  at  the  Canadian-United  States  border 
near  Sherwood,  North  Dakota.  Line  5  would  originate  at  the  Canadian- 
United  States  border  at  either  of  two  locations,  Saint  Vincent,  Minnesota 
or  Neche,  North  Dakota. 

The  DEIS  selection  and  evaluation  of  alternatives  was  based  upon  the 
consideration  of  the  following  major  factors: 

1.  Length  of  route. 

2.  Avoidance  of  critical  environmental  areas. 

3.  Location  with  respect  to  delivery  points  and  existing 
utility  corridors. 

4.  Avoidance  of  urban  or  Industrial  areas. 

5.  Future  availability  to  serve  potential  coal  gas 
Industry. 

6.  Relationship  of  Northern  Border  system  to  Canadian 
alternative  routes. 

In  the  DEIS,  the  location  of  each  alternative  is  described  relative 
to  the  proposed  route.  The  major  river  crossings,  pipeline  and  related 
facilities,  and  land  requirements  are  listed.  The  environment  along  each 
route  Is  described  where  It  differs  from  the  Proposed  Route,  and  the 
Impact  of  each  alternative  Is  compared  to  the  Proposed  Route.  A  compari¬ 
son  of  all  of  the  alternatives  Is  presented  in  Section  8. 1.3. 8  based  upon 
the  major  factors  listed  above.  The  DEIS  does  not  draw  tny  conclusions'-*"^ 
as  to  which  of  the  alternatives  Is  more  acceptable.  The  DEIS  states  that 
the  purpose  of  this  analysis  Is  to  compare  the  alternative  routes  of  the 
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Applicant  with  the  Proposed  Route  and  to  the  several  routes  that  the  DEIS 
considers  to  have  a  reasonable  degree  of  feasibility.  The  DEIS  does  not 
advocate  one  alternative  over  another. 

The  primary  differences  between  the  DEIS  alternatives  analysis  and 
Northern  Border's  are  the  Inclusion  of  additional  routes  entering  the 
U.S.  east  of  Monchy,  and  the  consideration  of  a  Northern  Missouri  River 
route. 

The  level  of  Impact  associated  with  the  alternatives  is  expressed 
In  comparative  terms  using  the  DEIS  analysis  of  the  Proposed  Route  from 
the  preceding  volumes  as  a  baseline.  Thus,  any  major  differences  in  the 
level  of  Impact  between  DEIS  and  Northern  Border  for  any  environmental 
feature  would  be  subjectively  reflected  in  this  section. 

A  comparison  of  the  impacts  for  each  alternative  are  discussed  in 
DEIS,  Section  8. 1.3.8,  Pages  V- 1 572  to  V-1594.  It  is  this  section  of  the 
DEIS  that  directly  corresponds  to  the  alternatives  analysis  in  the  NB-EIA 
(Volume  1,  Section  8.3.4,  Pages  72  to  86). 

The  DEIS  analysis  of  critical  environmental  features  follows  the  same 
basic  rationale  and  emphasis  of  the  Northern  Border  submittal,  namely  that 
the  badlands  and  rough  rangelands  are  the  dominant  critical  features  due 
to  their  associated  erosion  hazards,  aesthetic  and  wildlife  values,  and 
revegetation  difficulties. 

There  are  differences  in  mileages  for  Prairie  Pothole  Regions  between 
the  DEIS  and  the  NB-EIA.  These  differences  most  likely  result  from  the 
separate  measurement  of  mileages  within  each  land-form  on  large  scale  maps 
A  very  important  consideration  in  routing  a  pipeline  through  these  areas 
Is  the  density  and  type  of  potholes,  wildlife  value,  and  the  actual  number 
of  potholes  or  wetlands  that  would  be  Intersected  by  the  pipeline. 

Since  the  wetlands  will  be  restored  and  only  a  one  to  two  year  dis¬ 
turbance  of  waterfowl  is  projected  (DEIS,  Part  V,  Section  8. 1.3. 8,  Page 
V-1581),  the  general  relationship  between  the  Northern  Border  alternatives 
is  unchanged  and  the  variation  between  the  NB-EIA  and  the  DEIS  is  not  con¬ 
sidered  significant. 

The  DEIS  discusses  the  compatibility  of  the  various  alternatives  with 
the  overall  system  and  delivery  plan.  Lines  1,  2  and  3  agree  with  the 
evaluation  presented  in  the  NB-EIA.  Lines  4  and  5  were  not  addressed  in 
the  NB-EIA.  Lines  4  and  5  do  not  meet  the  alternative  route  selection 
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criteria  as  discussed  by  Mr.  Jack  Rau  of  Williams  Brothers  Engineering 
Company  in  his  testimony  before  the  Federal  Power  Commission  July  8,  1975. 
Consequently,  they  were  not  analyzed  by  Northern  Border.  The  DEIS  does 
not  address  the  overall  engineering,  construction,  and  the  associated 
economic  considerations  as  they  relate  to  the  feasibility  of  these  routes 
as  possible  alternatives.  Therefore,  they  are  not  considered  as  viable 
alternatives  by  Northern  Border.  The  Proposed  Route  as  submitted  by  the 
Applicant  fulfills  the  purpose  of  the  project  and  is  feasible  from  the 
engineering  and  construction  aspect  and  will  result  in  a  minor  environ¬ 
mental  Impact  that  is  primarily  short-term  in  nature. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  overall  mileages  presented  In  the  DEIS 
for  Lines  4  and  5  are  Incorrect.  It  appears  that  the  mileages  calculated 
between  Klngsgate,  British  Columbia  and  the  eastern  alternatives  In  Canada 
are  In  error.  Mileage  comparisons  in  the  DEIS  should  indicate  Line  4 
approximately  28  miles  shorter  than  the  Proposed  Route  and  Line  5  approxi¬ 
mately  70  miles  longer  than  the  Proposed  Route. 

A  route  similar  to  Line  6  was  ruled  out  as  an  alternative  In  the 
early  states  of  planning  the  Northern  Border  pipeline  for  the  following 
reasons:  the  wetlands  that  it  encountered  and  their  associated  construc¬ 
tion  problems;  the  longer  length  of  pipeline;  and  the  fact  that  it  would 
not  provide  a  significant  improvement  over  the  Proposed  Route. 

Although  the  DEIS  does  not  draw  a  conclusion  as  to  a  preferential 
route.  It  is  the  opinion  of  the  Applicant  that  the  critical  feature 
analysis  in  the  DEIS  report  substantially  supports  the  selection  of  the 
Proposed  Route  as  presented  in  Section  8.3  of  the  NB-EIA. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company 
dated  October  24,  1975 


1.  New  data  submitted  as  part  of  the  amended  application  re¬ 
garding  pipe  volume  and  delivery  capacity  have  been  included 
in  the  FEIS.  The  discussion  that  this  comment  refers  to 
has  been  deleted  from  the  North  Border  Volume  and  can  now 

be  found  in  the  Overview  Volume. 

2.  The  statement  that  one  activity  at  the  delivery-measuring 
stations  would  be  removal  of  moisture  from  the  gas  by  heat¬ 
ing  has  been  deleted.  See  North  Border  Volume,  page  15 
and  16. 

3.  Block  valves  are  described  as  "automatic  self-activating" 
on  page  19  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

4.  The  suggested  changes  regarding  the  number  of  compressor 
stations  and  the  operating  pressure  of  the  proposed  line 
have  been  made  on  pages  11  and  13  of  the  North  Border 
Volume. 

5.  Page  1  of  the  North  Border  Volume  now  states  the  fully 
powered  line  could  serve  17,300,000  people  or  5,000  000 
residences . 

6.  The  change  from  Williston  to  Williams  County  has  been  made 
on  page  2  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

7.  The  Project  Location  Map  (Fig.  1.1. 3. 2-1),  North  Border 
Volume  has  been  corrected  to  show  the  proposed  line  passing 
south  of  Aberdeen,  South  Dakota. 

8.  Location  map  and  table  showing  compressor  stations  have 
been  revised  per  the  comment.  Fig.  1.1. 3. 2-3  DEIS  has  been 
deleted  in  the  North  Border  Volume. 

9.  Corrections  in  Fig.  1.1. 3. 2-2  DEIS  have  been  made  in  Table 
1.1. 3. 2-2  of  the  Final  North  Border  Volume. 

10.  The  changes  in  the  number  and  location  of  mainline  block 
valves  have  been  made.  See  North  Border  Volume,  pages  16 
and  19. 

11.  The  changes  suggested  have  been  made  on  pages  10  and  11 
of  the  North  Border  Volume  of  the  FEIS. 

12.  The  table  on  page  V-039  of  the  draft  has  been  changed  to 
reflect  the  amended  project.  See  page  11  of  North  Border 
Volume . 
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13.  Change  was  made  on  page  11,  North  Border  Volume. 

14.  Change  was  made  on  page  13,  North  Border  Volume. 

15.  Table  1.1.3. 3-1  was  revised  based  on  amended  application. 

See  page  12  of  North  Border  Volume. 

16.  The  change  of  horsepower  ratings  of  compressor  stations 
has  been  made  on  page  13  of  North  Border  Volume. 

17.  The  suggested  change  regarding  heating  equipment  at  meas¬ 
uring  stations  was  made  on  pages  13  and  16  of  the  North 
Border  Volume. 

18.  A  description  of  the  characteristics  of  block  valves  has 
been  changed  as  suggested  on  page  19  of  North  Border  Volume. 
However,  one  reference  to  remote  controlled  valves  was  in¬ 
advertently  left  in  the  text  on  page  16  of  the  FEIS. 

19.  The  amended  changes  of  the  project  regarding  the  number  of 
the  mainline  block  valves  have  been  made  on  pages  16  and 
19  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

20.  Reference  to  electrical  power  needed  for  mainline  valve 
operation  has  been  deleted.  See  page  19  of  North  Border 
Volume. 

21.  Changes  in  Fig.  1.1. 3.4-1  (Pipe  Stockpile  Locations  and 
Tonnage)  resulting  from  amendments  to  the  application  have 
been  made  in  Table  1.1. 3.4-2  in  the  North  Border  Volume. 

22.  The  discussion  of  plant,  station  and  related  facilities 
site  locations  has  been  revised  per  amended  application. 

The  appropriate  acreage  tables  have  also  been  revised.  See 
pages  28  and  29  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

23.  The  text  of  the  North  Border  Volume  lias  been  changed  to 
include  the  possible  establishment  of  construction  camps 
in  Montana  and  the  Dakotas.  See  page  31. 

24.  The  proposed  rewrite  of  sections  entitled  "Duration  of 
Project  Construction"  and  "individual  Facility  Construc¬ 
tion  Times"  has  been  incorporated  into  the  North  Border 
Volume. 

25.  As  suggested  section  3  (Clearing  and  Grading)  has  been 
deleted  from  the  North  Border  Volume. 

26.  The  change  from  6  possible  future  compressor  stations  to 
13  have  been  made  on  page  33  of  North  Border  Volume. 


38.  The  statement  about  the  likelihood  of  encountering  quartzite 
in  Cottonwood  County,  Minnesota  has  been  modified.  See 
North  Border  Volume,  page  142. 

39.  Figure  2.1.3.3-45  has  been  revised  including  the  location 
of  the  proposed  route  of  the  pipeline  on  the  map.  See  page 
191  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

40.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  FEIS.  See 
page  205,  North  Border  Volume. 

41.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  FEIS.  See 
page  207,  North  Border  Volume. 

42.  The  statement  questioned  has  been  moved  to  the  section  on 
historic  earthquakes  and  placed  in  a  different  context. 

See  page  209,  North  Border  Volume. 

43.  The  discussion  of  areas  that  amplify  shaking  has  undergone 
minor  change  for  clarification.  See  page  211,  North  Border 
Volume. 

44.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  211,  North  Border  Volume. 

45.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  FEIS.  The 
landslide  discussion  can  be  found  on  pages  214,  215  and  216 
of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

46.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  Pages 
217,  218  and  219  duscuss  subsidence  in  the  North  Border  Volume. 

47.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  2. 1.3. 3.  Discus¬ 
sion  of  the  description  of  erosion  found  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposal  can  be  found  on  pages  219  and  220  of  the  North 
Border  Volume. 

48.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
pages  220  and  221  of  North  Border  Volume. 

49.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  221  of  North  Border  Volume. 

50.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  North  Border 
Volume.  See  pages  221,  222  and  223. 

51.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  North  Border 
Volume.  See  page  222. 

52.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  223  of  North  Border  Volume. 


27.  The  statement  regarding  the  fabrication  of  the  pipe  begin¬ 
ning  after  the  spread  contractor  has  been  given  notice  to 
proceed  with  the  work  has  been  deleted.  Also  deleted  was 
the  phrase  "over  the  trench"  as  regarding  the  lining  and 
welding  of  the  pipe.  Both  deletions  were  from  the  text 

on  page  33  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

28.  The  changes  in  table  headings  and  data  presented  regarding 
equipment  and  supplies  has  been  revised  per  comments.  Sim¬ 
ilarly,  the  number  of  compressor  stations,  communication 
towers,  delivery  measuring  stations  and  block  valves  have 
been  changed  to  reflect  the  amended  application.  See  pages 
52  and  53  of  North  Border  Volume. 

29.  Changes  in  water  requirements  for  hydrostatic  testing  because 
of  the  use  of  42  inch  pipe  have  been  made  on  page  55  of  North 
Border  Volume. 

30.  Changes  resulting  from  application  amendments  regarding  man 
power  needs  have  been  made.  See  pages  55  and  56  of  North 
Border  Volume. 

31.  The  suggested  change  regarding  periodic  visits  to  compressor 
and  delivery  sites  have  been  made  on  page  57  of  the  North 
Border  Volume. 

32.  References  to  remotely  controlled  valves  has  been  deleted 
from  the  text  concerning  valves,  controls  and  pipeline  on 
page  57  of  North  Border  Volume.  The  p.s.i.g.  figure  was 
also  changed  from  1680  to  1435  in  this  section. 

33.  Three  changes  in  the  section  "Process  and  Treatment  Descrip¬ 
tions"  have  been  made.  Reference  to  moisture  removal  has 
been  deleted.  The  paragraph  referring  to  the  48"  filing 
has  been  rewritten.  The  reference  to  daily  visits  to  com¬ 
pressor  and  delivery  sites  has  been  changed.  See  page  57 

of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

34.  Figures  1.1. 3. 7-1  through  4  have  been  revised  and  combined 
in  Figures  1.1. 3. 7-1  and  2  in  North  Border  Volume. 

35.  The  term  "remote"  has  been  deleted  from  the  description 

of  the  block  valves.  See  page  60  in  the  North  Border  Volume. 

36.  Regarding  abandonment  of  facilities  the  text  was  changed 
to  say  the  pipeling  could  he  removed.  See  page  61,  North 
Border  Volume. 

37.  In  reference  to  possible  future  construction  the  number  of 
compressor  stations  has  been  changed  from  6  to  13.  See 
page  62  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 


53. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 
pages  223  and  224  of  North  Border  Volume. 

the 

test . 

See 

54. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 
page  224  of  North  Border  Volume. 

the 

text. 

See 

55. 

The  introductory  paragraph  of  soils  section 
See  page  231,  North  Border  Volume. 

was 

deleted. 

56. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 
page  282  of  North  Border  Volume. 

the 

text. 

See 

57. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 
page  285  of  North  Border  volume. 

the 

text. 

See 

58. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 
page  387  of  North  Border  Volume. 

the 

text. 

See 

59. 

Comment  was  noted  but  figure  was  not  change, 
of  North  Border  Volume. 

See  page 

298 

60. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 
page  314  of  North  Border  Volume. 

the 

text. 

See 

61. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 
page  326  of  North  Border  Volume. 

the 

text. 

See 

62. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 
page  326  of  North  Border  Volume. 

the 

text. 

See 

63. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 
section  has  been  extensively  edited  however. 

the 

text . 

The 

64. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text, 
pages  354,  355  and  356  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

See 

65. 

Comments  were  noted  pertaining  to  page  V-639  of 

DEIS  but. 

no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See  pages  356  and  357 
North  Border  Volume. 

in 

66. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 
pages  366  of  North  Border  Volume. 

the 

text. 

See 

67. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in 

the 

text . 

See 

page  367  of  North  Border  Volume. 

68.  Comments  on  page  V-686  regarding  list  of  endangered  species 
and  the  location  of  the  Indiana  bat  on  Pecumsaugan  Creek, 
Illinois,  were  considered  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text. 
See  pages  375  and  376  in  North  Border  Volume. 
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69.  References  to  Big  Darby  Creek  as  habitat  for  the  Trautman 
Catfish  has  been  deleted.  See  page  375  of  North  Border 
Volume. 

70.  Comments  regarding  endangered  aquatic  invertebrates  were 
noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See  page  376 
of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

71.  Comments  regarding  the  proximity  of  the  proposed  route  were 
noted  and  a  change  from  16,000  feet  to  15,000  was  made  re¬ 
garding  Rock  Island  Industrial  Park.  The  changing  of  Wabash 
County,  Illinois  to  Wabash  County,  Indiana  was  inadvertently 
overlooked . 

72.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  416  in  North  Border  Volume. 

73.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  416,  North  Border  Volume. 

74.  Comments  were  noted  and  the  Ft.  Peck  Reservation  acreage 
was  changed  as  suggested.  The  Turtle  Mountain  allotment 
was  deleted  from  the  text.  See  page  420  of  North  Border 
Volume. 

75.  The  three  figures  referred  to  have  been  deleted.  In  their 
place  are  Tables  1.1. 3.4-5  and  1.1. 3.4-6  on  pages  24  and 
30  respectively  of  the  FEIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

76.  Comments  were  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text. 

See  pages  427  thru  431  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

77.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
pages  440  thru  443  of  North  Border  Volume. 

78.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  440  of  North  Border  Volume. 

79.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
pages  441  and  442  of  North  Border  Volume. 

80.  Statement  was  revised  for  clarification.  See  page  442  of 
North  Border  Volume. 

81.  Change  was  made  in  text  for  clarification.  See  page  443 
of  North  Border  Volume. 

82.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
North  Border  Volume,  page  447. 

83.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  447  of  North  Border  Volume. 


84.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  FEIS.  See 
page  448  of  North  Border  Volume. 

85.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  text. 
See  page  449  of  North  Border  Volume. 

86.  The  description  of  the  Lake  Shafer  area  has  been  revised. 
See  page  452  of  North  Border  Volume. 

87.  The  suggested  change  was  made  in  the  North  Border  Volume. 
See  page  454. 

88.  The  paragraph  questioned  has  been  deleted  from  the  FEIS. 

See  North  Border  Volume,  page  457. 

89.  Figure  2.1.3.14-3  was  modified  and  one  error  corrected. 

See  page  462  of  the  North  Border  Volume  as  Table  2.1.3.14-2, 

90.  Statement  was  revised.  See  page  463  of  North  Border  Volume, 

91.  The  paragraph  was  revised  for  the  FEIS.  See  page  463  of 
the  North  Border  Volume. 

92.  The  discussion  of  Emission  Density  Ranking  has  been  revised. 
See  page  463  of  North  Border  Volume. 

93.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
North  Border  Volume,  page  463. 

94.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
North  Border  Volume,  page  463. 

95.  Correction  from  AQCR  071  to  067  was  made.  See  page  463 
of  North  Border  Volume. 

96.  The  discussion  of  Ambient  Sound  Levels  has  been  revised. 

See  page  465  of  North  Border  Volume. 

97.  Figure  2.1.3.15-3  and  text  were  revised  for  the  FEIS.  See 
page  466  of  North  Border  Volume. 

98.  Passages  referred  to  on  pages  V-909  and  V-911  have  been 

deleted . 

99.  The  climate  section  was  rewritten  for  the  FEIS  and  refer¬ 
ences  to  winter  and  early  spring  construction  deleted.  See 
page  468  of  North  Border  Volume. 

100.  The  comments  regarding  the  Topography  section  were  noted 
and  some  changes  incorporated  for  clarity.  See  pages  469 
thru  473  in  the  North  Border  Volume. 


101. 

Statement  was  modified  in  the  FEIS. 
page  473. 

See 

North 

Border 

Volume, 

117. 

Comment  was  noted 
page  480  of  North 

102. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was 
North  Border  Volume,  page  473. 

made 

in 

the 

text. 

See 

118. 

Comment  was  noted 
page  480  of  North 

103. 

Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made 
page  473  and  474  of  North  Border  Volume. 

in 

the 

text. 

See 

119. 

The  presentation  < 
soil  series  that  v 

The  reference  to  possible  relationship  to  coal  gasification 
in  North  Dakota  has  been  deleted.  See  page  474  of  North 
Border  Volume. 


vised  in  the  North  Border  Volume.  See  pages  480  thru  486. 


Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  486,  North  Border  Volume. 


Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  474,  North  Border  Volume. 


Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  486,  North  Border  Volume. 


Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
pages  474,  475  and  476  of  North  Border  Volume. 


Comment  was  noted  but  was  not  a  basis  for  changing  the  text. 
See  page  487  of  North  Border  Volume. 


107. 


The  change  from  "will"  to  "may"  was  made.  See  page  475 
of  North  Border  Volume. 


Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  487  of  North  Border  Volume. 


108.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
pages  475  and  476  of  North  Border  Volume. 

109.  The  discussion  of  faulting  has  been  deleted  from  the  impacts 
section.  See  page  477  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 


Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  487,  North  Border  Volume. 


Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  487,  North  Border  Volume. 


110.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  477  of  North  Border  Volume. 

111.  Reference  to  geologic  earthquakes  has  been  removed  from  the 
impact  section  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

112.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  provide  a  basis  for  change 

in  the  text.  See  pages  477,  478  and  479  in  the  North  Border 
Volume. 

113.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
pages  478  and  479  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

114.  Table  was  replaced  by  a  narrative  in  the  FEIS  for  clarity. 
See  page  479  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

115.  The  discussion  of  subsidence  and  swelling  days  has  been 
deleted  from  the  impact  section  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 
See  Overview  Volume  discussion  of  hazard. 

116.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  479  of  the  North  Border  Volume  for  start  of  discussion 
on  impacts  of  the  project  upon  soil  resources. 


126.  The  two  comments  regarding  steep  slopes  in  Montana  and  North 
Dakota  were  noted  but  did  not  provide  a  basis  for  changing 
the  text.  See  page  488  of  North  Border  Volume. 

127.  Comments  on  soil  erosion  in  South  Dakota  were  noted  but  no 
change  was  made  in  the  text.  See  page  488  of  North  Border 
Volume. 


128. 

Comment  was 

noted 

but  no 

change 

was 

made 

in 

the 

text. 

See 

page  488  of 

North 

Border 

Volume. 

129. 

Comment  was 

noted 

but  no 

change 

was 

made 

in 

the 

text . 

See 

page  489  of 

North 

Border 

Volume. 

130. 

Comment  was 

noted 

but  no 

change 

was 

made 

in 

the 

text. 

See 

page  489  of 

North 

Border 

Volume. 

131. 

Comment  was 

noted 

but  no 

change 

was 

made 

in 

the 

text . 

See 

page  489  and  490  of  North  Border  Volume. 

132. 

Comment  was 

noted 

but  no 

change 

was 

made 

in 

the 

text. 

See 

page  490  of  North  Border  Volume. 
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133.  Comments  were  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text. 

See  page  490  of  North  Border  Volume. 

134.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  490  of  North  Border  Volume. 

135.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  text.  See 
page  490  of  North  Border  Volume. 

136.  Comments  were  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  the  FEIS.  The 
disruptions  to  grazing  described  on  page  493,,  FEIS,  North 
Border  Volume,  are  considered  appropriate.  Monetary  reim¬ 
bursement  does  not  negate  physical  impacts. 

137.  Comments  were  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  the  FEIS.  The 
impacts  described  on  page  494,  FEIS,  North  Border  Volume, 
are  considered  appropriate.  Income  losses  shown  on  page  556, 
FEIS,  North  Border  Volume,  do  not  consider  reimbursement  to 
farmers.  The  figures  indicate  the  monetary  value  of  crops 
lost  to  national  production. 

138.  Comments  were  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  These 
impacts  were  considered  appropriate. 

139.  Conanents  were  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS. 

140.  Comments  were  noted.  The  sentence  "The  problems  of  conflict 

. "  has  been  deleted  in  the  FEIS,  page  495,  North  Border 

Volume. 

141.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS. 

142.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  The  tables  were 
presented  to  indicate  that  tile  crossing  will  be  common. 
Without  site  specific  data  predictions  of  actual  impacts 
were  not  practical. 

143.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  Final  EIS.  While  these 
impacts  will  be  minimal  if  mitigation  measures  are  effectively 
applied  the  chance  that  they  will  occur  still  exists. 

144.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  Although  degree 
of  impact  may  be  held  to  a  low  level  with  intensive  mitiga¬ 
tion,  some  impacts  will  occur. 

145.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Although  the 
impact  may  be  unlikely  it  could  occur. 

146.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  These  potential 
impacts  are  considered  appropriate. 

147.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  The  potential 
impacts  discussed  here  are  considered  appropriate. 


163.  Conments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  This  information 
was  developed  from  on  site  investigations  by  U.S.  Fish  and 
Wildlife  Service  personnel.  See  page  526,  North  Border 
Volume,  FEIS. 

164.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  It  is  recognized 
on  page  528,  North  Border  Volume  that  proper  mitigation 
would  minimize  these  impacts. 

165.  See  response  #163. 

166.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  special  impacts 
referred  to  are  contained  on  pages  534-541  and  on  page  575, 
North  Border  Volume,  FEIS. 

167.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  This  should  have 
been  corrected  but  makes  no  significant  difference  to  the 
statement.  See  page  532,  North  Border  Volume. 

168.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  It  has  not  been 
established  that  the  Applicant's  proposed  mitigating  measures 
are  entirely  adequate.  See  page  530,  North  Border  Volume, 
FEIS. 

169.  These  changes  have  been  included  in  the  FEIS,  North  Border 
Volume,  page  531. 

170.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  the  FEIS.  These  poten¬ 
tial  impacts  are  considered  appropriate.  See  page  530,  North 
Border  Volume.  FEIS. 

171.  Comments  have  been  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  It  is 
not  known  where  topsoil  will  be  replaced.  See  page  530, 

North  Border  Volume,  FEIS. 

172.  These  changes  were  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  532,  North  Border 
Volume. 

173.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  See 
page  533,  North  Border  Volume,  FEIS. 

174.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  533, 

North  Border  Volume,  FEIS. 

175.  Comments  noted  -  some  revisions  were  made  in  the  FEIS  to 
show  these  impacts  may  occur  rather  than  that  they  will 
occur.  See  page  534,  North  Border  Volume,  FEIS. 

176.  This  has  been  corrected  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  534-535, 

North  Border  Volume. 

177.  This  has  been  changed  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  535,  North 
Border  Volume. 


148.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  It  is  recognized 
that  these  impacts  are  unlikely  but  could  occur. 

149.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  These  potential 
impacts  are  considered  appropriate. 

150.  Comments  noted  -  reference  to  asbestos  has  been  deleted  in 
the  FEIS,  page  507,  North  Border  Volume.  Reference  to  chlor¬ 
inated  insecticides  has  also  been  deleted,  page  508,  FEIS, 
North  Border  Volume. 

151.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  Although  these 
impacts  may  be  minor  thay  can  occur. 

152.  This  paragraph  has  been  rewritten  for  better  clarity,  pages 
508-509,  FEIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

153.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Although  impacts 
may  be  minor  they  can  occur. 

154.  Comment  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  These  potential 
impacts  are  considered  appropriate. 

155.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Rangeland  reveg¬ 
etation  procedures  can  not  ensure  successful  revegetation 
regardless  of  local  conditions. 

156.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  These  estimates 
are  considered  reasonable  since  site  specific  information 

is  not  available  and  the  precise  route  line  has  not  been 
established. 

157.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Ten  years  for 
reestablishment  of  the  natural  plant  community  is  considered 
reasonable. 

158.  Comments  noted  hut  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  The  information 
is  considered  adequate  since  the  pipeline  route  has  not  been 
precisely  located. 

159.  This  statement  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS,  page  514,  North 
Border  Volume. 

160.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  It  is  recognized 
that  revegetation  will  mitigate  these  impacts  to  some  degree 
but  impacts  will  occur  during  the  period  of  establishment. 

161.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  EIS  indicates 
higher  esthetic  values  where  strip  mines  do  not  presently 
exist  -  see  page  523,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

162.  See  response  #160 


178. 

This  has  been  deleted 
Border  Volume. 

in  the  FEIS. 

See  page 

535,  North 

179. 

This  has  been  changed 
Border  Volume. 

in  the  FEIS. 

See  page 

535,  North 

180. 

Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  535, 
North  Border  Volume. 

181. 

This  figure  has  been  deleted  from 
North  Border  Volume. 

the  FEIS. 

See  page  535, 

182. 

Change  made  in  text  of 
Volume. 

FEIS,  See 

page  563,  ' 

North  Border 

183. 

Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  573, 
North  Border  Volume. 

184. 

This  has  been  changed 
Border  Volume. 

in  the  FEIS. 

See  page 

537,  North 

185. 

These  figures  have  been  revised  in  the  FEIS. 
North  Border  Volume. 

See  page  538, 

186. 

This  has  been  revised 
Border  Volume. 

in  the  FEIS 

See  page 

538,  North 

187. 

This  section  has  been 
North  Border  Section. 

revised  in 

the  FEIS. 

See  page  539, 

188. 

See  response  #185. 

189. 

Change  made  in  FEIS. 

See  page  539,  North  Border  Volume. 

190. 

Comment  noted  but  no  change  made 
North  Border  Volume. 

in  FEIS.  See  page  539, 

191. 

Comments  noted  bbt  no 
North  Border  Volume. 

change  raad^ 

in  FEIS. 

See  page  539, 

192. 

Comments  noted  but  no 
North  Border  Volume. 

change  made 

in  FEIS. 

See  page  540, 

193. 

This  section  has  been 
North  Border  Volume. 

revised  in 

the  FEIS. 

See  page  540, 

194. 

Comments  noted  but  no 
North  Border  Volume. 

change  made 

in  FEIS. 

See  page  540, 

195. 

This  section  has  been 
North  Border  Volume. 

rewritten  in  the  FEIS. 

See  page  540, 

196. 

See  response  #193. 
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197.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FE1S.  See  page  541, 
North  Border  Volume. 

198.  See  response  #193. 

199.  This  section  has  been  rewritten  in  the  FE1S.  See  page  542- 
543,  North  Border  Volume. 

200.  Comment  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  Blasting  within 
2000  feet  of  the  bat  cave  may  still  result  in  detrimental 
impacts.  See  page  543,  North  Border  Volume. 


201. 

Comment  noted  but  no 
North  Border  Volume. 

change  made 

in 

FEIS. 

See 

page 

54  3, 

202. 

Comment  noted  but  no 
North  Border  Volume. 

change  made 

in 

FEIS. 

See 

page 

545, 

203. 

Comment  noted  but  no 
North  Border  Volume. 

change  made 

in 

FEIS. 

See 

page 

545, 

204. 

Conment  noted  but  no 
North  Border  Volume. 

change  made 

in 

FEIS. 

See 

page 

548, 

205.  This  has  been  changed  from  "a  considerable  stretch"  to  "a 
limited  stretch"  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  548,  North  Border 
Volume. 

206.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  548, 
North  Border  Volume. 

207.  This  has  been  changed  to  reflect  a  limited  stretch  of  river. 
See  FEIS,  page  548,  North  Border  Volume. 

208.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  549. 

North  Border  Volume. 

209.  See  response  #205. 

210.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  550, 
North  Border  Volume. 

211.  Comment  noted  -  "will  have  a  limiting  effect".  See  FEIS, 
page  550,  North  Border  Volume. 

212.  This  section  was  rewritten  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  550,  North 
Border  Volume. 

213.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  551, 
North  Border  Volume. 

214.  Reference  to  Darby  Creek  has  been  deleted  from  the  FEIS. 

See  page  551,  North  Border  Volume. 


215.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  pages  551- 
552,  North  Border  Volume. 

216.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  253, 

North  Border  Volume. 

217.  Co»ents  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  pages  253- 
254,  North  Border  Volume. 

218.  This  section  was  revised  to  include  the  updated  information. 
See  FEIS,  pages  554-555,  North  Border  Volume. 

219.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  See  pages  555- 
556,  North  Border  Volume. 

220.  This  was  changed  to  reflect  the  fact  that  losses  of  agricul¬ 
tural  production  are  included  in  the  "money  for  land  require¬ 
ments".  See  FEIS,  page  555,  North  Border  Volume. 

221.  Consent  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  555, 

North  Border  Volume. 

222.  This  has  been  changed  in  the  FEIS  to  reflect  a  stimulative 
effect.  See  page  556,  North  Border  Volume. 

223.  This  has  been  changed  to  show  impacts  between  1978-1980. 

See  FEIS,  page  556,  North  Border  Volume. 

224.  These  figures  have  been  revised  in  FEIS.  See  Table  3. 1.3. 9-1, 
page  557,  North  Border  Volume. 

225.  This  has  been  changed  in  FEIS.  See  page  556,  North  Border 
Volume. 

226.  This  section  was  revised  in  FEIS.  See  page  558,  North  Border 
Volume. 

227.  The  new  charts  were  used  in  the  FEIS.  See  pages  559-562, 
North  Border  Volume. 

228.  This  change  was  made  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  558,  North  Border 
Volume. 

229.  The  part  referring  to  distribution  of  personnel  along  the 
line  has  been  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  558,  North 
Border  Volume. 

230.  Coaments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  563, 
North  Border  Volume. 

231.  This  section  has  been  changed  to  show  the  pipeline  is  not 
designed  to  transport  gas  from  potential  coal  gasification 
plants.  However,  the  potential  influence  of  the  pipeline 
on  coal  gasification  development  has  been  recognized.  See 
FEIS,  page  563,  North  Border  Volume. 


232.  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  pages  563 
and  568,  North  Border  Volume. 

233.  Population  figures  have  been  revised  in  this  section.  See 
FEIS,  page  568,  North  Border  Volume. 

234.  See  response  #231. 

235.  This  information  has  been  included  in  the  FEIS.  See  page 
568,  North  Border  Volume. 

236.  This  section  was  revised  to  Include  this  information.  See 
FEIS,  page  568-569,  North  Border  Volume. 

237.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  569, 
North  Border  Volume. 

238.  The  potential  decrease  in  welfare  recipients  has  been  recog¬ 
nized  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  569,  North  Border  Volume. 

239.  The  Applicants  intent  to  repair  road  damages  was  added  to 
this  section  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  569,  North  Border  Volume. 

240.  This  has  been  recognized  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  570,  North 
Border  Volume. 

241.  The  urban  services  charts  have  been  deleted  from  the  FEIS 
and  these  comments  incorporated.  See  page  570,  North  Border 
Volume . 

242.  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  570, 
North  Border  Volume. 

243.  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  570- 

571,  North  Border  Volume. 

244.  This  section  revised  to  include  statement  of  Applicants' 
intent  to  provide  sites.  See  FEIS,  page  571,  North  Border 
Volume. 

245.  This  section  revised  in  PEIS.  See  page  571,  North  Border 
Volume. 

246.  This  section  revised  to  reflect  Applicants'  statement  of 
intent.  See  pages  571-572,  FEIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

247.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  impacts  during 
the  construction  period  are  considered  significant.  See  page 

572,  North  Border  Volume. 

248.  This  section  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  572,  North  Border 
Volume. 


249.  This  section  has  been  revised  to  reflect  later  information 
from  the  Applicant.  See  FEIS,  page  572,  North  Border  Volume. 

250.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  These  production 
figures  are  the  same  as  those  presented  in  the  North  Border 
Applicants'  Environmental  Assessment,  Section  3.1.2-A,  Vol¬ 
ume  4,  and  conform  to  average  production  capabilities  of  the 
farmlands  affected.  See  FEIS,  page  573,  North  Border  Volume. 

251.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  573, 

North  Border  Volume. 

252.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  pages  573- 
574,  North  Border  Volume. 

253.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  574, 

North  Border  Volume. 

254.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  pages  575- 

576,  North  Border  Volume. 

255.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  576, 

North  Border  Volume. 

256.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  pages  576- 

577,  North  Border  Volume. 

257.  Concents  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  The  potential 
impacts  described  are  considered  appropriate.  See  pages 
577-578,  North  Border  Volume. 

258.  This  has  been  changed  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  578,  North 
Border  Volume. 

259.  Concent  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  578, 

North  Border  Volume. 

260.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Although  the 
probability  is  remote  such  an  accident  could  occur.  See 
FEIS,  page  578,  North  Border  Volume. 

261.  Consents  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  259, 

North  Border  Voluoe. 

262.  Consents  noted.  The  statement  concerning  local  government 
capabilities  in  planning  was  deleted.  Other  potential  impacts 
were  considered  appropriate.  See  FEIS,  pages  579-580,  North 
Border  Volume. 

263.  This  section  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  580,  North 
Border  Volume. 

264.  The  term  "near  misses"  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page 
580,  North  Border  Volume. 
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265.  This  sentence  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  580,  North 
Border  Volume. 

266.  This  sentence  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  580,  North 
Border  Volume. 

267.  This  sentence  was  revised  but  the  likelyhood  of  the  sites 
being  severely  impacted  is  recognized  as  valid.  See  FEIS, 
page  580,  North  Border  Volume. 

268.  This  section  was  revised  to  show  the  sites  will  be  encoun¬ 
tered  rather  than  impacted.  See  FEIS, page  581,  North  Border 
Volume. 

269.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  581, 

North  Border  Volume. 

270.  This  site,  the  Illinois  and  Michigan  Canal,  has  been  identi¬ 
fied  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  582,  North  Border  Volume. 

271.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  582, 
North  Border  Volume. 

272.  This  section  was  deleted  from  the  FEIS.  See  page  583,  North 
Border  Volume. 

273.  A  slight  revision  of  this  sentence  was  made  but  suspension 
of  use  during  construction  activities  is  considered  likely. 
See  FEIS,  page  586,  North  Border  Volume. 

274.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  586, 

North  Border  Volume. 

275.  This  section  was  revised  but  still  recognizes  the  impacts 

to  park  use  as  appropriate.  See  FEIS,  page  586,  North  Border 
Volume. 

276.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  pages  586- 
587,  North  Border  Volume. 

277.  The  term  severe  was  changed  to  severe-short  term  impact. 

Other  comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  pages 
587-588,  North  Border  Volume. 

278.  This  section  was  modified  by  deleting  reference  to  600,000 
visits.  See  FEIS,  page  588,  North  Border  Volume. 

279.  Reference  to  the  decline  of  200,000  visits  was  deleted  how¬ 
ever,  references  to  expectd  drastic  reduction  in  visitations 
was  considered  appropriate.  See  FEIS,  page  588,  North  Border 
Volume. 


296.  Comment  was  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  599, 
North  Border  Volume. 

297.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  Figure 
3.1.3.15-1,  page  597,  North  Border  Volume. 

298.  The  section  on  right-of-way  construction  has  been  greatly 
reduced  in  the  FEIS.  Figure  3.1.3.15-3  was  deleted  and 
other  changes  made.  See  page  599,  North  Border  Volume. 

299.  These  figures  have  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  599 
and  Table  3.1.3.15-2,  page  600,  North  Border  Volume. 

300.  This  reference  to  a  noise  impacted  home  near  Station  14  has 
been  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  602,  North  Border  Volume. 

301.  Reference  to  Illinois  noise  spectrum  regulations  has  been 
deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  pages  601-602,  North  Border  Volume. 

302.  Reference  to  tree  plantings  has  been  deleted  in  the  FEIS. 

See  pages  601-602,  North  Border  Volume. 

303.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  596, 
North  Border  Volume. 

304.  Noise  impacts  to  endangered  raptor  species  was  deleted  in 
the  FEIS.  See  page  596,  North  Border  volume,  and  page  180, 
Overview  Volume. 

305.  Noise  levels  from  venting  are  illustrated  without  silencing 
measures  but  are  so  identified.  See  FEIS,  page  602,  North 
Border  Volume. 

306.  These  statements  were  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  602, 
North  Border  Volume. 

307.  Figure  3.1.3.15-4  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  603, 
North  Border  Volume. 

308.  This  section  was  deleted  in  the  North  Border  Volume  and  is 
covered  in  the  FEIS  Overview  Volume.  See  pages  182  and  185- 
186  for  historical  data  on  pipeline  ruptures. 

309.  Section  deleted  from  North  Border  Volume.  See  FEIS,  page 
181-187,  Overview  Volume  for  general  information  relating 
to  pipeline  ruptures. 

310.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  term  "general¬ 
ized  route"  is  used  in  the  context  that  it  will  be  subject  to 
minor  changes  in  alignment.  This  is  made  clear  in  this  sec¬ 
tion,  See  page  605,  North  Border  Volume. 


280.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  These  potential 
impacts  are  considered  appropriate.  See  page  589,  North 
Border  Volume. 

281.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  pages  589- 
590,  North  Border  Volume. 

282.  Comment  noted.  This  sentence  was  rewritten  but  the  meaning 
was  not  changed.  These  impacts  are  considered  appropriate. 
See  FEIS,  Page  590,  North  Border  Volume. 

283.  This  section  has  been  deleted  from  the  FEIS.  Pipeline  rup¬ 
ture  is  now  covered  in  the  Overview  Volume,  page  185. 

284.  This  section  was  rewritten  and  reference  to  nitrogen  oxides 
as  criterion  was  deleted.  See  FEIS,  pages  590-595,  North 
Border  Volume. 

285.  This  reference  was  deleted  from  the  FEIS.  See  pages  590- 
595,  North  Border  Volume. 

286.  This  section  was  completely  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page 
593,  North  Border  Volume. 

287.  Fuel  to  be  expended  at  river  crossings  was  revised  according 
to  these  figures.  See  FEIS,  page  594,  North  Border  Volume. 

288.  This  section  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  594,  North 
Border  Volume. 

289.  This  section  was  rewritten  in  the  FEIS.  Specific  data  for 
river  crossings  was  deleted.  See  pages  594-595,  North  Border 
Volume. 

290.  These  figures  have  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  594, 
North  Border  Volume. 

291.  This  section  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  pages  594-595, 
North  Border  Volume. 

292.  This  statement  was  deleted  from  the  FEIS.  See  page  595, 

North  Border  Volume. 

293.  This  section  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  594,  North 
Border  Volume. 

294.  This  statement  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  596,  North 
Border  Volume. 

295.  Comment  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  See  Table 
3.1.3.15-1,  page  598,  North  Border  Volume. 


311.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  description 
and  evaluation  of  the  Applicants'  mitigation  proposals  was 
deemed  a  necessary  part  of  the  EIS.  See  page  605,  North 
Border  Volume. 

312.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FETS.  The  suggestion, 
that  local  expertise  assisting  in  final  site  selection  would 
improve  the  quality  of  mitigation,  is  considered  appropriate. 
See  page  605-606,  North  Border  Volume. 

313.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  606, 

North  Border  Volume. 

314.  This  section  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  606,  North 
Border  Volume. 

315.  This  has  been  changed  to  show  corrosion  monitoring  measures 
proposed  by  the  Applicant  are  adequate.  See  FEIS,  page  608, 
North  Border  Volume. 

316.  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS  but  still  considers 
inadequacies  related  to  the  Applicants'  proposed  mitigating 
measures  in  the  evaluation.  See  page  610,  North  Border 
Volume . 

317.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  612, 
North  Border  Volume. 

318.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  evaluation 
recognizes  that  specific  construction  specifications  have 
not  been  prepared  and  that  much  latitude  exists  within  the 
18  CFR  2.69  guidelines.  See  page  614,  North  Border  Volume. 

319.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  evaluation 
concerning  impacts  related  to  topsoil  preservation  is  con¬ 
sidered  appropriate.  See  page  615,  North  Border  Volume. 

320.  Comment  noted' but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  615, 

North  Border  Volume. 

321.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  618-620, 
North  Border  Volume. 

322.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  622, 

North  Border  Volume. 

323.  This  has  been  changed  to  indicate  the  Applicants'  mitigation 
is  adequate.  See  FEIS,  page  622,  North  Border  Volume. 

324.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  624, 

North  Border  Volume. 
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325.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  PEIS.  Since  impacts 
to  the  environment  could  be  caused  by  earthquakes  and  other 
hazards  to  the  pipeline  they  are  covered  in  this  EIS.  See 
pages  624-625,  North  Border  Volume. 

326.  This  section  was  revised  to  show  this  information.  See  PEIS, 
page  626,  North  Border  Volume. 

327.  Coaencs  noted.  Part  of  this  statement  was  deleted  in  the 
FEIS.  See  page  643,  North  Border  Volume. 

328.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  PEIS.  See  page  644, 

North  Border  Volume. 

329.  This  section  has  been  revised  but  still  refers  to  the  inade¬ 
quacy  of  CFR  Title  18,  Section  2.69  quidelines  without  more 
specific  plans  for  on-site  mitigation.  See  FEIS,  page  644, 
North  Border  Volume. 

330.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  replacement 
of  topsoil  is  considered  a  major  factor  in  successfully 
applying  adequate  restoration  measures.  See  page  644, 

North  Border  Volume. 

331.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  PEIS.  See  pages  644- 

645,  North  Border  Volume. 

332.  Consents  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  pages  645- 

646,  North  Border  Volume. 

333.  Coaments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  This  section 
still  suggests  that  local  expertise  would  improve  site  spec¬ 
ific  mitigation  and  final  route  adjustments.  See  pages  646- 
650,  North  Border  Volume. 

334.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  suggestion 
that  procedures  be  included  to  restore  potholes  was  con¬ 
sidered  appropriate.  See  pages  648-649,  North  Border  Volume. 

335.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  suggested 
specific  mitigation  measures  at  stream  crossings  are  con¬ 
sidered  appropriate.  See  pages  648—649,  North  Border  Volume. 

336.  Cocment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  statement 
emphasizes  the  need  to  avoid  construction  during  fish  spawn¬ 
ing  periods  and  to  avoid  nesting  trees.  See  page  648,  North 
Border  Volume. 

337.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  The  suggested 
measures  to  minimize  impacts  at  stream  crossings  are  consid¬ 
ered  appropriate.  See  pages  648—649,  North  Border  Volume. 


351.  Consent  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  664, 
North  Border  Volume. 

352.  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  Reference  to 
ceasing  construction  at  6:00  P.M.  has  been  deleted.  See 
page  664-665,  North  Border  Volume. 

353.  Consent  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  665, 
North  Border  Volume. 

354.  Concent  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  667, 
North  Border  Volume. 

355.  Consent  noted  but  text  is  essentially  the  same  in  FEIS. 
Although  the  Applicant  has  stated  he  will  comply  with  all 
applicable  regulations  the  specific  components  to  which 
the  regulations  pertain  are  included  to  better  inform  the 
EIS  reader.  See  page  668-669,  North  Border  Volume,  Final 
EIS. 

356.  This  section  has  been  deleted  in  the  FEIS. 

357.  Comment  noted.  Specific  consents  concerning  this  section 
are  responded  to  below. 

358.  This  section  has  been  revised  to  show  impacts  will  be  minor 
and  short  tern.  See  FEIS,  page  672,  North  Border  Volume. 

359.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page.  672, 
North  Border  Volume. 

360.  This  sentence  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  672,  North 
Border  Volume. 

361.  Concents  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Even  with  the 
mitigation  measures  these  impacts  will  occur.  See  page  673, 
North  Border  Volume. 

362.  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  673, 
North  Border  Volume. 

363.  These  sections  have  been  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  673, 
North  Border  Volume. 

364.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Even  with  imple¬ 
mentation  of  the  proposed  mitigating  measures  unavoidable 
adverse  impacts  to  the  soil  will  occur.  See  pag  673-675, 
North  Border  Volume. 

365.  This  sentence  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  675,  North 
Border  Volume. 


338.  This  section  was  revised  but  still  points  out  potential 
conflicts  between  wildlife  and  coonunication  cowers.  See 
FEIS,  page  649,  North  Border  Volume. 

339.  These  concents  were  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  the  FEIS. 

The  proposed  mitigating  measures  to  reduce  impacts  to  wild¬ 
life  are  deemed  worthy  of  consideration.  See  pages  649-650, 
North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

340.  Concent  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Since  exchange 
of  land  to  compensate  for  damages  to  wildlife  habitat  is  a 
common  practice  it  was  included  as  a  potential  mitigating 
measure.  See  page  650,  North  Border  Volume. 

341.  This  section  was  revised  but  still  suggests  the  need  for  a 
specific  waste  management  plan.  See  FEIS,  page  651-652, 

North  Border  Volume. 

342.  Connent  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  mitigating 
measures  included  here  were  retained  to  emphasize  their 
importance  in  minimizing  impacts  to  cultural  resources. 

See  pages  652-654,  North  Border  Volirae. 

343.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  suggestion 

to  consider  route  adjustments  to  avoid  these  areas  and  empha¬ 
sis  on  the  importance  of  proper  restoration  measures  were 
considered  appropriate.  See  pages  654-656,  North  Border 
Volume. 

344.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Esphasis  on  these 
measures  was  considered  appropriate.  See  page  662,  North 
Border  Volume. 

345.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  discussion 
of  fugitive  dust  impacts  is  considered  appropriate.  See 
page  662,  North  Border  Volume. 

346.  This  was  revised  to  include  Montana  in  the  FEIS.  See  page 
662,  North  Border  Volume. 

347.  This  section  was  revised  to  indicate  the  dust  impact  is 
neither  serious  or  long  term.  See  FEIS,  page  662,  North 
Border  Volume. 

348.  This  was  deleted  from  the  FEIS.  See  page  662,  North  Border 
Volume. 

349.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  663, 

North  Border  Volume. 

350.  This  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  663,  North 
Border  Volume. 


366.  This  sentence  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS. 

367.  This  section  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  675,  North 
Border  Volume. 

368.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  These  impacts 
are  considered  moderate  to  minor  but  will  occur.  See  page 
675,  North  Border  Volume. 

369.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  the  FEIS.  Although 
the  impacts  may  be  minimal  they  will  occur.  See  page  676, 
North  Border  Volume. 

370.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Adverse  effects 
to  some  public  water  supplies  is  considered  likely  although 
temporary.  See  page  676,  North  Border  Volume. 

371.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Although  negli¬ 
gible  the  impacts  described  may  occur.  See  page  677,  North 
Border  Volume. 

372.  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS  but  potential  pol¬ 
lution  of  ground  water  is  recognized.  See  page  677,  North 
Border  Volume. 

373.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Although  expected 
to  be  negligible  the  impacts  may  occur.  See  page  677,  North 
Border  Volume. 

374.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  These  figures 
are  considered  valid  and  the  impact  significant.  See  page 
678,  North  Border  Volume. 

375.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  This  statement 
is  considered  valid.  Reduced  crop  yields  will  occur.  See 
page  678,  North  Border  Volume. 

376.  Comment  noted.  These  figures  were  revised  upward  and  are 
considered  valid.  See  page  679,  North  Border  Volume. 

377.  Conments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Even  with  imple¬ 
mentation  of  mitigating  measures  these  impacts  will  occur. 
See  pages  679-682,  North  Border  Volume. 


378. 

This  section  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See 
Border  Volume. 

page 

682, 

North 

379. 

Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS. 
683,  North  Border  Volume. 

See  ] 

pages 

682- 

380. 

Conments  noted  but  no  change  made  In  FEIS. 

The 

unavoidable 

sociological  effects  described  here  are  considered  appropri¬ 
ate.  See  page  683,  North  Border  Volume. 
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381.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  In  FEIS.  The  impacts  to 
archeological  sites  are  considered  appropriately  described. 
See  pages  683-684,  North  Border  Volume. 

382.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  impacts  to 
historic  sites  are  considered  appropriately  described.  See 
page  684,  North  Border  Volume. 

383.  This  section  was  revised  in  the  FEIS  and  indicates  that 
impacts  may  be  avoided  through  mitigation.  See  page  684, 
North  Border  Volume. 

384.  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  The  impacts  to 
esthetic  values  as  described  are  considered  appropriate. 

See  page  684-685,  North  Border  Volume. 

385.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  discussion 
of  impacts  from  fugitive  dust  is  considered  appropriate. 

See  page  685,  North  Border  Volume. 


397.  This  sentence  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS. 

398.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  689, 

North  Border  Volume. 

399.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS  -  -  650,000  bushels 

of  major  feed  and  grain  products  is  considered  a  significant 

loss.  See  page  689,  North  Border  Volume. 

400.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  690, 
North  Border  Volume. 

401.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  potential 
impacts  from  pipeline  failure  exist.  See  page  690,  North 
Border  Volume. 


402. 


Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  690, 
North  Border  Volume. 


386.  This  reference  to  Indiana  and  South  Dakota  has  been  deleted 
in  the  FEIS.  See  page  685,  North  Border  Volume. 


403.  This  section  has  been  revised  to  include  the  suggested  vol¬ 
umes.  See  FEIS,  page  690,  North  Border  Volume. 


387.  This  sentence  has  been  modified  by  using  "could"  instead  of 
"would".  See  FEIS,  page  685,  North  Border  Volume. 


404.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  in  FEIS.  See  page  690,  North 
Border  Volume. 


388.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  685, 
North  Border  Volume. 


405.  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  691, 
North  Border  Volume. 


389.  The  possibility  of  manufacturers'  development  of  emission 
control  methods  was  added  to  this  section  in  the  FEIS.  See 
page  685,  North  Border  Volume. 

390.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  685- 
686,  North  Border  Volume. 


406.  This  has  been  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  691,  North 
Border  Volume. 

407.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  These  impacts 
are  considered  lasting  and  significant.  See  page  691,  North 
Border  Volume. 


391.  This  section  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  686,  North 
Border  Volume. 


408.  This  section  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  691,  North 
Border  Volume. 


392.  Comment  noted  but  no  significant  change  was  made  in  the 
FEIS.  The  evaluation  of  impacts  from  waste  generation  Is 
considered  appropriate.  See  page  686,  North  Border  Volume. 

393.  The  statement  on  undetonated  blasting  agents  was  deleted  in 
the  FEIS. 

394.  Comment  noted.  Responses  will  be  to  specific  comments  that 
follow. 

395.  This  section  was  revised  to  show  these  new  estimates.  See 
FEIS,  page  689,  North  Border  Volume. 

396.  Comment  noted  but  no  significant  change  made  in  FEIS.  See 
page  689,  North  Border  Volume. 


409.  Comment  noted  but  only  minor  changes  made  in  FEIS.  See 
page  692,  North  Border  Volume. 

410.  Reference  to  Coal  Casification  Development  was  deleted  in 
the  FEIS. 

411.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  the  FEIS.  See  page 
692,  North  Border  Volume. 

412.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Although  remote 
the  potential  exists.  See  page  693,  North  Border  Volume. 

413.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Restrictions  in 
use  of  the  land  in  the  pipeline  right-of-way  exist.  See 
page  693,  North  Border  Volume. 


414.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  694, 

North  Border  Volume. 

415.  This  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  page  694,  North 
Border  Volume. 

416.  Comments  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  694, 
North  Border  Volume. 

417.  This  was  changed  in  the  FEIS  to  indicate  the  amended  appli¬ 
cation  figures.  See  page  694,  North  Border  Volume. 

418.  Comment  noted.  Responses  will  be  to  specific  comments  that 
follow. 

419.  This  section  has  been  deleted  from  the  North  Border  Volume, 
FEIS  and  the  subject  treated  generally  for  the  entire  pro¬ 
ject  system  in  the  Overview  Volume.  See  pages  181-182, 
Overview  Volume. 

420.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  chance  of 
occurrence  is  covered  in  the  Overview  Volume,  Pages  181-182. 

421.  This  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS. 

422.  This  was  deleted  in  the  FEIS.  See  Overview  Volume,  pages 
181-182  for  related  information. 

423.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  696, 

North  Border  Volume. 

424.  This  section  has  been  revised  in  the  FEIS  to  reflect  the 
best  estimates  available.  See  page  696-697,  North  Border 
Volume . 

425.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  This  discussion 
was  considered  adequate.  See  page  697,  North  Border  Volume. 

426.  These  figures  have  been  revised  as  suggested  in  the  FEIS. 

See  page  697,  North  Border  Volume. 

427.  This  section  was  revised  in  the  FEIS.  See  pages  698-699, 
North  Border  Volume. 

428.  This  section  was  revised  to  show  the  new  suggested  quantities. 
See  FEIS,  page  698,  North  Border  Volume. 

429.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  retrievability 
of  the  pipe  is  speculative  and  is  so  indicated.  See  page 
698,  North  Border  Volume. 

430.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  losses  of  top¬ 
soil  are  considered  a  signigicant  impact.  See  pages  698-699, 
North  Border  Volume. 


431.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  potential  for 
long  term  degradation  of  water  quality  exists.  See  page  699, 
North  Border  Volume. 

432.  Comments  noted  but  no  changes  made  in  FEIS.  The  potential 
damages  to  archeological  sites  as  stated  are  considered  appro¬ 
priate.  See  pages  699-700,  North  Border  Volume. 

433.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  possibility  of 
structure  loss  or  damage  due  to  pipeline  construction  activ¬ 
ities  could  occur.  See  page  700,  North  Border  Volume. 

434.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  These  impacts  are 
identified  as  relatively  minor.  See  page  700,  North  Border 
Volume. 

435.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Damage  to  prairie 
dog  towns  is  considered  a  possibility.  See  page  700,  North 
Border  Volume. 

436.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Potential  impacts 
to  the  bat  community  by  construction  activities  will  be  dif¬ 
ferent  from  that  of  park  visitors.  See  page  700,  North  Bor¬ 
der  Volume. 

437.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  The  possibility 
of  impacting  these  species  exists.  See  page  700,  North  Bor¬ 
der  Volume. 

438.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  Impacts  to  pot¬ 
holes  is  considered  quite  possible  where  landowners  wishes 
are  not  known.  See  page  700,  North  Border  Volume. 

439.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  made  in  FEIS.  See  page  701, 

North  Border  Volume. 

440.  This  section  was  revised  slightly  In  the  FEIS.  See  page 
701,  North  Border  Volume. 

441.  This  section  was  completely  revised  in  the  FEIS.  Some  of 
changes  suggested  here  were  made.  More  emphasis  was  given 
to  comparative  analysis  of  the  potential  alternative  routes. 
See  pages  703-720,  North  Border  Volume. 
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BY  RUG SELL  A.  SAULT 

2 

Good  rr.orninr.  liy  r.ane  is  Russell  A. 

3 

Sault  ar.d  I  a"1  Vice  President  of  Northern  Illinois 

4 

Gas  Company.  We  arc  pleased  to  be  able  to  present 

5 

our  co-rents  concernin''  the  proposed  Alaskan 

6 

Transportation  System  this  v.ornir.f. 

Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 

7 

First  of  oil,  I  would  like  to 

Chicago,  Illinois 

September  25  and  26,  1975 

8 

identify  our  company.  Northern  Illino’s  Gas  or. 

by  Mr.  Russell  A.  Sault 

9 

as  vie  are  called,  MIGA.",  ’s  an  intrastate  d '  stribut  ion 

representing 

10 

co-par,/,  intrastate,  f  urnish 4  nr  ’as  to  over  one 

Northern  Illinois  Gas  Company 

11 

million  two  hundred  seventy  seven  thousand  customers 

12 

in  the  State  of  Illinois,  “oncrally  in  the  northern. 

13 

or.e  third  cf  the  state-  rxclvd  r  the  City  of  Ch.’ca’o 

14 

and  certain,  north  si. or-,  suburbs.  We  or<  s  tbret 

15 

to  the  jurisdiction  of  tie  Illinois  Commerce 

16 

Commissi on . 

17 

NIGAS  has  experienced  fas  curtailments 

18 

of  Jncreasins  severity  since  1971  by  its  three 

19 

a  .lor  intrastate  natural  as  suppl  :  t  rs  .  As  a  result 

20 

MICAS  has  b« en  forced  to  limit  "as  sales  *  o  new 

21 

custo-  crs  and  at  present  has  an  rxtersive  wa ;  t  ?  n 

22 

1'st  "or  -as  service.  The  only  custo-  crs  ‘hat  we 

23 

‘aj-?  on  '  ov;  arc  s  •’all  co-crcinl  ar.d  ?  r  d  ‘  d.Bl 

24 

residential  customers  w'th  a  limit  of  or.r  hundred 

25 

tier  of  an  a  day.  v.-h-'ch  is  approximately  ter. 

?6 

1 

t ho:;. "and  cubic  feet'. 

1 

arc  not  '  r.  a  position  to  *1:*  technical  co-.-cnts 

2 

All  self's  to  ::.t  rrrupt  oM -■  customers 

2 

on  the  drart,  however,  when  we  reviewed  the  Executive 

3 

a  r.d  to  what  vjc  o-.cr  te'-med  of"  beet  C'C  torers  ,  tlol 

3 

H  -  ~bl  imhts ,  we  feel  Mat  certain  various  points. 

4 

is.  those  cur  to  or r  t  at  were  served  in  the  sj*  rr 

4 

and  very  mportant  points,  must  be  :ade.  particular! 

5 

t'.me,  have  beer  loo:  since  cl-  Mealed.  In  KIGAf's 

5 

as  to  alt  err a*  c  " .  *  e  1  s  and  os  to  c  o ns  c  r  •  •  a i 5  o  *  effect 

6 

sYrvlce  area  ~os  :s  used  for  space  heat ? r  by 

6 

a-.d  as  to  whether  we  should  do  t:  is  transportation 

7 

approx !  Ctrl./  r>/tv  four  and  a  in  If  percent  of  our 

7 

s.vstcn  or  not.  In  other  words,  that  was  certainly 

8 

residential  custo*<is.  ninety  percent  of  our  r  4  •'•{;/ 

8 

cons:d:r?d  as  alternate,  do  nothin*. 

9 

sevfr.  t:  ousand  five-  :  undred  co*  crclal  c  ’r‘c  r  s 

9 

There  ;s  no  question  but  that  there 

10 

ar.d  -.'r'ty  ore  perccrM  of  our  n'r.e  thousand  four 

10 

is  a  critical  natural  ras  c^or'a-p  ahead  "or  the 

11 

:r,drcri  sever:!;'  f  I  v  c  Ind  is  tr 'al  custo  crs.  We  are 

11 

country.  The  interstate  pipelines  forecast  up  'o 

12 

‘he  largest  £• pollers  of  utility  cnerrv  ir  the 

12 

one  point  three  trillion  cubic  feet  of  natural  pas 

13 

S  t  a '  f  of  Ill:  no's  on  a  BTV  to  the  custo:.:?*-  has  is. 

13 

short  arc  fall  he*  low  cortrn?'  quantises  fo~  the 

14 

i.*i?  supply  thirty  seven  pcrccr:t  of  utility  srtr  — 

14 

coring  winter.  Without  expediting  const  rue t ' on 

IS 

Tn  all.  f or  ;s ,  as  and  electric,  supplied  ir  the 

15 

of  the  subject  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation. 

16 

Ctat"  of  Illinois  as  of  last  year. 

16 

System  t.ris  situation  can.  only  become  worse  in 

17 

Ir.  as  much  as  these  cus toners  that  I 

17 

future  years.  It  *z  already  apparent  that  severe 

18 

have  mentioned  lav'1  already  invested  in  ras  space 

18 

economic  dislocation  has  and  will  continue  to  occur 

19 

he  at  4  tr  eou  ip-er/t  and  arc  served  by  ‘ most  efficient 

19 

:n  our  country  as  a  result  of  Increasing  curtailment 

20 

net  hod  of  distribution  of  energy,  t^at  is,  a  burled 

20 

of  natural  as. 

21 

pipe  system  already  ir  place  ard  consume  the  most 

21 

The  twenty  four  trillion  cub’c  feet 

22 

environmentally  accep’arle  f.:ol  MICAS  "eels  tka4  it 

22 

or  natural  ras  reserves  ir  t.  e  Nort  Slope  of  Alaska 

23 

s  'operative  t)  at  we  move  forward  and  increase  our 

23 

represent  the  larrest  known  undeveloped  reserve 

24 

supply  of  natural  -as.  We  have  r.ot  reviewed  the 

24 

available  "or  the  United  States  at  present. 

25 

Dra"t  E.*.v4  ronmc  nl  al  Inpact  Statement,  therefore.  vjc 

25 

ConsJdcrir.  -  the  development  or  this  reserve  in 
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?8 
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relati on  to  alternate  fuel  supplies  or  ever 
considerin''  deferring  development  of  the  proposed 
Alaskan  Canadian  pipeline  in  favor  of  the  development 
of  alternate  ruel  so;rccs,  coal  ard  petroleum,  see  s 
to  us  to  be  an  a  c  e  d  c  m  ?.  c  cxerc'sc,  at  best. 

NIGAf  does  rot  rce  how  development  of 
coal  ratification  can  be  a  viable  alternative  in 
the*  ti  c  frame  proposed  for  the  pipeline.  I4:  would 
be  extremely  short  sighted  *o  favor  one  for:,  of 
cner ~y  ov'-r  any  other  based  on  v:hat  v.’c-  see  as  the 
total  reeds  ir.  our  country.  Rather  the  proven 
North  Slone  reserves  should  be  produced  and  trans¬ 
ported  to  market  at  the  sa"c  i :  c  or  an  accelerated 
proyram  is  ak :  n  "  place  to  develop  environmental];/ 
acceptable-  ~asif ieat  ;  on  process  to  enable  us  to  use 
our  country's  extensive  illy.1  sulfur  coal  reserve. 

In  addition,  increased  r c 1 i a n c •  on 
.imported  petrel  ou.i  product s  as  an  alternate  will 
d  a  t  r '  If  s  j  f  f  1  e  *  on  e  y  ools  and  create  a  reat 

dual  o~  problems  that  wc  already  sr.c  ir  the  balar.cr- 
of  payments. 

Ir,  a  -matter  of  con  s  e  rva  t  8  or. ,  NIC  A  3 
*  2  o..  •  t’.c  1-ndcrs  In  the  industry  support  '*  ^  • 
non s r  r -a i  '  on  of  f  uel  ‘  o  :r  customers.  Nr  ha*" 
cor  '  ed  or  a  very  cxtens'vj,  ca:pa‘“n  to  promote 

po 


we  think  is  per-aps  l  -.noring  t  :  past  safety  record 
of  natural  yas  pipeline  companies.  Natural  ’as 
pipeline  co-panics  operated  scores  of  t'ousa’ds  o^ 
m i  1  e s  of  lor.-  distance  i ,  i  * 1  pressure  p i p c  1 1  n r s  '  n 
this  country  for  many  years  with  excellent  safety- 
records.  We  believe  the  proposed  pipeline  does  not. 
for  the  *ost  part,  represent  new  tec: nolo- y.  We 
do  recount  zo  t a  t  certain  t  echo  lours  vi !  1 1  be 
ava’lable  and  are  necessary  to  construct  1!  s 
pipeline  ir.  per.-r.a  frost  arras  of  the  North  Slope, 
however,  wc  do  think  that  these  t echr lours  are 
current]  and  v; '  1 1  be  fuithcr  proved  by  constrict • on 
of  the  Aliacka  Oil  Line,  w  c'u  traverses  the  save 
type  of  territory. 

Pipe! ires  hove  been  built  and  operated 
in  this  country  for  .any  ..ears  with  minimal  tnv'ron- 
nental  Impact.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  have  to 
mark  our  pipelines  4o  make  sure  that  people  know 
v. :  ere  they  are  at.  It's  is  cart  of  i  b  r  safety 
rules  but  ;  r,  terms  of  environmental  '.pact,  they  are 
virtually  unnot '.cable  to  the  public. 

In  a  matter  of  commentin'*  on  the 
statement  of  decontrol  of  intrastate  yas  prices 
would  increase  the  availability  of  mas  supply,  NIGAS 
supports  decontrol  for  new  ?ns  supplies.  We  feel 
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conservation,  wrick,  has  been  effective.  Wr  •  ovc 
noticed  that  people  are  corserv '.  r,  ~  natural  as. 

However,  wc  view  this  as  only  an 
adject,  a  recess  ary  on.  r  that  can  only  o  so  r  a  r .  I1 
dorsr't  create  new  cner  y,  beyond,  for  example, 
p-eople  turr.iny  down  thermostats  to  sixty  c  '  yl  t 
dorrees  it  doesn't  see",  p  os  sib  1c  to  us  to  ret  mue1 
m.orc  ir.crer.ieni 41 3  value  out  of  f  is  sort  of  an  effort  , 
however,  here  a  a  :  r. ,  v:e  feel  t'is  si  ou2  d  :c  carried 
o**  very  v  *  rorovs-ly  b;  cner'”  companies  in  this 
count ry . 

We  feel  that  t 1  c  s  t  a  t  e  -. o r t  doesn't 
yive  suff  ’  c’  nr  t  vi  e  3  £h  t  to  f-  r  value  of  natural  as 
as  a  pollution  free  fuel  sourer.  It  :s  a1 r<  sd 
recornized  that  natural  >  ar  is  o  .r  most  cr.v !  ror  ■1- 

accepted  f  ;c-3  .  Now,  development  of  cool  mas  1  r?.ca  t  '  s  n . 
v.'h'lc  we  at  NIGAS  ore  support  ir  t;  is  and  believe  It 
can  be  do-.c  i i .  an  environ,  •/rial  ly  acceptable  manner, 
we  dc  know  *t  w  '  1 1  have  mucl  renter  cr.v  ’  ronm.cn i  a1 
impact  and  mud  -ore  problems  to  study  aud  overeo  ..r 
before  it  is  a  fact.  Certainly  vie  don't  see  coal 
••os  if !  cat  i  bein~  a  s  irnif  ‘.cant  addition  to  our 
fuel  supplies,  c  c  r  t  a  8  r.  1  y  not  i  •'for*  vk'at  vie  vio  Id 
cou.ridt.r,  at  best,  t hr  middle  19n0*s. 

I  would  likf  to  comment  loo,  on  v.m  at 

30 

th’s  will  furnish  incentive  for  further  dr' 11 8  nr  and 
will  allow  our  suppliers,  the  intrastate  pipeline 
companies  currently  restricted  by  lovi  priced  or 
intrastate  '-as  to  compete  in  the  market  price  for 
new  eas  supplies.  However,  decontrol  ;s  not  a 
viable  alternate  to  bu!3d<nr  the  system,  but.  a"8i.n, 
should  be  pursued  os  another  facet  to  improve  our 
energy  supply.  We  would  certainly  expect  additional 
g as  supplies  to  become  available  on  decontrol  of 
new  pros,  that  is  to  the  intrastate  market,  but 
these  additional  supplies  are  needed,  in  addition, 
amain,  to  the  Alaskan  gas. 

NIGAS  respectfully  submits  that  the 
growing  mas  shortage  4n  this  country  is  presently 
causin"  intrastate  companies  curtail  service  to 
their  customers  alon"  with  the  increased  environmental 
impact  of  alternate  fuel  sources  should  be  considered 
in  depth  before  a  firel  environmental  impact 
statement  is  issued.  The  potent’©],  environmental 
impact  that  would  result  from  the  construction  and 
operation  of  a  pipeline  system  very  similar  to  the 
many  thousands  of  miles  of  line  already  placed  will 
be  far  outweighed  by  the  impact  of  the  critical 
shortages  that  will  continue  to  face  the  nation 
should  the  line  be  delayed  further. 
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JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Sault . 


Arc*  there  any  questions? 

MR.  TULLOSS:  Yes,  I  hove  one. 

Mr.  Sault,  it  is  my  unders tand ' n" 
that  the  proposed  pipeline  by  the  Northern  Border 
indicates  the  approval  of  the  pipeline  would  not 
result  in  new  gas  being  available  n  the  lover 
forty  eight.  I  am  beginning  to  wonder  Just  what 
does  that  mean,  with  the  problem  of  having  to 
curtail  existing  service  ard  the  long  waiting  list, 
what  docs  "no  new  gas"  mean?  Does  t^et  mron  that 
the  increase  in  supply  of  "-as  would  not  occur  or 
hold  even? 

MR.  SAULT:  Crrtainly  our  understand  In* 
from  our  suppliers,  they  don’t  hold  out  that  the 
advent  of  -as  would  necessarily  result  4  n  new  fas, 
however,  part  of  our  ob,  I  guess,  would  be  viewed 
as  defensive  os  well  as  furnishing  new  supplies  to 
the  extent  that  if  we  don't  ret  to  this  ras, 
somebody  else  ! s  going  to  be  curtailed.  So,  I 
believe  that  the  pipeline  probably  uses  the  t^rm 
";nterrity  gas"  to  the  extent  that  many  new  reserves 
will  be  discovered,  wc  hope,  will  go  to  balance  out 
the  decline  in  the  existing  reserves. 

Therefore,  it  doec  rot  diminish  the 
^3 


MR.  SOWL:  Mr.  Sault,  there  is  somethin," 
in  your  presentation  and  Mr.  Shorb's  too,  and  I 
8m  still  tr.vln-  to  ret  at.  I  am  wondering  if  you 
gentlemen  aren’t  a  little  hit  over  optimistic.  If 
we  take  the  figures  presented  to  us  by  th9  Arctic 
Gas  System  on  their  construction  schedule,  they  cenr.ot 
have  ras  '  n  this  area,  assuming  they  start  in 
early  1§76,  in  less  than  eight  years  following 
that.  That  takes  it  up  to  the  mid  1980's  and 
right  to  the  point  where  you  said  coal  -as  will  be 
available  and  it  won't  be  available  In  time. 

MR.  SAULT:  Well,  I  realize  it  Is  a 
"leant  ic  process  and  obviously  it  v:  ill  ta*  e  a  lor," 
time,  but  when  I  say  coal  ~as  vj1.11  be  available  in 
the  1980 's,  for  "xa^ple  one  of  our  suppliers  is 
cort  emplat  i  nsr  a  -on]  gasification  plan  to  moke  two 
hundred  and  fifty  million  cubic  feet  a  day  of  gas, 
which  probably  comes  out  to  something  like  ninety 
billion  cubic  feet  a  year,  and  they  are  talking 
beginning,  th’s,  perhaps,  in  the  mid  80's,  that  Is 
our  est;mate.  This  pipeline  is  talking  about 
delivering,  initially,  as  I  remember,  between  three 
and  a  half  and  four  billion  cubic  feet  a  day  which 
c o’" e s  out  to  one  point  three  trillion. 

Again,  I  don't  see  where  one  can  take 

35 


1 

value  of  this  pipeline  in  that  one  way  or  the  other 

2 

we  are  going  to  need  It.  Certainly,  as  I  mentioned. 

3 

we  have  a  Ion"  and  extensive  waitin'?  list  of 

4 

people  in  our  territory  t^at  want  ras  for  new  uses 

5 

principally  ‘r.dustrial  that  will  ultimately  result 

6 

in  Jobs.  To  the  extent  that  they  don't  set  this 

7 

fas  we  cannot  Identify  whether  they  would  turn  to 

8 

an  alternate  fu^l  or  perhaps  they  don't  do  anythin? 

9 

at  all.  Either  way  it  is  my  feel  in"  that  it  doesn't 

10 

diminis }■  the  i-portoncr  of  the  gas. 

11 

MR.  TULLOSS:  I  didn't  mean  to  imply  that 

12 

it  did.  I  was  wonder  in."  if  the  proposed  occur  bore 

13 

the  greet e r  demand  for  -as  would  flatten  out  a  littl" 

14 

bit . 

15 

MR.  SAULT:  Well.  I  suppose  in  a  wav  it 

16 

ha3  to  the  extent  that  we  can't  serve  all  of  the 

17 

market  that  we  have.  Obviously  we  do  feel  very 

18 

strongly  in  the  industry  that  this  is  .lust  one 

19 

adjunct  or  one  method  of  increas-'r.-  supplies.  I** 

20 

this  holds  the  line  or  helps  hold  the  lire  of  interr'ty 

21 

then  coal,  as  it  comes  in  in  the  80's,  wc  feel  and 

22 

are  supporting  financially  coal  research,  we  hope 

23 

will  add  to  the  supply  of  ras  and  fuel. 

24 

MR.  TULLOSS:  Thank  you. 

25 

JUDGE  COOK:  Mr.  Sowl. 

3't 

1 

the  place  of  the  other.  I  think  by  tie  time  tb^se 

2 

are  a  fact  we  a  r  "  going  to  need  it  drspcratclv 

3 

and  I  certainly  can’t  debate  that  it  would  be  here 

4 

in  three  years  or  four  yesrs,  I  don't  think  that 

5 

it's  possible.  It  still  doesn't  chanrc  the  premise 

6 

that  we  have  to  develop  all  o'*  the  sources  of 

7 

energy  rather  than,  say,  nueueir.f  up  for  ore  to 

8 

come  before  the  other. 

9 

MR.  SOWL:  I  a'-  not  questioning  that  you 

10 

should  develop  all  sources,  but  what  bothers  me 

11 

here  's  that  there  is  to  be  a  four  year  gap  between 

12 

when  you  think  you  will  be  getting  -as  and  when  you 

13 

will  actually  need  it,  and  there  must  be  a  real 

14 

problem . 

15 

MR.  SAULT:  Yes,  and  certainly,  and 

16 

particularly  my  Job  which  is  basically  mas  supply 

17 

for  the  company,  it’s  concerned  us  greatly,  no 

18 

question  about  that.  We  have  turned  to  supplemental 

19 

sources  of  gas  which  in  no  way  will  solve  the 

20 

problem,  but,  yes,  we  do  see  a  plateau  : n  here  that 

21 

might  be  very  difficult  even  to  hold  the  line  and 

22 

avoid  further  curtailment.  Th4s  Is  one  of  the 

23 

things  we  would  hope  to  fill  this  gap  w 1 t h  is 

24 

decontrol  of  new  gas  so  that  our  piepllnee  can 

25 

compete  and  even  though  that  doesn't  happen  over 
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night,  you  don't  po  out  snd  drill  new  fields  and 
develop  them,  certainly  if  we  fret  started  sc  have 
hopes  that  that  will  fill  the  pap  In  the  next  four 
to  five  years.  Imports  of  NLGR,  at  least,  etartinr 
in  the  United  States  and  that  alone  will  no  solve 
the  problem  although  it  certainly  will  help. 

MR.  SOWL:  That  is  all  I  have,  thank  you. 

JUDGE  COOK:  Are  there  any  other  Questions? 

(No  response.) 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 

Sault . 

Our  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Callahan, 
who  we  understand  is  from  Columbia  Gas  System  Service 
Corporat ion . 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Northern  Illinois  Gas  Company 
at  the  Chicago,  Illinois  Public  Hearing 
September  25,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Chicago,  Illinois 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
by  Mr.  Eugene  M.  Shorb 
representing 

Northern  Indiana  Public  Service  Company 
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BY  MR.  ?V~7T  M. 

Good  •-orpin**,  Yo"r  !io*or,  O'*  nt  Tc . 

My  na  *  o  is  7/j  -  -  *  ?•!.  C:  or:  ar.d  T  or 
V'c'  Pr«s  id  fT.  *  of  G&r  Opr  fa  *  ‘  or.  r*  ar.d  F  r]  Proc  r« 
for  Northern  I  r.  d  J  a :  a  1  u b  1 5  c  S •*•  r  .  '  co  C o  p a  •  .  ,  v» h  '  rr 
for  the  sake  of  brevity  I  v;111  cm  l  flU'SCO.  Our 
b  :r. '  ness  odd  r  res  'a  r?hr-  ;rc~(.n  q  •  r  Ho  o*‘d. 

I:-.d  Jar  a  . 

I  unsnarl  'o  the  I’r.i  o'*  r.o*'!crs  o'” 
louaf ’ors  and  dates  o''  •*uhl:c  .  'inr'nrs  p  .1  1  c  1 .  d  'n 
" :  c  Federal  Hrirtn*  on  Au-ust  15,  1 975 .  NIPCCO 
hereby  su  cv.  its  !tc  cor  erls  c?:  c'^n  ’  tj~  *  ■  :■  Draft 
7r  v  I.ron.::cnt  al  ‘pact  Sta  1  r  -r  r.  *  t.c  Al&r.J.a 

Natural  Gas  T vaoepor' at  *  or  C  7  s '  <-  . 

N I  PC  C  0  ’  s  a  •*  I  r.1  rps '  s 1  r  public 
u'ility  co'.pany  opcratl  •  "as  and  electric  proper*  *  s 
in  thirty  counties  in  t 'r  c  nort'rr.-  one  third  of  the 
State  op  Indiana.  Its'  service  arra  encompasses 
about  twelve  1  h o • : s a n d  sc  .  a  «■*  r  -  ' 1  c 2  ;  :  *  *  a  r  c  *  «  - a '  -  d 
population  of  .v*-  r  tv;o  mill5  on.  NIFSCO,  servir- 
approx  ■■  •'•a  t  ely  fojr  ^ur.dr'-d  sixty  four  fhousord 
customers  with  over  0  one  quarter  a'  a  tr:llior. 

-  : ' 1 c  feet  op  natural  'as  annually  • s  t;  *  Far  'St 
-as  dlc'ributor  in  the  3tavc-  of  Indiana  and  is 
served  by  five  ajor  infers  late  pipeline  companies. 
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1 

NIPSCO  1 3  subject  to  *  he  Juris  d  1  ct T  on 

feet.  The  1975  curtailment  v. 'll  be  approximately 

2 

o'*  the  Fu‘.  He  3orv  lee  Con"*  ss  ior  o'*  Indiana. 

2 

fifty  seven  billion  cubic  feet.  The  as  supply 

3 

At  the  outset  I  would  like  to  staf r 

3 

short  are  has  reached  crisis  proportions  in  so 

4 

trot  vie  hovr  rot  rrvl  cwed  the  Dra^t  Environmental 

4 

areas  of  the  count r,  ar.d  if  the  national  crisis  is 

5 

I:;. poet  Shot" rent  Ir.  Its'  entirety.  Tor  perhaps 

5 

to  be  avoided  -,ew  sources  of  supply  net  he  n.ode 

6 

oo  c*  o'-  fh'*  reasons  Mr.  Ar<  pointed  on*  .  but  vie  ‘‘ovt 

6 

available  immediately. 

7 

reviewed  the  Ex  cuttvc  Hi ri: lights  sod  certolr 

7 

The  Draft  Er.v  l  ror. venial  I  -pact 

8 

vol  unes  ,  re  pee  5  oil;.  voIt.'  r  '  x .  "Alternative". 

8 

State. -lent  dors  not  fully  evn3uaic  the  ccor.o-lc 

9 

Therefore  v; '  do  r.ot  feel  t:at  vie  are  !r  e"y  pofill’or 

9 

’.-pact  of  row!  .nr  curtailment  as  supplies  o.i 

10 

to  -eke  tec!  el  eel  cn  .  rrtc  or  t  e  dm"’.  We  do 

10 

11 

f,,cl  that  ct  rto  *  r.  asalient  points  -ns  t  disc  -rsed 

11 

Na t u r a 3  as,  nr  we  know,  is  a  vr.  ry 

12 

at  t ’.esc  hearings. 

12 

reliable ,  clean  apace  tcat'n  fuel.  Fi  nd 

13 

We  art  concurred  vi  *1  ti  e  co"f  •  r  uc  -ccs 

13 

additional  supplies,  *  ne*-*il  a'  ly,  w‘ll  ‘'ore'  curtail- 

14 

of  r-'Jcctlr.  the  Alania  Uo,,rel  Goc  Transport  p  t  :  on 

14 

"icrt  of  hi .-h  pr'orJty  users.  In  fact,  a  -a.  or 

15 

•V:  t  *■.«  in  3  leht  of  t  he  cr  ’  t  ‘.col  ~ec  shor'aye  was 

15 

interstate  plpclJrr  cor  nan;;  ,J.:rt  fo^r  weeks  a~o 

16 

not  riven  adequate  el  tort  Ion.  Tie  notion  v;id 

18 

warned  that  it  ~a-  he  forced  'o  curtail  s  police  to 

17 

critical  rhort.vr  o  f  os  ‘s  viell  known,  and  I;7i  CCO 

17 

ros’d- ntial  custocrs  this  co  ' v  winter.  Most 

18 

'■.os  rnfferred  from  Its  l-part  . 

18 

ind'vidual  o.:c-  owners  ere  513  couipcd  'o  fra.ee 

19 

For  '.ore  than  five  years  IIIPSCO  'as 

19 

'  e  ocu ’  sitio.n  of  rl  ter -ate  he  a  ir.  •  s  s' t  s  ?rd. 

20 

he'':',  unaNU  to  pure  ore  ade  n  ;a  •  e  suprl'cs  of  as  to 

20 

'r  fact,  ay  he  financially  'rears1  1  o '  sw  '  i c  n 

21 

. e <? t  its  'nc  cas'ri-  demand  and  '-as  rufferred  scr’ous 

21 

fro  -  natural  ras  h '  at  I  *  to  on  alternate  fuel  sourer. 

22 

curia  • I  r.rnt.s  o -r  Its  cxis'  In-*  co '.tract  vo3  •  ■  •  e.  For 

22 

In  addition  'o  the  nconc  rc  lurder 

23 

r?a  •  p  l  r  .  d  .  r  hv  197*1  Hire  CO  was  c:rta’2cd  approx'.  at-' 

23 

posed  on  !  o  ui  owners  that  /.cat  w‘‘  -a*  irol  as  '  - 

24 

for*y  bill  Vo.*,  '’cet  of  !ts  total  contractual 

24 

5rcr  ased  curt  ailment  will  I^.po rr  a  :  *  av  "irz-.c'al 

25 

cr.’ Itlcr.cnt  of  three  bur.drr-d  thirteen  nill:or  cubic 

25 

\r:)r-  or.  come  re  to  1  and  irdstr'al 

18 

1  o 

1 

NIISCO’s  first  »  ccpons  i  «• 5 1  It  r  'o 

1 

the  ir.creasln  curt  a  11  *.t  n  ts  of  -at  oral  nc  *  r.ev  '  t  ably 

2 

its  residential  and  cc>  r  re  ’.  a  1  cis  ‘  ci'-rf  .  7h cr  •  ''or** 

2 

will  flow  through,  the  cons  :  .?r  in  t:  ^  for-  or  :  her 

3 

our  !nd*js trial  c.isto  '■rs  wer.  tr.c  f'rst  to  ^rcl  tic 

3 

prices  and  hi. "her  e  n  t  rplo;.” cr.  ’  levels.  KITCCO 

4 

effect  of  curtailment.  Due  to  tic  c  :rto i  l*v  nt  of 

4 

curst :or6  tie  wisdom  of  def rr - J n;  te  d' .'lop-'nl 

5 

res  p-jpeli'S  i«7  if  30  con  no  1  on-r  r  cerve  new  Industrie! 

5 

of  the  propos'  d  Alaska  Canadian  F  rrl'r.r  :  n,  fa  vor 

6 

and  co-ncrcl  al  c-c  to:..'  ns  If  t  heir  rcr.i J  rer.er.lc  or' 

6 

of  fh*  development  of  alternative  "nel  roarers. 

7 

in  excess  of  fi^ty  HCF  per  day  nor  can  MII'SCU  co  '  t 

7 

sc-  as  coal  and  pctrolr  r.  While  we  r'co'ni7' 

8 

exist!-  c-sto  rs  to  increase  their  '**  r  ra~e  !  - 

8 

there  arc  3or-e  deposits  of  coal  'n  tie  United 

9 

excess  o'  fifty  MC?  per  do  .  We  have  ode  r.o 

9 

States,  the  development  of  t:  at  fuel  sourer  will 

10 

int  eri-:r  1  *>b3  e  rales  of  rat  ral  as  since  October  3, 

10 

necessarily  take  a  nwnber  of  years  and  delay 

11 

15"?. 

11 

involved  is  unacceptable.  Furtv c more •  the 

12 

Restrlct’ons  or‘  this  re-n*t»dc  in 

12 

dcvelooT.ent  of  .just  one  fuel  source  to  rme t  the 

13 

the  availability  of  ti  ’  s  val  uable  furl  c- v  loud" 

13 

future  rnernv  needs  of  this  country  is  ext  r**  cly 

14 

scr/rc  ro  retard  <  co  o*i*c  rovitr.  and  effect  the 

14 

ciiort  sighted  object  5  ve.  The  nations  ciier"  e~ys 

15 

dor.radat  ior.  a*  d  dot  c-r  *  oral  i  on  of  tic  environ  rent. 

15 

should  not  be  carrird  in  a  s’n  ]<  basket. 

16 

NIPSCO  serves  ore  o’*  the  rastcsi 

16 

The  fact  of  the  atter  is  that  we 

17 

'rowin'  heavily  Industrial  arras  in  the  nation.  Th’s 

17 

need  to  develop  all  domestic  fuel  sources  as  rapidly 

18 

area  *n  nort I  western  Indiana  is  the  second  lar  cst 

18 

as  possible  to  avoid  a  serious  economic  crisis  ir. 

19 

s',  eel  prodic’r'  area  ir.  the  country.  Suhsto n.t  1  a1 

19 

this  country.  IJIFSCO  further  believes  ‘.hat  the 

20 

population  -rovith  las  nceo -.panl^d  t  ’  e  'rductrial 

20 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  -  Ir  es  Irsuf  fie 1 '•n 

21 

'•rowth  which  os  further  increased  the  dc  ,ar.d  for 

21 

weirl-t  to  the  value  of  natural  as  as  a  pollution 

22 

natural  as  in  our  area. 

22 

free  fuel  source.  As  the  use  or  natural  res  as  a 

23 

Further,  we  ave  ir.dustr'a!  customers 

23 

/*ucl  source  diminishes  the  nation  looses  the 

24 

who  cor,  use  r.o  other  fuel  t:  an  natural  a: . 

24 

environmental  benefits  derived  from  this  cHan 

25 

The  economic  dlslocot'or.  created  cy 

25 

b  u  r  nine  fuel. 

on 
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In  the  heavily  j ndur t r ' a  1 4  red  area 
that  NTPSCO  serve s  ad.lacont  to  ^he  c*ty  Ch'c&''0 
env  '  ronrcntal  core  i  drra'  f  ors  ar'-  paramount.  Natural 
'■as  Is  a  ur.iouc  solution  to  -any  of  the  pollution 
problems  and  it  is  ironic  'hat  while  so  ■nueh  e<,rort 
is  tel  nr  expended  to  curb  pollution  the  shortage  of 
natural  ~as  curtails  tie  use  o f  one  of  the  best 
tools  for  doln~  the  fob. 

NIFSCO  feels  t 1  o t  the  •  ^n:r.al  effect 
on  the  ecology  cf  the  land  over  wh’cb  t?e  s vs  ten 
will  be  constructed  is  far  out’.'  'vi  ed  by  the  cr*trcal 
as  shortage  roc'r.'  the  nat'on  v:  t h  its  attendin'* 
serious  ccovor'c  and  soc'al  4  pact.  Tic  lira4*4 
Fnv iron  "rial  I. .poet  fin  •:  event  no4  re  t  :•  a  1  d^r-  ulnt'or 
o'  Interstate  as  pr’c'-s  would  '  -  c  r '  a  s  c  t 1  c  a  v  a  :  2  a  b  ’ 
natural  rac  supply  and  NIFSCO  a* re ec  will  t t e 
findings.  Altkouy-  additional  'as  supplies  vjo..ld 
be  available  if  derc*  ilat'on  d*d  occur,  the  -.ay::'t  id-' 
and  ♦  h  c  t Inin  *  of  fese  add  l4  I  on  el  spy  1 1  ec  co-  oJ 
at  this  t  5  -  c  hr  -adc.  Ir.  any  evc**t.  sc!  8r.  actio- 
would  not  last '  f-  the  aba-dor  erl  of  a  pro4*- c'  Ira* 
wo  id  rir  lr.*.o  pro'4  notion  or-  of  t  r  ler  est 
re  a!uir~  .  nd eve  loped  natural  as  fields  in  tbs 
co  "try.  Cor.*  ro  ry  to  the  discussion  and  t  ■  e  Drof 4 
“v.  ‘ron  ontel  IMpact  Statement,  di:rcr  :iaMor  is  not 
?? 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


an  alternative  to  the  approval  of  )<  Alosl *en  F** o.l«*c 
hut  could  serve  as  a  supplement  to  t  nt  action. 

It  is  imperative  tic*  the  D  «-  p  a  r  *  n  r  r  ’ 
of  the  Interior  consider  the  benefic'al  '“pact  of 
tS'.e  national  e.'.vi  ronrent  when  evaluatin'  1 1  • 
environmental  3 -pact  of  the  Alaskan  Natural  Gas 
Transport  at  1  or  C;  stc:.  The  4nc. ’r;  ond  t‘  *o*al 
environmental  ‘..reft  r.ual  consider  t J : e  effect  of 
the  denial  of  the  as  aveilahl'  ir  the  Alaska  area, 
'.vhen  the  env  l  ror.-  ento 1  aspects  or  t :  '  n  trif.cportat  lor 
syste*  urc  view'd  or,  a  rot  ’ora"'  scale,  ‘i  1  s  eVar 
that  the  rational  interest  rust  prr.ail  e  d  the 
project  he  approved  as  exp-d  1 1 :  our?  ly  as  pose  lilt. 
Thank  you  very  •  ,uc h. . 

JUDG*!  COOK:  Thank  you  very  --eh,  Mr. 

S  h ore. 


Are  there  any  curst 'o-s  by  rr-nbrrs 

o4'  the  panel? 

mr.  tuli-osc:  no. 

MR.  CMDGI.FY:  No. 

MR.  CO’.IL:  I  would  l’.c  to  ash  o-c  o  -rt'or 
rn  r  cl  or  1  f '  cat  Ion .  How  **eny  years  do  you  expect  t 
w '  1 1  be  befor'-  our  co  -par  .  ree*  5  ver  t!  e  '.  enefl* 
any  os  co^inr  out  or  t  4  s  p’prlir.r? 

MR.  SHORB:  Out  of  this  pipr]»n? 


MR.  COWL:  Yes. 

MR.  SHORB:  Fro-,  ti  r  Info?  .at ‘or  that 
we  have  received  fro-,  our  plppliro  suppl'-vs.  jf 
th<is  project  ir  expeditiously  approved,  v»*  expect  to 
receive  r.as  before  19^0. 

MR.  SO’.'L:  I  would  be  Inclined  to  no.  ibl  1  c 

W  1  t  h  t  •  0  t  . 

MR.  5HCRB:  T  say,  4  r  It  wore  c-?:ped  1 1  ;  ou.rl  .- 
approved.  I  t!  Lr.k  it  car.  be  done. 

MR.  SGV.'L:  One  o f  the  ti  r.gs  we  ore  rot 
sjrc  of  at  this  point  ' s  whether  or  not  the  o ' 1 
co-pan'cs  that  ov.n  this  ns  will  he  ready  to  release 
it  to  ti.e  as  co- panics  by  that  t'  .e.  Do  you  have 
any  Information  4 n  that  regard? 

MR.  CHORD:  My  :rdcreterdinr  is  f  at 
contracts  arc  bc;r~  negotiated  v;4th  the  o’l  co-pon‘-*s 
and  hopefuliy  by  ...id  197^’  is  ti  e  bc.7inr.in7  of  thoe. 
contract  r.e-ot  lnt  ior.s .  I4*  f'os:  contracts  can  be 

negotiated  ar.d  already,  o'*  course,  tie  p  I  p  r  1 4  r  c 
co-panics  have  a  ree-.ents  w’th  t  oss  oil  companies 
and  a  r* ~ht  by  contract  to  ne'ot'ete  for  certain 
nuantitics  of  as  available.  The  f:rst  s'cp  has 
brer  taken  a-.d ,  ar  I  say ,  v  understand  1  nr  is  that 
tic  contract  neyot *  at  ions  theme rives  would  be  ready 
to  be.*  In  in  nid  1976. 
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Co,  I  think  4  Is  prr'*r*e43v 
possible ,  If  U  *  s  4  !  r.k  1  s  r  xp  r  d  1 1 1  u  ■. n  3  y  d  or  r ,  v:r 
can  have  '’ps  ’  r.  the  t  i  dwesl  near  i  h°o.  I  t  y  '  r.k 
possibly  ever  'oePor'  . 

MR.  CONI,:  That's  all,  tbr. •'  you. 

JUDG N  COOK:  Any  o'  c  r  ouer*  'ors? 

(No  responrr.) 

JUDCR  COOK:  Thank  you  very  -uf  ,  Mr. 

Gr.  orb . 

Our  next  speak  rr  s  Mr.  Sa  O  t.  T 
understand  he  4s  /,ro"  the  No r'r  -  rr.  Illinois  Cos 
Company . 
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PACIFIC  INTERSTATE  TRANSMISSION  COMPANY 

720  WEST  EIGHTH  STREET 
LOS  ANGELES.  CALIFORNIA  900  7 

November  28,  L975 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Northern  Indiana  Public  Service  Company 
at  the  Chicago,  Illinois  Public  Hearing 
September  25,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 


Mr.  Roman  Koenings 
Interior  Project  Manager 
Department  of  Interior  Building, 

Room  1538 

18th  6  G  Streets,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C.  20006 

Re:  Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  - 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

In  their  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  the 
Department  of  Interior  relating  to  the  Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System, 
the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  indicated  a  preference  for  the 
Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company's  (PGT)  pipeline  proposal  over  the  proposed  pipe¬ 
line  of  Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic)  (ITA(A)  ).  Unfortunately, 
certain  assumptions  and  conclusions  by  the  CPUC  were  not  supported  by  the  facts 
and,  in  our  opinion,  several  important  aspects  not  considered.  Since  the  coaments 
of  ITA(A)  to  the  Draft  EIS  did  not  attempt  to  compare  one  pipeline  versus  the  other, 
and  since  we  were  not  previously  aware  of  the  conclusions  of  the  CPUC,  we  believe 
that  it  is  appropriate  and  necessary  to  supplement  our  initial  comments  with  this 
letter. 

At  the  outset,  we  would  like  to  make  it  clear  that  we  agree  with  the 
CPUC  that,  in  view  of  the  volumes  of  gas  presently  expected  to  initially  flow  from 
the  north  slope  of  Alaska,  only  one  new  pipeline  is  justified  between  Kingsgate  on 
the  U.S. -Canadian  border  and  Stanfield,  Oregon.  In  this  regard  preliminary  dis¬ 
cussions  have  been  held  with  PGT  concerning  a  single  new  pipeline  to  Stanfield, 
Oregon,  and  an  invitation  has  been  extended  to  PGT  to  participate  with  Pacific 
Interstate  and  Northwest  Alaska  in  the  ownership  of  that  pipeline. 

With  respect  to  our  ITA(A)  proposal,  PGT  and  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company  have  expressed  a  willingness  to  enter  into  good  faith  negotiations  for  the 
transportation  of  a  portion  of  Pacific  Interstate's  gas  to  the  southern  California 
market  through  their  reinforced  systems,  and  Northwest  Pipeline  and  El  Paso  Natural 
Gas  have  indicated  a  willingness  to  transport  the  remaining  portion  through  their 
systems  to  California.  The  transportation  of  gas  by  Northwest  Pipeline  would  in¬ 
volve  a  reverse  flow  in  its  system  so  that  gas  which  would  normally  have  to  be 
transported  north  from  the  San  Juan  Basin  into  the  Northwest  market  areas  would  be 
transported  directly  to  California  via  the  El  Paso  System  in  lieu  of  transporting 
the  Alaskan  gas  all  the  way  from  Stanfield  to  the  California-Arizona  border.  Thus, 
there  would  be  a  maximum  use  of  the  existing  pipeline  systems  of  El  Paso  and 
Northwest  Pipeline  requiring  construction  of  only  a  very  limited  amount  of  auxil¬ 
iary  facilities  on  those  existing  systems. 
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The  ITA(A)  high  pressure  pipeline  has  the  additional  advantage  of 
expansibility  when  more  gas  becomes  available  from  other  areas  on  the  North 
Slope,  the  Naval  Petroleum  Reserve  No.  4,  or  from  Canada  to  the  extent  it  has 
gas  which  is  surplus  to  its  needs.  By  putting  additional  compressors  on  the 
Stanfield  leg  and  by  extending  the  ITA(A)  pipeline  from  Rye  Valley  to  the 
California-Nevada  border,  the  ITA(A)  system  could  carry  1.1  billion  cubic  feet 
of  gas  per  day.  None  of  the  foregoing  matters  were  mentioned  by  the  CPUC  in 
arriving  at  their  conclusion  that  all  of  our  gas  should  be  transported  to 
California  through  expanded  PGT  and  PGandE  pipeline  systems. 
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Another  omission  in  the  CPUC  comments  was  the  fact  that  Canadian 
Arctic  proposes  to  deliver  gas  to  Kingsgate  on  the  U.S.  border  via  a  36-inch 
high  pressure,  1680  psig  system.  This  delivery  lateral  has  the  capacity  to 
carry  PGandE 's  and  our  share  of  Prudhoe  Bay  gas  without  compression.  This  means 
that  no  fuel  would  have  to  be  used  in  British  Columbia  (on  which  would  be  imposed 
the  high  British  Columbia  fuel  tax).  More  importantly,  it  means  that  PGandE' s 
and  our  gas  will  be  delivered  at  the  border  at  a  pressure  in  excess  of  1440  psig. 
The  PGT  proposal  on  the  other  hand  contemplates  receiving  gas  at  Kingsgate  at  a 
pressure  of  only  800  psig.  As  a  result  of  this  low  delivery  pressure,  PGT  would 
have  to  compress  the  gas  received  at  Kingsgate  at  their  station  No.  3.  This 
station  is  2.5  miles  south  of  the  Canadian-U.S.  border  in  the  Moyie  Valley.  The 
ITA(A)  pipeline  could  deliver  at  least  600  million  cubic  feet  of  gas  per  day  with¬ 
out  compression  279  miles  south  of  the  border  (to  Stanfield,  Oregon)  at  a  pressure 
of  1000  psig. 


* 


As  to  the  specific  allegation  that  the  PGT  proposal  will  have  less  of 

an  adverse  impact  on  the  environment  than  the  ITA(A)  proposal: 

1.  On  the  assumption  that  only  one  pipeline  will  be  built,  there 
would  be  no  difference  in  the  environmental  impact  between  the 
PGT  and  ITA(A)  proposals  for  the  pipeline  from  the  border  to 
Stanfield,  Oregon.  It  is  true  that  the  present  posture  of 
ITA(A)  is  to  construct  its  pipeline  down  the  Kootenai  Valley 
rather  than  paralleling  the  existing  PGT  pipeline  in  the 
Moyie  Valley.  However,  this  was  decided  on  the  basis  that 

the  Kootenai  Valley  route  is  preferred  for  environmental  reasons, 
and  ITA(A)  would  have  no  objection  if  asked  to  change  its  pro¬ 
posal  back  to  the  Moyie  Valley.  Except  for  that  segment  in  the 
Kootenai  Valley,  the  entire  pipeline  would  be  in  a  right-of-way 
parallel  and  adjacent  to  the  PGT  pipeline. 

2.  The  statement  that  PGT  would  only  need  21.4  miles  of  new  right- 
of-way  whereas  ITA(A)  would  need  390  miles  is  misleading.  To 
carry  Pacific  Interstate  gas  to  the  Southern  California  Gas 
Company  service  PGT  would  have  to  loop  its  pipeline  and  PGandE 
would  also  have  to  install  certain  facilities  south  of  the 
Oregon-California  border.  Additional  facilities  will  be  re¬ 
quired  in  subsequent  years  because  of  curtailed  El  Paso 
deliveries . 
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3.  The  total  delivery  volume  of  800  MMcf/d  used  by  the  CPUC  further 
ignores  the  possibility  of  new  discoveries  of  Alaskan  gas  and  of 
some  additional  Canadian  gas  becoming  available,  and  the  manner 
in  which  the  transportation  of  such  additional  gas  would  impact 
on  the  environment. 

4.  The  CPUC  states  that  PGT  has  experience  in  the  territorial  areas 
involved  and  as  a  result  of  this  experience  can  install  facilities 
that  will  have  as  little  adverse  environmental  impact  as  possible. 

This  statement  completely  ignores  the  fact  that  ITA(A)'s  system 
will  be  built  and  operated  under  supervision  of  personnel  from 

the  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation.  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation 
and  its  predecessors  have  successfully  built  and  operated  gas 
transmission  facilities  in  the  territorial  areas  involved  for 
almost  20  years.  Northwest  is  thus  equally  as  qualified  as  PGT 
to  install  and  operate  gas  transmission  facilities  that  will  have 
minimal  adverse  environmental  impacts. 

I  hope  the  foregoing  is  useful  to  you  in  the  preparation  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment's  Final  EIS. 


Very  truly  yours, 

INTERSTATE  TRANSMISSION  ASSOCIATES  (ARCTIC) 

J  . 

Norman  J.  Provost 
Attorney 


cc : 


W.  E.  Brackett 
D.  E.  Gibson 
R.  D.  Grave lie 
W.  E.  Hensala 
H.  L.  Lepape 
D.  B.  MacKay 
J.  G.  McMillian 
Henry  Noldan 
J.  D.  Sproul 
G.  L.  Way 


Response  to  comments  received 
Pacific  Interstate  Transmission  Company 
dated  November  28,  1975 


1.  The  Los  Angeles  Volume  beginning  on  page  410  discusses  the  use 
of  one  line  from  Kinsgate,  British  Columbia  through  Stanfield, 
Oregon  and  Antioch,  California  to  Quigley  Station  near  Los  Angeles. 

2.  The  Final  EIS  was  changed  to  reflect  this  comment  in  the  Los 
Angeles  Volume  on  pages  1&4. 

3.  This  is  reflected  in  the  Final  EIS  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  page 
28. 


4.  Comment  was  noted  but  this  comparision  was  not  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

5.  The  Final  EIS  reflects  this  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  on  page  193. 

6.  The  Final  F.IS  discusses  this  problem  in  several  places.  For  instance 
see  the  San  Francisco  Volume,  pages  6  &  18. 

7.  The  San  Francisco  Volume  addresses  this  subject  beginning  on  page  357. 

8.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Sacramento,  California 
September  29  and  30,  1975 
by  Mr.  Peter  Hanschen 
representing 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 

and 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Transmission 
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MR.  HANSCHEN:  My  name  Is  Peter  Hanschen, 
H-a-n-s-c-h-e-n.  I'm  an  attorney  for  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company,  and  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Transmission. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  thank  you,  and  to  present  a  brief  statement 
on  behalf  of  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company,  and  Pacific 
Gas  and  Electric  Company  on  the  Department  of  the  Interior's 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System. 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  Pacific  Gas 
Transmission  Company  and  their  affiliates  have  for  many 
years  played  an  important  role  in  the  development  of  gas 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


reserves  in  Canada,  and  in  its  transportation  to  markets 
in  the  United  States.  Under  the  principal  sponsorship  of 
PG&E,  a  number  of  companies  have  been  associated  in  an 
international  project  to  transport  natural  gas  produced  in 
the  Province  of  Alberta,  Canada,  to  the  market  area  of  PG&E 
in  northern  and  central  California.  Since  1961,  PGT  has 
owned  and  operated  a  36-inch  natural  gas  pipeline  which 
extends  from  the  International  Boundary  between  Canada  and 
the  United  States  through  the  States  of  Idaho,  Washington, 
and  Oregon,  to  the  Oregon-California  border.  PG&E  owns  and 
operates  an  intrastate  pipeline,  which  interconnects  with 
the  PGT  facilities  at  the  Oregon-California  border,  and 
transports  the  gas  300  miles  to  Antioch  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area  of  California.  This  project  presently  supplies 
approximately  1  billion  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  per  day 
to  consumers  in  northern  and  central  California.  In 
addition,  PGT  transports  an  additional  151  million  cubic 
feet  of  gas  per  day  for  delivery  to  various  points  in  the 
States  of  Idaho,  Washington,  and  Oregon. 

PG&E,  and  POT,  through  an  affiliate,  Alberta 
Natural  Gas  Company,  Limited,  are  members  of  the  Arctic 
Gas  Pipeline  Project.  To  implement  this  project.  Natural 
Gas  Corporation  of  California,  a  subsidiary  of  PG&E,  will 
enter  into  an  agreement  with  Exxon  Company,  U.S.A.  for  the 
purchase  of  natural  gas  in  Alaska.  NGC  proposes  to  export 
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1 

the  gas  from  Alaska  and  to  transport  It  to  the  International 

1 

alternative  pipeline  designs:  the  "1180  Design"  and  the 

*2 

Boundary  between  Canada  and  the  United  States  via  the 

2 

"1580  Design". 

3 

facilities  of  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  Canadian 

3 

The  ll80  Design  consists  of  the  partial 

4 

Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  and  Alberta  Natural  Gas 

4 

"looping"  —  that  is  paralleling  —  of  PGT's  existing  pipe- 

5 

Company,  Limited. 

5 

line.  PGT  would,  under  this  alternative,  construct  a  total 

6 

To  transport  this  gas  to  PG&E's  market  area. 

6 

of  319.6  miles  of  36-inch  pipeline  loops  at  12  locations. 

7 

and,  possibly,  to  transport  gas  imported  by  others,  a 

7 

operating  at  a  maximum  pressure  of  911  psig.  This  design 

8 

number  of  alternative  pipeline  designs  have  been  submitted 

8 

would  allow  PGT  to  transport  and  sell  to  PC-&E  an  additional 

9 

by  PGT  to  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  In  each  instance. 

9 

200  million  cubic  feet  of  gas  per  day.  This  is  the  approxi- 

10 

PG&E  has  also  prepared  complementary  designs  for  the 

10 

mate  volume  of  natural  gas  produced  in  Alaska  that  will  be 

11 

intrastate  portion  of  the  pipeline  system.  The  ultimate 

11 

available  to  PG&E  through  the  aforementioned  agreement  with 

12 

design  that  is  selected  will  be  determined  when  the  exact 

12 

Exxon  Company,  U.S.A. 

13 

quantities  of  natural  gas  available  for  import  are  determined. 

13 

The  1580  Design  consists  of  the  complete 

14 

A  brief  resume  of  the  various  designs  is  as  follows: 

14 

looping  of  PGT's  existing  pipeline  facilities.  This  alter- 

15 

On  March  3,  1975,  PGT  submitted  an  Amended 

15 

native  proposal  requires  the  construction  of  591.9  miles  of 

16 

Application  to  the  FPC  to  construct  a  42-inch  pipeline 

16 

36-inch  pipeline  operating  at  a  maximum  pressure  of  911  psig. 

17 

which  would  extend  parallel  to  PGT's  existing  facilities 

17 

The  pipeline  would  transport  and  deliver  600  million  cubic 

18 

and  operate  at  a  maximum  operating  pressure  of  1440/1250 

18 

feet  of  natural  gas  per  day  in  addition  to  the  existing 

19 

psig.  The  pipeline  was  designed  to  import  an  additional 

19 

volumes  transported  by  PGT.  PGT  believes  that  this  amount 

20 

annual  daily  volume  of  1  billion  200  million  cubic  feet  of 

20 

may  be  available  in  the  future  with  additional  exploration 

21 

gas.  Concurrently,  PGT  submitted  an  alternate  36-inch, 

21 

and  development  of  gas  reserves  in  Alaska,  and  northern 

22 

1440/1250  psig  pipeline  design.  This  design  would  import 

22 

Canada. 

23 

850  million  cubic  feet  of  natural  gas  per  day. 

23 

PGT  and  PG&E  believe  that  the  combination  of 

24 

Recently,  PGT  filed  a  Supplement  to  its 

24 

pipeline  designs  submitted  to  the  FPC  allows  the  requisite 

25 

Amended  Application.  This  Supplement  contained  two  additional 

l 

25 

flexibility  to  determine  the  optimum  pipeline  design  once 
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1 

the  final  volumes  of  natural  gas  available  for  import  are 

1 

will  best  serve  the  public  convenience  and  necessity. 

2 

established.  With  the  choice  of  pipe  size,  pressure  designs. 

2 

In  our  opinion  the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Project 

3 

and  changes  in  designated  compressor  facilities,  the  various 

3 

is  superior  to  any  competitive  project  for  the  following 

4 

proposals  are  capable  of  efficiently  importing  and  trans- 

4 

reasons : 

5 

porting  a  gas  supply  ranging  from  200  million  cubic  feet  per 

5 

1.  Cost  -  PG&E  and  PGT  believe  that  the 

6 

day  to  over  2  billion  cubic  feet  per  day.  PGT  and  PG&E 

6 

Arctic  Gas  Project  produces  a  signifi- 

7 

have  not,  as  of  this  date,  selected  a  "primary"  design. 

7 

cantly  lower  cost  of  transportation  to 

8 

We  believe  that  all  designs  currently  on  file  are  viable 

8 

the  customer. 

9 

alternatives  and  must  be  considered  as  such  by  the  FPC  and 

9 

2.  Conservation  of  Energy  -  During  these 

10 

the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  their  respective  regulatory 

10 

times  of  acute  energy  shortage,  the  most 

11 

proceedings . 

11 

efficient  means,  in  terms  of  energy 

12 

No  matter  which  pipeline  design  is  finally 

12 

consumption,  should  be  utilized  in 

13 

selected,  the  physical  disruption  to  the  environment  will 

13 

transporting  the  natural  gas  from  the 

14 

be  minimal.  PGT  and  PG&E  intend  to  use  their  currently 

14 

Arctic  regions  of  Canada,  and  Alaska  to 

15 

existing  pipeline  right  of  way,  and  existing  compressor 

15 

market  areas  in  the  lower  48  states.  All 

16 

station  properties.  Only  one  short  segment  of  new  right  of 

16 

evidence  indicates  that  the  Arctic  Gas 

17 

way  will  be  required  to  provided  improved  pipeline  security. 

17 

Pipeline  Project  is  the  most  efficient 

18 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  and  Pacific 

18 

alternative . 

19 

Gas  Transmission  Company  support  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline 

19 

3.  Reliability  -  The  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline 

20 

Company's  and  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company's 

20 

Project  is  entirely  an  overland  pipeline 

21 

applications  by  which  natural  gas  from  the  Prudhoe  Bay 

21 

movement  of  gas  which  is  recognized  as 

22 

region  of  Alaska,  and  from  Canada's  Mackenzie  Delta  region 

22 

the  mode  of  transportation  proven  to  be 

23 

would  be  transported  through  a  pipeline  to  be  constructed 

23 

the  most  reliable  and  predictable  over 

24 

in  Alaska,  and  Canada,  and  extending  to  the  lower  48  states. 

24 

decades  of  operation. 

25 

PG&E  and  PGT  believe  that  the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Project 

25 

4.  Canadian  Reserves’  -  The  Arctic  Gas 
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1 

have  minimal  environmental  impact. 

1 

Pipeline  Project  will  connect  the  massive 

2 

Our  comments  concerning  the  Draft  Statement 

2 

reserves  of  the  Alaskan  Arctic  region  and 

3 

in  certain  instances  will  point  out  that  speculative 

3 

the  Canadian  Arctic  region  with  markets 

4 

events  regarding  construction  and  operation  activities,  or 

4 

in  Canada  and  the  lower  48  states.  PG&E 

5 

impacts  resulting  therefrom,  can  be  assessed  by  considering 

5 

and  PGT  believe  that  with  new  reserves 

6 

what  actually  has  occurred  as  a  result  of  the  construction 

6 

being  proven  in  northern  Canada  and  a 

7 

and  operation  of  the  existing  pipeline.  PGT  and  PG&E 

7 

means  of  transporting  the  gas  to  market. 

8 

believe  that  much  of  its  proposed  new  construction  should 

8 

the  Canadian  government  may  authorize 

9 

be  considered  as  a  duplicate  of  Its  existing  pipeline  and 

9 

additional  exports  to  the  United  States. 

10 

facilities.  In  this  respect,  many  of  the  environmental 

to 

In  addition,  the  availability  of  northern 

11 

impacts  that  occurred  when  the  existing  pipeline  was 

11 

Canada  reserves  will  help  to  insure  that 

12 

initially  installed  will  not  occur  again  to  the  same  degree. 

12 

existing  Canadian  exports  will  continue  to 

13 

New  impacts,  if  any,  will  only  be  Incremental  to  those 

13 

be  available  in  the  near  future. 

14 

that  occurred  because  of  the  existing  pipeline.  We  believe 

14 

In  the  near  future  PGT  and  PG&E  will  be  sub- 

15 

that  the  plan  to  construct  the  second  pipeline  in  the  same 

15 

raitting  detailed  written  comments  on  the  content  and 

16 

right  of  way  as  the  existing  pipeline  is  the  most  effective 

16 

adequacy  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the 

17 

way  to  minimize  environmental  impacts.  We  believe  that 

17 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  The  comments 

18 

construction  and  operation  of  the  existing  Alberta- 

18 

will  be  directed  to  specific  items  of  Parts  I,  IV  and  VI 

19 

California  Pipeline  have  aided  in  the  design  of  a  new,  even 

19 

where  the  Kingsgate  to  San  Francisco  pipeline  proposal  is 

20 

more  environmentally  acceptable  project.  It  is  our  con- 

20 

discussed  in  detail. 

21 

elusion  that  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  tends 

21 

In  general,  we  believe  that  the  Environmental 

22 

to  develop  material  in  support  of  this  opinion,  and  It  is 

22 

Impact  Statement  should  recognize,  and  does  recognize  to  a 

23 

our  expectation  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  State- 

23 

certain  extent  in  its  present  form,  that  PGT's  and  PG&E's 

24 

ment  will  fully  reach  this  conclusion. 

24 

proposal  to  construct  parallel  pipeline  facilities,  in  the 

25 

On  September  25,  1975,  at  the  Portland,  Oregon, 

25 

same  right  of  way  as  an  existing  natural  gas  pipeline,  will 

1 

public  hearing  of  the  DOI,  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

1 

- - 1 

1 

MS.  CLARK:  Yes.  I  was  a  little  concerned  about 

2 

ITA(A)  announced  a  change  In  Its  proposed  pipeline  proposal. 

2 

the  way  you  were  referring  to  the  four  pipeline  proposals. 

3 

Mr.  Walters  has  also  referred  to  this  change  here  today. 

3 

As  I  recall,  the  Department  of  Interior  Statement,  the  42- 

4 

ITA(A)  further  announced  that  this  change  would  shortly  be 

4 

inch  pipeline  proposal,  is  considered  to  be  the  proposal,  | 

5 

the  subject  of  an  amended  application  to  the  PPC.  A  part  of 

5 

and  the  others  are  alternatives,  but  you're  referring,  now. 

6 

the  ITA(A)  announcement  Included  the  prospect  of  delivering 

6 

to  them  as  all  proposals  that  would  be  considered  equally; 

7 

250  million  cubic  feet  per  day  to  PGT  at  Stanfield,  Oregon, 

7 

is  that  correct? 

8 

for  delivery  to  southern  California  through  existing  and 

8 

MR.  HANSCHEN:  At  the  present  time.  The  42-inch 

9 

expanded  pipeline  facilities  of  PGT  and  PG&E. 

9 

proposal  was  our  initial  proposal  that  was  submitted,  and 

10 

This  proposal  is  a  specific  illustration  of 

10 

I  take  it  that  it  would  have  been  the  primary  proposal  at 

11 

the  design  flexibility  that  exists  within  the  various 

11 

that  time.  However,  since  that  date  of  submission  of  the 

12 

alternate  designs  that  have  been  submitted  by  PGT  to  the 

12 

application  to  the  DOI,  and  the  FPC,  the  volumes  of  gas 

13 

FPC.  The  PGT  and  PG&E  pipeline  system,  by  change  in  the 

available  for  transport  have  started  to  firm  up.  Although, 

14 

amount  of  parallel  looping  described  in  its  "1180  Design" 

14 

they're  not  completely  firm  to  this  date. 

15 

and  "1580  Design"  alternatives,  can  be  modified  to 

15 

At  the  present  time  PGAE,  and  its  subsidiaries. 

16 

accommodate  the  transport  of  gas  for  ITA(A). 

16 

have  contracted  for  approximately  200  million  cubic  feet  of 

17 

PGT  and  PG&E  commend  the  Department  of  the 

17 

Alaskan  gas. 

18 

Interior  on  its  comprehensive  effort  to  prepare  an  adequate 

18 

The  42-inch  proposal,  that  you're  referring 

19 

Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  It  is  respectfully 

19 

to,  was  designed  for  one  billion  200  million  cubic  feet. 

20 

requested  that  the  written  comments  that  will  be  submitted 

20 

Thus,  it  would  be  slightly  oversized  for  the  amount  of  gas 

21 

to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  be  analysed  carefully  and 

21 

that  is  presently  available. 

22 

fully  in  the  preparation  of  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 

22 

So,  with  the  alternate  proposals,  is  that  they 

23 

Statement . 

23 

have  to  be  viewed  in  our  consideration  at  this  time  as  equal 

24 

Thank  you. 

24 

alternates,  and  the  primary  design  will  be  selected  only 

25 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Does  the  panel  have  any  questions? 

25 

when  the  volumes  of  gas  have  been  firmed. 
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1 

MS.  CLARK:  Thank  you. 

2 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Thank  you,  sir. 

3 

Is  Judith  Clark  present? 

4 

(No  response.) 

5 

Is  Mr.  Bain  present? 

6 

(No  response.) 

7 

Is  there  anyone  else  In  the  audience  who  would 

8 

like  to  present  a  statement,  at  this  time? 

9 

(No  response.) 

10 

r 

The  hearing  will  be  In  recess  until  10:30. 

11 

(Whereupon  a  recess  was  taken.) 

12 

JUDGE  STEINER:  The  hearing  will  be  In  order. 

13 

The  next  speaker  Is  Judith  Clark,  representing 

14 

the  Friends  of  the  Earth. 

15 

Will  you  state  your  full  name,  and  address, 

16 

please? 

17 

MS.  CLARK:  The  address  of  the  organization,  or  my 

18 

address? 

19 

JUDGE  STEINER:  The  organization. 

20 

MS.  CLARK:  I’m  Judy  Clark.  Friends  of  the  Earth  Is 

21 

located  at  529  Commercial  Street,  San  Francisco. 

22 

This  morning.  I'm  speaking  for  Friends  of 

23 

the  Earth,  an  international  organization  concerned  with 

24 

conservation  and  rational  use  of  the  earth's  resources. 

25 

Friends  of  the  Earth  ha3  an  active  interest  in  Alaska,  which 

Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Pacific  Has  Transmission  Company  and 
Pacific  Cas  and  Electric  Company 
at  the  Sacramento  Rublic  Hearing 
September  29  and  30,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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from  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  and 
Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
at  the  Spokane  Public  Hearing 
September  29,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
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Dated:  October  24,  1975 


INTRODUCTION 

(I) 


INTRODUCTION 


Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  and  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company  (hereinafter  jointly  referred  to  as  "Applicants")  in 
accordance  with  the  procedures  set  out  by  notice  dated 
July  28,  1975,  40  Federal  Register  145,  pages  31617-31618, 

Introduction  Pages  1-1  thru  1-4  hereby  submit  their  written  comments  on  the  Alaskan  Natural 

Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  State¬ 
ment.  These  written  comments  are  supplemental  to  the  state¬ 
ments  of  Applicants  presented  at  public  hearings  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Representatives  of  Pacific 
Gas  Transmission  Company  were  present  and  gave  testimony  at 
the  September  25-26  hearing  in  Portland,  Oregon,  and  the 
September  29-30  hearing  in  Spokane,  Washington.  Representatives 
of  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  and  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company  were  present  and  gave  testimony  at  the  September  29-30 
hearing  in  Sacramento,  California.  Representatives  of  Pacific 
Gas  and  Electric  Company  were  present  at  the  October  2-3  hear¬ 
ing  in  Reno,  Nevada. 

The  Applicants  -  Background  and  Purpose 

Applicants  and  their  affiliates  have  for  many  years  played  an 
important  role  in  the  development  of  gas  reserves  in  Canada 
and  in  its  transportation  to  markets  in  the  United  States. 

Under  the  principal  sponsorship  of  PGandE,  a  number  of  com¬ 
panies  were  associated  in  an  international  project  to  transport 
natural  gas  produced  in  the  Province  of  Alberta,  Canada,  to  the 
market  area  of  PGandE  in  northern  and  central  California.  Since 
1961  PGT  has  owned  and  operated  a  36- inch  natural  gas  pipeline 
which  extends  from  the  International  Boundary  between  Canada  and 
the  United  States  through  the  States  of  Idaho,  Washington  and 
Oregon  to  the  Oregon-Cal ifornia  border.  PGandE  owns  and  operates 
the  intrastate  pipeline  which  interconnects  with  the  PGT  facili¬ 
ties  at  the  Oregon-Cal ifornia  border  and  transports  the  gas  300 
miles  to  Antioch  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  of  California. 

This  project  presently  supplies  approximately  one  billion  cubic 
feet  of  natural  gas  per  day  to  consumers  in  northern  and  central 
California.  In  addition,  PGT  transports  an  additional  151  million 
cubic  feet  per  day  for  delivery  to  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation 
at  various  points  in  the  States  of  Idaho,  Washington  and  Oregon. 

Applicants  are  members  of  the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Project.  This 
is  an  undertaking  which  will  transport  natural  gas  from  the 
Prudhoe  Bay  area  of  Alaska's  North  Slope  and  from  the  Mackenzie 
Delta  area  of  Canada's  Northwest  Territories  by  a  pipeline  through 
Canada  to  markets  in  various  areas  of  lower  48  United  States. 

To  implement  this  project.  Natural  Gas  Corporation  of  California, 
a  subsidiary  of  PGandE,  has  entered  into  certain  agreements  rela¬ 
tive  to  the  purchase  of  natural  gas  in  Alaska.  NGC  proposes  to 
export  the  gas  from  Alaska  and  to  transport  it  to  the  International 
Boundary  between  Canada  and  the  United  States  via  the  facilities 
of  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Pipe¬ 
line  Company  and  Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Ltd.  To  transport 
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Introduction  (cont'd) 

this  gas  from  the  Canadian  border  to  PGandE's  market  area  in 
California,  a  number  of  alternative  pipeline  designs  have  been 
submitted  by  PGT  to  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  In  each 
instance,  PGandE  has  also  prepared  complementary  designs  for  the 
intrastate  (California)  portion  of  the  pipeline  system.  All  of 
the  Applicants'  alternative  designs  have  one  important  element 
in  common:  All  involve  the  construction  of  pipelines  generally 
within  the  same  right  of  way  as  the  existing  PGT  and  PGandE 
pipelines.  Thus,  environmental  impact  of  any  of  the  alterna¬ 
tives  will  be  incremental  only,  and  minimal.  The  ultimate  de¬ 
sign  alternative  that  is  selected  will  be  determined  when  the 
exact  quantities  of  natural  gas  available  for  import  are  deter¬ 
mined.  The  various  alternatives  have  been  the  subject  of  several 
filings  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission  by  Pacific  Gas  Trans¬ 
mission  Company  in  Docket  No.  CP74-241.  These  filings  are  summa¬ 
rized  as  follows: 

a)  Application  filed  March  21,  1974;  42-inch  1440/1250 
psig  design  to  import  1200  MMcf/d;  first  stage  of 
construction  for  import  of  200  MMcf/d  from  Alberta. 

b)  Amended  application  filed  March  5,  1975;  42-inch 
1440/1250  psig  design  to  import  1200  MMcf/d; 
alternative  36-inch  1440/1250  psig  design  to  im¬ 
port  850  MMcf/d. 

c)  Supplement  to  amended  application  filed  July  16, 

1975;  alternative  36-inch  911  psig  design  with 
looping  between  existing  compressor  stations  to 
transport  200  MMcf/d;  alternative  36-inch  911 
psig  design  with  completed  parallel  sections  be¬ 
tween  existing  compressor  stations  to  transport 
600  MMcf/d. 

All  of  the  pending  designs  are  viable  alternatives  for  trans¬ 
porting  Arctic  Gas  to  the  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  mar¬ 
ket  area.  Applicants  believe  that  the  environmental  data 
previously  submitted  and  now  available  is  adequate  to  support 
all  of  the  alternative  designs  that  have  been  filed.  In  each 
of  these  designs  as  indicated  above,  the  same  routing  and  loca¬ 
tion  of  pipe  and  facilities  have  been  proposed.  We  believe  that 
the  substantive  differences  in  the  alternative  designs,  to  the 
extent  needful,  can  be  recognized  and  identified  as  the  final 
environmental  report  is  written. 

General  Comments 

The  written  comments  presented  herewith  are  directed  to  the  part 
of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  which  concerns 
the  Kingsgate- to-San  Francisco  portion  of  the  West  Coast  segment 
of  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  In 
addition,  Applicants  are  submitting  written  comments  from  Alberta 
Natural  Gas  Company  Ltd.  which  are  directed  to  those  portions  of 
Part  III  of  the  DEIS  which  discuss  the  Crowsnest- to-Kingsgate , 
British  Columbia  segment  of  the  aforementioned  system. 


Introduction  (cont'd) 

In  general,  Applicants  believe  that  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  is  a  comprehensive  and  commendable  job  for  a  project 
of  this  size  and  complexity.  However,  as  is  perhaps  inevitable 
in  an  undertaking  of  this  size,  many  factual  errors  and  mis¬ 
leading  statements  have  been  made.  Several  general  observations 
are  in  order.  First,  the  document  is  repetitious,  perhaps  un¬ 
avoidably  so,  but  this  aspect  tends  to  leave  the  impression  of 
many  environmental  impacts  rather  than  a  few.  Second,  the  com¬ 
prehensive  nature  of  the  document  is  evident  but  in  some  cases 
the  urge  to  achieve  comprehensiveness  has  resulted  in  the  in¬ 
clusion  of  much  irrelevant  matter  and  the  discussion  of  some 
very  remote  possibilities  for  adverse  environmental  impact 
without  any  indication  that  the  chances  for  such  occurrences  are 
slight.  Third,  a  number  of  statements  regarding  pipeline  planning 
seem  to  presuppose  that  every  bit  of  planning  and  design  detail 
for  the  project  has  been,  or  should  have  been,  accomplished  already 
On  a  project  of  this  magnitude  that,  of  course,  cannot  and  should 
not  be  the  case.  Refinement  of  design  should  and  does  continue 
right  into  the  construction  phase.  Thus,  specific  issues  of  pipe¬ 
line  integrity  and  the  need  for  certain  mitigation  efforts  at 
particular  locations  along  the  pipeline  will  be  addressed  in  final 
design  detail,  in  specifications,  in  procedures,  in  construction 
contracts,  in  purchase  orders  and  in  maintenance  and  operation 
plans.  Guidelines  can  be  provided  but  details  cannot  be  prescribed 
now  or  even  at  the  time  a  permit  is  issued. 

How  The  Detailed  Comments  Are  Organized 

We  have  attempted  to  organize  these  comments  in  a  way  that  will 
be  the  most  useful  to  individuals  having  the  responsibility  for 
transforming  the  DEIS  into  a  final  statement.  Because  of  the 
repetitive  content  of  the  DEIS,  it  is  unlikely  that  all  locations 
in  the  text  where  the  specific  comment  should  be  considered  are 
referenced.  We  expect  this  coordination  will  be  made  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  as  these  comments  are  analyzed  and  as 
the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  written. 

All  comments  specify  the  exact  portion  of  the  DEIS  being  commented 
upon  and  are  referenced  to  designated  pages  of  Parts  I,  III,  IV, 
and  VI.  We  have  prepared  separate  topical  sections  which  comment 
on  substantive  areas  in  the  DEIS  which  we  feel  are  the  most  signif¬ 
icant  or  contain  major  errors.  These  major  topical  sections  appear 
first.  Then  follow  sections  on  specific  parts  of  the  DEIS  which 
comment  on  less  significant  matters  and  flag  miscellaneous  errors. 
The  sections  are  titled  as  follows: 

Introduction 

Discussion  Of  John  Day  River  Route 
Discussion  On  Noise  Impacts 
Discussion  Of  Vegetation  "and  Wildlife 
Discussion  Of  Geology  And  Soils 
Discussion  of  Moyie  Valley  Route 
Discussion  On  Land  Requirements 
Discussion  Of  Air  Quality 

Comments  Of  Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Ltd. 
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DISCUSSION  OF  JOHN  DAY  ROUTE 


Part  I,  Volume  1 
Part  IV,  Volume  1 
Part  IV,  Volume  2 
Part  VI,  Volume  1 

In  preparing  these  comments,  Applicants  have  attempted  to  be 
brief  and  to  the  point.  However,  Applicants  stand  ready  to 
provide  any  additional  or  clarifying  information  that  may  be 
of  aid  to  those  to  whom  falls  the  difficult  task  of  preparing 
the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


(JD) 

DO I  Statements  and  Applicant  Conments  Pages  JD-1  thru  JD-4 

Attachments  (2) 


PGT's  Response  To  Question  No.  (4)  Propounded  By  Page  JD-5 
The  Department  Of  Interior  And  Federal  Power 
Conniission  On  November  22,  1974 
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DISCUSSION  OF  JOHN  DAY  RIVER  ROUTE 


DPI  Statements 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 761 

"The  following  mitigation  or  environmental  control  actions 
were  not  proposed  by  the  Applicant,  but  if  applied,  could 
significantly  reduce  adverse  environmental  effects." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 767 

"B .  Minor  Alignment  Changes 

2)  The  Applicants  propose  to  make  a  21.4  mile  relocation 
of  the  proposed  route  away  from  the  existing  line  in  the 
bottom  of  Thirty  Mile  Creek  flowing  south  into  the  John 
Day  River.  The  proposed  relocation  traverses  along  the 
top  of  a  half-mile  old  landslide  area  just  before  crossing 
the  John  Day  River  about  a  mile  below  the  existing  crossing. 
There  are  indications  of  a  slump  condition  and  weak  under¬ 
lying  structures  in  this  area.  Also  the  John  Day  River  cuts 
against  the  toe  of  this  massive  slump  area.  Pipeline  con¬ 
struction  could  trigger  massive  earth  movement  with  result¬ 
ant  pipeline  rupture.  Furthermore,  the  John  Day  River,  at 
this  point,  is  a  Scenic  River  Area  in  the  Oregon  Scenic 
Waterways  System  and  a  candidate  for  the  National  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  System.  The  proposed  relocation  will  expose 
much  more  trench  scar  to  the  river  users  than  does  the 
present  crossing." 

Detailed  discussions  concerning  the  impacts  on  the  recreational 
facilities  of  the  John  Day  River  along  with  Wild  and  Scenic 
River  Act  are  included  on  Pages  IV-667  to  IV-670.  Unavoidable 
Impacts  on  the  Recreational  Resources  involving  the  John  Day 
River  are  stated  on  Page  IV-797. 

Comment 

The  intent  of  the  above  Paragraph  2)  under  Minor  Alignment 
Changes  involving  realignment  of  the  John  Day  River  area  is  un¬ 
clear.  This  paragraph  seems  to  imply  that  an  alignment  other 
than  that  proposed  by  PGT  is  preferable  from  an  environmental 
viewpoint  but  no  specifics  are  given  as  to  the  location  or  length 
of  such  realignment. 

The  proposed  pipeline  alignment  in  the  John  Day  River  was  care¬ 
fully  chosen  by  the  Applicants  in  close  cooperation  with  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  various  agencies  of  the  State  of 
Oregon.  An  old  landslide  along  one  portion  of  the  proposed 
alignment  has  been  studied  by  an  outside  geological  consultant 
who  concluded  that  it  presents  no  hazard  to  a  properly  construc¬ 
ted  pipeline.  Finally,  the  pipeline  crossing  of  the  river  is 
not  inconsistent  with  existing  land  uses  and  patterns  of  develop¬ 
ment  at  the  point  of  crossing,  and  would  not  be  incompatible  with 
the  purposes  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  as  it  might  be 
applied  to  this  portion  of  the  stream.  Applicants'  detailed 
comments  on  these  issues  are  as  follows: 
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John  Day  River  (Earth  Sciences  Associates) 


Discussion  Of  John  Day  River  Route  (cont'd) 


(1)  Real ignment 

To  select  a  pipeline  route  to  cross  the  John  Day  River 
area  is  a  difficult  task  due  to  the  meandering  ridges 
and  valleys  east  and  west  of  the  John  Day  River.  Appli¬ 
cants'  existing  pipeline  route  follows  Thirty  Mile  Can¬ 
yon  east  of  the  John  Day  River,  crosses  the  river  at 
Mile  85  and  then  follows  the  bottom  of  the  narrow  Pine 
Hollow  for  almost  5  miles  before  ascending  to  the  higher 
elevations  of  the  surrounding  ridges.  After  Applicants' 
experiences  with  severe  flooding  in  both  the  Pine  Hollow 
and  Thirty  Mile  Creek  in  1964  and  1965  (refer  to  Appli¬ 
cants'  EIR  Appendix  XI,  "Putting  A  Pipeline  Back  To 
Bed"),  Applicants  decided  to  locate  the  proposed  parallel 
pipeline  on  high  ground  and  ridge  tops  away  from  the 
narrow,  changeable  drainage  channels  of  Pine  and  Thirty 
Mile  Creeks  that  flow  into  the  John  Day  River. 

During  1970,  Applicants  began  a  route  investigation  for 
a  proposed  pipeline  route  from  Mainline  Valve  9-2  loca¬ 
ted  in  Gilliam  County  east  of  the  John  Day  River  to 
Compressor  Station  No.  10  located  west  of  the  John  Day 
River  near  Kent,  Oregon. 

A  route  was  originally  selected  which  followed  Richmond 
Road  to  the  White  Elephant  Ranch  where  it  descended  to 
the  river  at  Mile  76  near  Horseshoe  Bend.  The  route 
ascended  from  Chisholm  Canyon  on  the  west  side  of  the 
river  to  the  plateau  south  of  Wilson  Airstrip.  It  then 
crossed  Eakin  Canyon  and  proceeded  south  to  Compressor 
Station  No.  10.  This  route  was  approximately  18  miles 
in  length. 

This  original  route,  known  as  Case  I,  was  surveyed  and 
a  right  of  way  application  for  federal  lands  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  BLM  in  the  Spring  of  1971. 

Since  the  Case  I  route  would  have  crossed  the  John  Day 
River  in  a  primitive  roadless  area,  it  was  recognized 
by  the  BLM  Prineville  District  that  such  a  crossing 
would  have  had  a  major  environmental  impact  on  the 
aesthetics  of  this  particular  remote  isolated  area. 

During  the  Summer  of  1971,  alternate  routes  were  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  BLM  Prineville  District  to  avoid  the 
Mile  74  river  crossing.  These  alternate  routes  were 
investigated  by  the  Applicant  (PGT)  for  construction 
feasibility  and  route  security.  The  final  route  se¬ 
lected  basically  met  all  objectives.  This  route, 
known  as  Case  II,  was  resurveyed  and  an  amended  appli¬ 
cation  was  filed  with  the  BLM  in  January  of  1972. 

This  same  proposed  route  is  the  21.4  mile  relocation 
as  presented  in  Applicants'  FPC  filing  CP74-241  and 
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Discussion  Of  John  Day  River  Route  (cont'd) 


CP74-242  and  Applicants'  consolidated  right  of  way 
application  dated  December,  1974. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Case  II  route  across  the 
John  Day  River  area  was  closely  examined  and  agreed 
upon  in  1972  by  BLM  personnel  from  Prineville  and 
Portland  and  by  the  State  of  Oregon  Highway  Commission, 
Game  Commission,  State  Engineer  and  Department  of 
Environmental  Quality. 

It  is  Applicants'  opinion  that  the  21.4  mile  proposed 
alignment  through  the  John  Day  River  Area  provides  a 
feasible  pipeline  route  with  maximum  security  and 
minimal  environmental  impact  to  the  river  crossing. 

(2)  Landslide 


Applicants  recognize  that  the  proposed  pipeline  route 
does  traverse  an  old  landslide  along  the  bank  of  the 
John  Day  River.  This  slide  is  located  in  the  NE  1/4 
of  Section  5,  T5S,  R19E,  Gilliam  County,  Oregon  near 
Mile  84  on  the  John  Day  River. 

During  the  Summer  of  1973,  Applicants  retained  a  geo¬ 
logical  consultant,  Earth  Sciences  Associates,  to 
study  the  stability  of  landslide.  A  report  was  com¬ 
pleted  in  November,  1973  which  declared  the  slide 
stable  and  safe  for  pipeline  construction  providing 
proper  construction  techniques  and  monitoring  meas¬ 
ures  were  to  be  followed.  A  complete  list  of  these 
recommendations  for  construction  and  monitoring  were 
submitted  to  the  FPC/DOI  as  requested  in  their  letter 
dated  November  22,  1974.  (A  copy  of  the  Applicants' 
response  and  the  complete  ESA  report  are  attached). 
Further  comments  by  Applicants'  consultant  concerning 
the  stability  of  the  landslide  are  included  in  the 
section  titled  "Discussion  of  Geology  and  Soils",  sub¬ 
section  titled  "Slope  Stability  In  Selected  Areas  Along 
The  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline". 

It  is  Applicants'  opinion  that  by  utilizing  all  of  the 
pipeline  construction  and  monitoring  precautions  as 
recommended  by  ESA,  a  pipeline  can  be  safely  installed 
and  operated  without  adverse  environmental  effects  and 
that  route  relocation  is  unnecessary. 

(3)  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act 

On  January  3,  1975,  Congress  passed  Public  Law  93-621 
which  amended  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act  of  1968 
to  include  the  John  Day  River  from  River  Mile  157  to 
River  Mile  10  as  a  potential  addition  designation.  In 
accordance  with  the  Act,  the  DOI  must  conduct  a  study 
of  the  river  and  present  recommendations  to  Congress 
for  classification;  Wild,  Scenic,  Recreation  or  Non- 
Inclusion.  This  study  has  not  yet  begun.  The  act 
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allows  3  years  for  the  study  process;  therefore,  it 
will  be  1979  before  an  classification  of  the  John 
Day  River  can  be  made. 

The  intent  of  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  Act,  as 
stated  in  Section  1(b),  is  to  preserve  certain 
selected  rivers  in  their  free  flowing  condition. 
Applicant's  proposed  pipeline  crossing  will  not  in 
any  way  impede  or  dam  the  flow  of  the  John  Day  River, 
since  it  will  be  completely  buried  beneath  the  river 
channel . 

The  classifications  available  for  a  river  as  defined 
in  the  Act  relate  to  access,  development  and  man's 
usage  adjacent  to  the  river.  The  river  areas  having 
the  greatest  access  and  development  are  defined  as 
the  lowest  classification;  i.e.,  recreation.  Appli¬ 
cants'  existing  pipeline  is  located  at  River  Mile  85 
and  the  proposed  pipeline  will  cross  the  river  at 
Mile  84. 

The  land  to  the  east  and  adjacent  to  the  John  Day 
River  within  this  one  mile  section  (84  to  85)  has  a 
long  history  of  man's  existence  and  use.  Currently, 
most  of  the  land  is  in  irrigated  crop  production. 
Associated  with  this  production  are  irrigation  pumps 
and  sprinklers,  storage  buildings,  and  existing  farm 
roads  as  well  as  Applicants’  existing  pipeline  right 
of  way.  Access  to  this  one  mile  area  of  the  river 
is  from  the  existing  Armstrong  Canyon  County  Road  to 
a  private  road  in  Thirty  Mile  Canyon  or  from  a  jeep 
trail  on  private  lands  through  Pine  Canyon. 

It  is  therefore  Applicants'  opinion  that  a  new  buried 
pipeline  across  the  river  at  Mile  84  would  not  con¬ 
flict  with  the  intent  of  the  Act  nor  significantly 
alter  the  scenic  qualities  or  classification  (Wild, 
Scenic  or  Recreation)  if  the  river  is  so  classified. 
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DOI  Statements  and  Applicant  Comments 

Attachments  (4) 

Response  to  Question  No.  22 

Response  to  Question  No.  23 

Proposed  Revision  To  Figure:  3.1.1.15-4 
Estimated  Compressor  Station  Noise 

Table  1 1  -  5 

Existing  Compressor  Station  Noise 
Parameters 
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DISCUSSION  ON  NOISE  IMPACTS 


DOI  Statements 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV-720  and  IV-722 

"1)  Compressor  Station 

The  major  potential  noise  sources  of  significance  during 
the  operational  phase  of  the  project  are  the  compressor 
stations.  Since  the  compressor  stations  will  be  long 
term  continuous  and  fixed  noise  sources,  not  only  must 
long  term  health  and  welfare  effects  be  considered,  but 
also  the  range  of  audibility  (which  is  rather  large  be¬ 
cause  of  the  very  low  ambient  noise  levels)." 

"Although  the  Applicant  has  a  number  of  existing  compres¬ 
sor  stations  on  which  he  could  make  sound  level  measure¬ 
ments,  no  information  was  supplied  either  in  the  original 
assessment  or  in  response  to  questions.  He  has  supplied 
data  on  the  distance  to  the  nearest  dwelling,  however, 
data  obtained  on  natural  gas  compressor  stations  with 
exhaust  mufflers  indicate  they  emit  0.079  acoustic  watts 
per  1,000  horsepower  (hp)  of  capacity  (9)  which  is  a 
sound  power  level  of  115  dB.  Using  the  Applicant's  horse¬ 
power  data,  the  sound  power  levels  of  his  stations  are 
estimated  to  vary  from  119  to  125  dB.  The  additions  to 
stations  10,  12,  13,  and  14  will  make  them  the  loudest 
(125  dB)  of  those  along  the  line.  Figure  3.1.4.15-4  is 
a  compilation  of  these  results.  The  EPA  long  range  goal 
of  Ddn-55  met  between  200  feet  for  most  stations  and  the 
range  of  audibility  is  between  6,000  and  7,000  feet.  As 
a  result  there  are  a  number  of  dwellings  along  the  route 
where  the  ^dn  is  greater  than  55.  There  are  several  in 
Oregon  that  are  seriously  noise  impacted  and  are  very 
likely  in  violation  of  the  Oregon  Noise  Control  Law 
(Oregon  Revised  Statutes,  1973,  Chapter  467),  unless  spe¬ 
cial  noise  control  has  been  applied  to  Stations  13  and 
14.  The  proposed  additions  to  these  stations  will  in¬ 
crease  the  noise  impact  further.  The  large  number  of 
people  within  the  range  of  audibility  indicates  that 
there  may  be  some  noise  problems  with  the  surrounding 
populace . " 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-723 

"Figure  3.1.4.15-4  Compressor  Station  Noise  Impact" 

Comment 


Applicants  wish  to  make  the  following  comments  regarding  the 
subject  section  and  figures: 


1. 


Contrary  to  the  DOI  Statement  in  the  second  paragraph, 
Applicants  have  supplied  noise  information  in  their 
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response  to  Questions  No.  22  and  No.  23  as  propounded  by 
the  DOI/FPC  on  November  22,  1974.  (Copies  attached). 

2.  Applicants  assume  the  values  quoted  for  power  level  (^w) 
and  sound  pressure  level  (SPL)  are  based  on  the  "A" 
weighted  scale  of  measurement  (ANSI -SI . 4  - 1971)  and  are 
referenced  to  10'*’  watts.  These  conditions  should  be 
noted  to  avoid  confusion. 

3.  Applicants  cannot  ascertain  the  validity  of  the  DOI's 
assumption  of  the  typical  compressor  station  noise  emis¬ 
sions  (i.e.,  0.079  watts  per  1,000  horsepower);  however, 
the  resulting  power  levels  are  within  estimates  for  com¬ 
pressor  stations  without  special  noise  control  equipment. 

The  DEIS  states  that  using  0.079  acoustic  watts  represents 
a  power  level  of  115  dB(A).  This ^appears  to  be  in  error. 

It  should  read  109  dB(A)  (re  10‘^  watts).  Compressor 
stations  with  special  noise  control  equipment  are  shown  in 
Table  1 1  -  5  of  Applicants'  Environmental  Impact  Report. 
(Attached).  Based  on  previously  submitted  noise  levels  for 
Stations  13  and  14  (see  Item  No.  1  above),  Applicants  have 
estimated  the  acoustic  power  for  stations  equipped  with 
noise  control  equipment  to  be  between  0.005  and  0.030  watts 
per  1,000  horsepower.  Applicants  believe  a  value  of  0.01 
acoustic  watts  per  1,000  horsepower  to  be  adequate  for 
noise  estimates  of  silenced  stations  of  this  type. 

4.  The  column  labeleJ  "SPL  Nearest  Dwelling"  (Figure  3.1.4.15-4) 
does  not  appear  to  reflect  attenuation  due  to  atmospheric 
conditions  as  does  the  columns  "Distance  to  50  dB,  Ldn  $5" 
and  "Distance  to  30  dB,  Audibility."  The  attenuation  is 
tabulated  on  Page  I V - 511  of  Part  IV,  Volume  1  of  the  DEIS. 


The  failure  to  include  attenuation  within  "SPL  Nearest 
Dwelling"  generates  confusion.  For  instance,  dwellings 
outside  the  range  of  audibility  (30  dB(A)  noise  level) 
have  SPL(A)  levels  greater  than  40  dB(A).  One  example  of 
this  is  Station  10  where  the  distance  to  audibility 
(30  db(A)  is  6,600  feet  and  the  SPL(A)  at  the  nearest  dwell¬ 
ing  (13,460  feet  from  the  station)  is  40  dB(A).  PGT  calcu¬ 
lates  a  noise  level  at  this  location  of  20  dB(A)  by  utilizing 
the  DOI's  atmospheric  attenuation  characteristics  as 
referenced  above. 

5.  The  DEIS  incorrectly  states  the  total  horsepower  for  the 
proposed  compressor  station  configurations  (existing  plus 
proposed  additions)  by  apparently  not  correcting  for  site 
elevation.  The  correct  values  as  reported  in  Table  1 1  -  5 
of  Applicants'  Environmental  Impact  Report  are: 


Oregon 

Oregon 

Oregon 

Oregon 


Station  10 
Station  12 
Station  15 
Station  14 


proposed , 
proposed  , 
proposed  , 
proposed  , 


34,250  hp 
33,340  hp 
32,940  hp 
29,185  hp 
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6.  The  title  of  Figure  3.1.4.15-4  should  be  modified  to  indi¬ 
cate  that  the  conclusions  drawn  are  estimates.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  only  noise  estimates  related  to  the  locations  where 
PGT  proposes,  under  some  alternative  designs,  to  install 
horsepower  (i.e.,  Stations  10,  12,  13,  and  14)  should  be 
tabulated.  For  a  tabulation  of  the  proposed  designs  which 
Applicants  have  filed  with  FPC,  refer  to  comments  under 
Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Pages  IV-839  and  IV-840. 

7.  Applicants  believe  a  reference  back  to  Section  2.1.4.15, 
Page  I V-  505  ,  Part  IV,  Volume  1  of  the  DEIS  would  provide 
the  reader  with  helpful  background  information.  Appli¬ 
cants  have  calculated  the  noise  levels  of  the  proposed 
compressor  station  configurations  based  on  the  assump¬ 
tions  outlined  above.  The  values  for  noise  emissions  at 
Stations  13  and  14  in  the  revised  Figure  3.1.4.15-4  (copy 
attached)  are  in  agreement  with  the  information  supplied 
in  response  to  Questions  No.  22  and  No.  23  as  propounded 
by  the  DOI/FPC  on  November  22,  1974. 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
Docket  Number  C 2^+ 1 

Question  No.  (22)  “Indicate  the  present  mean  and  maximum  noise  levels 
and  the  mean  and  .-..uximup  noise  levels  expected  to  be 
produced  at  the  proposed  expanded  compressor  facility 
sites  and  indicate  the  duration  of  the  maximum  noise 
levels.  Would  these  levels  meet  regulatory  standards 
in  effect  for  the  areas?  Noise  levels  should  be 
measured  at  the  nearest  boundary  of  each  compressor 
station  and  expressed  in  fJB(A).“ 


Response: 

As  detailed  in  Docket  No.  CP74-24I ,  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
proposes  to  install  one  additional  gas  turbine  driven  centrifugal 
compressor  unit  at  Stations  10,  12,  13,  and  14.  No  additional  turbine 
compressor  units  are  contemplated  as  a  part  of  this  project  at  the 
other  twelve  compressor  stations. 

The  noise  emitted  from  Stations  10  and  12  is  not  received  at  any  noise 
sensitive  property.  Noise  measurements  have  not  been  taken  at  these 
stations.  At  Stations  13  and  14,  ./here  residences  are  nearby,  the 
measured  levels  and  their  durations  at  compressor  station  property 
lines  are  as  follows: 


Noise  Levels  of  Existing  Units 


Station  13 
Station  14 


Mean 


50  dB (A) 
54  dB (A) 


Du  rat  ion 


Cont i nuous 
Cont i nuous 


Approximate 
Durat ion  of 

Maximum  Each  Occurrence 


Approx imate 
Number  of 
Occurrences 
Each  Year 


Stat  ion  13  66  dB  (A) 

Station  14  82  dB (A) 


10  Seconds 
45  Seconds 


240 

40 


As  detailed  on  Table  11-5  of  the  Environmental  Report,  special  turbine 
intake  and  exhaust  silencing  equipment  has  been  provided  at  Stations  13 
and  |4.  The  additional  compressor  units  to  be  installed  at  Stations  13 
and  14  will  be  similarly  silenced  and  thus  the  increase  in  the  mean  noise 
level  at  each  station  will  not  be  more  than  3d8(A)  above  the  existing 
noise  level.  There  will  be  no  increase  in  the  maximum  noise  level 


Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 

Docket  Number  CP74-24I 

Response  to  Question  No.  (22)  continued 


since  only  one  turbine  is  in  a  starting  sequence  at  any  one  time  and 
the  maximum  noise  level  is  produced  by  the  starting  turbine. 

Noise  control  regulations  were  adopted  by  the  State  of  Oregon  on 
September  4,  1974.  The  turbine  units  at  Stations  13  and  14  comply 
with  these  regulations  except  that  the  maximum  noise  level  pro¬ 
duced  by  the  starting  turbine  on  one  unit  at  Station  14  does  not 
conform  to  the  allowable  statistical  noise  levels  specified  in  the 
Oregon  regulation  for  the  period  from  10:00  PM  to  7:00  AM  because  of 
the  45  second  time  interval  which  exceeds  the  specified  allowable 
interval  of  36  seconds.  No  complaints  of  excessive  noise  have  been 
registered  from  persons  occupying  nearby  dwellings  since  special  in¬ 
take  and  exhaust  silencing  equipment  was  installed  at  these  two 
stat ions. 


levels  that  were  adopted  on  September 


tical  noise  _ 

evaluated  by  the  Department  of  Environmental  Quality  before  January  , 
1977  and  recommendations  will  be  presented  to  the  Environmental  Quality 
Commission  before  July  I.  1977.  Based  on  this  statement,  it  is  not 
presently  possible  to  predict  whether  noise  levels  generated  by  a  com- 
bmation  of  new  and  existing  turbine  units  at  Stations  13  and  14  will 
comply  with  revised  levels  that  might  be  recommended  by  the  Department 
of  Environmental  Quality. 


The  future  gas  turbine  equipment  to  be  added 
and  12  will  be  at  least  several  dB (A)  quieter 
ment  which  has  not  been  treated  with  special 
Because  of  this,  there  will  be  essentially  no 
at  Stations  10  and  12. 


to  existing  Stations  10 
than  the  existing  equip- 
turbine  silencing  services. 
Increase  in  noise  level 
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Pacific  Cas  Transmission  Company 
Docket  Number  CP74-24I 

Question  No.  (23)  "What  .ould  the  expected  mean  and  naxi-.ium  noise  levels 
be  at  nearby  residences  if  the  applicant's  proposal 
were  to  be  implemented?  Give  mean  and  maximum  levels 
and  their  durations.  Indicate  distances  from  the 
proposed  stations  to  nearby  residences." 


Response : 

As  detailed  in  Docket  No.  CP74-24I,  Pacific  Gas  Transmiss ion  Company 
proposes  to  install  one  additional  gas  turbine  driven  centrifugal 
compressor  unit  at  existing  Stations  10,  12,  13,  and  1*4.  There  are 
no  "proposed  stations"  in  this  application.  No  additional  turbine 
compressor  units  are  contemplated  as  a  part  of  this  project  at  the 
other  twelve  existing  compressor  stations. 

In  Section  II  of  the  A1 ber t a-Ca I i forn ia  Pipeline  System  Environmental 
Report,  the  distances  from  the  existing  compressor  stations  to  nearby 
residences  are  shown  to  scale  on  figures  11-11  through  11-26  and  are 
tabulated  on  Table  11-5.  There  are  no  "nearby"  residences  in  the 
vicinity  of  Stations  10  and  12.  It  is,  therefore,  not  practical  to 
provide  noise  level  measurements  at  residences  for  these  two  stations. 

The  expected  mean  noise  level  at  nearby  residences  in  the  vicinity  of 
Stations  13  and  1*4  can  be  determined  by  applying  the  inverse  square 
law  to  the  existing  property  line  mean  noise  level  measurement  (See 
Question  No.  (22))  and  adding  3dB(A)  for  that  noise  that  would  be 
produced  by  the  addition  of  a  new  unit  at  each  location.  This  ex¬ 
pected  noise  level  and  its  duration  is  as  follows: 

Station  Mean  Durat ion 


13  51  dB(A)  Continuous 

1*4  *48  dB(A)  Continuous 

The  expected  max imum  noise  level  at  nearby  residences  in  the  vicinity 
of  Stations  13  and  14  can  be  determined  by  applying  inverse  square  law 
to  the  existing  property  line  maximum  noise  level  measurement  (see 
O.uc3tion  No.  22));  however,  3dB(A)  need  not  be  added  since  the  maximum 
noise  level  is  produced  by  the  starting  turbine  and  only  one  turbine 
is  in  a  starting  sequence  at  any  one  time.  This  expected  noise  level 
anti  its  duration  is  as  follows: 

Approximate 

Approximate  Number  of 

Duration  of  Occurrences 

S  t-.it  ion  Maximum  Each  Occurrence  Each  Year 

13  64  d8 (A)  10  Seconds  360 

1*1  73  :i3(A)  45  Seconds  40 
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DISCUSSION  OF  VEGETATION  AND  WILDLIFE 


Discussion  Of  Vegetation  and  Wildlife  (cont'd) 


DPI  Statements 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  315 

"The  California  Native  Plant  Society  (1971)  has  identified  a 
number  of  California  plants  that  are  considered  to  be  rare, 
or  endangered,  within  the  State.  Those  plants  that  occur  or 
could  possibly  occur  within  the  proposed  pipeline  right-of- 
way  corridor  (based  on  available  information)  are  listed  in 
figure  2. 1.4. 6-9  below." 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  370 

"There  are  approximately  50  species  of  insects,  associated 
with  stabilized  sand  dunes  near  Antioch,  California,  that 
are  in  constant  danger  of  destruction  due  to  residential 
and  commercial  developments.  The  proposed  pipeline  would 
cross  the  Sacramento  River  about  one  to  two  miles  upstream 
from  remaining  sand  dunes." 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  562 

"The  existing  right-of-way  skirts  the  small  marshes  would  be 
located  between  Naples,  Idaho  (M.P.  33),  and  the  Pend  Oreille 
River  (M.P.  70);  and  in  the  Liberty  Lake-Saltese  Flats  area 
(M.P.  110  to  M.P.  115)  in  Washington.  The  proposed  pipeline 
would  pass  near  but  not  across  these  wetlands." 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  566 

"Lacking  immediate  species  reestablishment,  the  invasion  of 
weed  species  would  occur  on  all  areas  of  the  denuded  right- 
of-way.  This  would  pose  potential  problems,  especially  in 
the  case  of  the  invasion  of  noxious  weeds  and  species  that 
are  extremely  competitive  with  native  vegetation,  or  toxic 
to  domestic  animals  or  wildlife." 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  581 


"During  concentration  periods  such  as  during  the  migratory, 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  333-353  mating  seasons,  or  shortly  after  the  birth  of  the  young,  the 

potential  exists  for  animals  to  be  impacted  if  proposed 

"Figure  2. 1.4. 7-1  A  list  of  wildlife  species  known  to  exist  pipeline  trenching  operations  precede  backfill  operations 

along  the  proposed  pipeline  route.  to  any  great  extent.  Leaving  expanses  of  the  ditch  open  over 

night  or  having  the  ditch  open  several  miles  in  advance  could 
Common  Name _ Scientific  Name _  cause  entrapment  of  and  injury  to  the  fauna  along  the  route." 


Mammals 

Mountain  sheep 
•Gray  wolf 
•Spotted  bat 

Birds 

•Canada  goose 
White  -  fronted  goose 

Amphibians 

Pacific  giant  salamander 
•Shasta  salamander 


Ovis  canadensis 
Canis  lupis 
Euderma  maculatum 

Branta  canadensis 
Anser  albifrons 

Dicamptodon  ensatus 
Hydromantes  shastae 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  582 

"Related  impacts  are  important.  First,  the  Moyie  River  Valley 
was  the  historic  range  of  the  mountain  caribou.  Caribou  are 
abundant  in  Canada,  but  seriously  reduced  in  the  United  States 
This  semi -wi lderness  peripheral  species  could  be  reestablished 
to  the  Moyie  River  Basin  through  a  stocking  program.  However, 
additional  disruption  of  the  basin  by  such  things  as  expansion 
of  the  existing  proposed  pipeline,  summer  home  development, 
and  logging  would  reduce  the  species'  potential  for  survival 
in  the  basin." 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  606 

"Enlargement  of  the  right-of-way  would  possibly  encourage 
greater  ORV  use  of  the  area.  It  would  also  allow  ORV  drivers 
to  damage  more  vegetation,  expand  the  eroded  area,  and  allow 
them  easier  access  to  big  game  using  the  right-of-way." 
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Discussion  Of  Vegetation  and  Wildlife  (cont'd) 


PART  IV  VOLUME  2,  Page  788 

"Rare  and  endangered  plant  species  within  the  clearing  limits 
of  the  proposed  right-of-way  would  be  destroyed.  A  list  of 
such  species  known  to  inhabit  the  general  region  of  the  route 
is  discussed  in  section  3. 1.4. 6." 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  790 

"A  loss  of  a  few  acres  of  riparian  habitat  on  the  Sacramento 
River  which  is  presently  utilized  by  the  Yellow-Billed  Cuckoo, 
would  result  in  destroying  the  existing  population." 


Comment 


Applicants  have  retained  the  services  of  Mr.  Philip  H.  Arend 
of  Wildlife  Associates  to  critique  and  comment  on  sections 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior's  Alaskan  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
which  involve  his  area  of  expertise.  Mr.  Arend  has  addressed 
himself  to  Sections  2. 1.4.6  and  2. 1.4. 7  of  Volume  1  and 
Sections  3. 1.4.6,  3. 1.4. 7,  4. 1.4. 6,  and  4. 1.4.7  of  Volume  2. 
The  above  subject  statements  are  only  portions  of  these 
sections.  Attached  are  Mr.  Arend' s  comments. 


A  REVIEW  OF 

"ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM" 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
PART  IV  WEST  COAST,  VOLUMES  1  and  2 
U.S.D.I. ,  JUNE  1975 


by 

Philip  H.  Arend 
WILDLIFE  ASSOCIATES 


September  1975 
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Part  IV.  Volume  1. 

PREFACE 

Pages  293-304  discuss  major  plant  formations,  associations 

and  communities  in  a  very  general  but  adequate  fashion. 

At  the  request  of  Mr.  John  McCullough,  Pacific  Gas  and 

Page  304,  Par.  C  states,  "No  known  unique,  sensitive, 

and/or  threatened  ecosystems  or  communities  will  be  crossed 

Electric  Company,  I  reviewed  the  Draft  EIS  prepared  by  the 

by  the  proposed  pipeline".  I  concur;  this  point  should  be 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior,  the  sections  concerned  with 

emphasized. 

vegetation,  wildlife,  and  related  ecological  factors  and 

and  uses. 

Page  315  discusses  the  rare  or  endangered  plant  species 

within  the  jurisdictions  traversed  by  the  pipeline.  The 

Comments  refer  to  Part  IV,  volumes  1  and  2,  and  then 

report  states  that  964  such  plants  are  listed  by  the  Smithsonian 

to  the  appropriate  page  number  and  paragraph,  rather  than 

Institute  as  occurring  within  the  four  states  (Idaho,  Washington 

to  the  topic  duo-decimal  used  in  the  index. 

Oregon  and  California)  and  notes  that  no  attempt  has  been 

made  by  U.S.D.I.  to  determine  if  any  of  these  plants  are 

present  within  the  proposed  right-of-way  corridor. 

Based  on  the  California  Native  Plant  Society  lists 

(1971)  the  report  notes  that,  in  the  eight  California  counties 

traversed  by  the  pipeline,  105  rare  and  endangered  plants 

are  to  be  found.  Later  in  the  report  (p.  IV-571)  several 

rare  and  endangered  plants  are  cited  from  a  report  prepared 

by  this  writer  (Arend,  1975),  but  the  U.S.D.I  report  fails 

to  note  that  this  writer's  investigation  found  that,  at 

most,  only  10  of  these  105  rare  and  endangered  plants  would 

even  be  found  in  habitats  traversed  by  the  pipeline. 
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Starting  on  p.  IV-316,  a  wildlife  resume  of  the  corridor's 

species  impact  can  be  anticipated. 

jurisdictions  is  presented.  This  reviewer  noted  that  many  of 

the  wildlife  species  discussed  do  not  occur  in  the  corridor 

For  example:  Pacific  giant  salamander- - restricted  to 

(examples:  mountain  sheep,  caribou,  moose,  grizzly  bear,  grey 

coastal  conifers  and  to  a  humid  transition  zone  area  in  Idaho, 

wolf  and,  with  rare  exceptions,  waterfowl).  Particularly 

/")  south  of  the  corridor  route;  Mt.  Shasta  salamander -- rare  and 

non-pertinent  is  section  2.1.4. 7.  A. 6.  (p.  IV-324  through  p. 

/  restricted  to  limestone  caves  and  outcrops  of  Mt.  Shasta 

IV-328).  These  several  pages  discuss  waterfowl  at  considerable 

area,  not  within  the  corridor  route;  the  Aleutian  Canada 

length,  despite  the  fact  that  the  pipeline  corridor  is  distant 

goose  and  the  tule  whi te- fronted  goose  are  rarely  noted  even 

from  any  major  waterfowl  concentration  point,  refuge,  or 

in  the  great  waterfowl  concentrations  in  the  marshlands  of 

management  area.  The  corridor  traverses  only  very  few,  and  very 

Northern  and  Central  California- - the  probability  of  one  of 

minor,  marshes  or  waterfowl  wetlands,  and  these  have  been 

these  birds  impinging  upon  the  generally  dry  corridor  route 

pinpointed  and  evaluated  in  earlier  PGandE/PGT  reports. 

is  astronomically  small,  and  certainly  of  no  ecological 

Pages  IV-333  through  354  list  the  "wildlife  species  known 

significance . 

to  exist  along  the  proposed  pipeline  route".  The  phrase  "along 

Page  IV-370,  Paragraph  two,  discusses  the  stabilized  sand 

the  proposed  pipeline  route"  is  ambiguous  and  is  not  defined. 

dunes  and  their  endangered  status;  the  report  does  note  that 

For  example,  no  observations  have  ever  been  officially  recorded 

the  pipeline  would  cross  the  Sacramento  River  one  or  two  miles 

within  the  actual  corridor  of  such  animals  as  the  grey  wolf, 

upstream  from  the  dunes. 

grizzly  bear,  spotted  bat,  mountain  sheep,  etc.;  these  animals 

are  simply  known  to  occur  within  the  same  state  as  the  pipeline 

ft  Page  IV-561  begins  the  discussion  of  the  Project's 

corridor.  The  grey  wolf,  long  believed  extinct,  has  been 

environmental  impacts  in  reference  to  vegetation:  "A  917-mile 

reported  in  Oregon  only  once  (1  specimen)  within  the  past  ten 

long  100-foot  wide  right-of-way  would  be  cleared  of  vegetation.. 

years;  there  were  less  than  five  sightings  (none  in  the  corridor) 

The  proposed  pipeline  would  be  built  parallel  and  adjacent  to 

of  the  spotted  bat  in  the  same  period.  The  caribou  and  grizzly 

the  Applicant's  existing  pipeline,  except  for  a  21.4-mile 

bear  are  extinct  along  the  corridor  route.  All  categories  of 

segment  across  the  John  Day  River  in  north- central  Oregon. 

wildlife  species  listings  in  this  report  contain  extraneous 

Of  the  total  11,000  acres  of  vegetation  removed,  9,000  acres 

references  to  animals  whose  restrictive  habitat  requirements 

would  fall  within  the  existing  right-of-way.  The  remaining 

automatically  preclude  their  presence  within  the  lands  traversed 

2,000  acres  would  result  from  clearing  an  additional  estimated 

by  the  corridor;  or  whose  occurrence  is  so  infrequent  that  no 
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right-of -way . "  From  this  point  on,  ambiguities  develop  in  the 
succeeding  text.  Although  it  is  obvious  from  the  above  that 
only  2,000  acres  of  land  additional  to  the  present  cleared 
right-of-way  will  be  cleared,  page  IV-563  declares  that 
"approximately  470  acres  of  commercial  forest  lands,  and  2,500 
existing  acres  of  forest  lands  occupied  by  the  existing  right- 
of-way,  would  be  permanently  removed  from  timber  production... 
5,000  acres  of  various  agricultural  lands  would  be  disturbed., 
at  least  3,000  acres  of  natural  grasslands,  woodland-bushland , 
and  desert  areas  would  be  denuded." 


Page  IV- 561  and  562  discuss  aquatic  vegetation  and  marshlands 
stating  that  26  river  crossings  on  19  rivers  will  remove  about 
43  acres  of  aquatic  vegetation.  However,  no  definitive  vegetation 
surveys  have  been  made  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  every  stream 
crossing  did,  in  fact,  involve  submerged  aquatics  or  if  some 
were  possibly  scoured  and  silted  from  the  onset.  A  succeeding 
paragraph  (IV- 562 ,  par.  2)  lists  Idaho  and  Washington  marshes  / 
and  then  states  that  the  proposed  pipeline  would  pass  near, 
but  not  across,  these  wetlands--a  statement  equal  in  pertinence 
to  noting  that  the  pipeline  passes  within  40  miles  of  San 
Francisco  Bay  or  the  Butte  Sink. 


\\ 


Page  IV-565,  paragraph  one,  refers  to  a  secondary 
adverse  impact  due  to  loss  and  disruption  of  local  animal 
habitat,  and  states  that  the  existing  "edge  effect"  would 
simply  be  moved  back  50  linear  feet  along  the  existing  right- 
of-way.  This  statement  over-simplifies  the  ecological  situation 
and  fails  to  consider  the  values  of  optimally  sized  edge 
areas.  VW-9 
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Page  IV-565  discusses  plant  species  re-establishment  and  ' 
indicates  that  undesirable  weedy  species  and  low-quality  forage 
grasses  would  supersede  native  high-value  plants.  This  fails  f 
to  note  either  impacts  of  a  long  history  of  overgrazing  on 
native  species  in  much  of  the  corridor  route,  or  the  desirability 
of  certain  exotic  invaders  such  as  filaree  (Erodium  spp.)  which 
has  been  the  mainstay  of  many  such  overgrazed  areas.  Nor  is 
mention  made  at  this  point  of  possible  mitigation  or  enhancement 
measures,  as  suggested  in  the  earlier  PGandE/PGT  reports. 

Page  IV-567  (Par.  1)  makes  a  valid  point  concerning  the 
discharge  of  hydrostatic  testing  water.  This  will  have  to  be 
monitored  and  carefully  controlled  to  insure  that  the  discharge 
at  least  remains  innocuous,  providing  it  cannot  be  of  beneficial 
(if  temporary)  environmental  value. 

Section  3. 1.4. 6. B  starts  on  Page  IV-567,  noting  that  "Based 
upon  the  existing  36-inch  pipeline,  there  is  a  loss  of  productivity 
of  cropland  in  the  right-of-way.  The  permittee  states  that  land 
owners  have  been  compensated  for  their  losses  incurred  as  a 
result  of  operation  of  the  existing  36-inch  pipeline."  This 
statement  is  contradicted  by  IV-568,  par.  3:  "For  the  past  14 
years,  the  operation  and  maintenance  of  the  existing  pipeline 
has  had  no  quantifiable  adverse  impacts  on  vegetation,  the 
existing  right-of-way  or  on  vegetated  lands  adjacent  to  the 
right-of-way. " 

Section  3. 1.4. 7.  Wildlife  starts  on  IV-  576  and  states,  on 
IV- 577  (in  1)  Big  Game) :  "Long-term  construction  effects  on 

VW-10 


big  game  habitats  would  be  slight.  However,  in  the  short-term, 
clearing  of  the  proposed  route  would  have  significant  adverse 
impacts  on  big  game  for  a  period  of  about  1  to  3  years."  This 
short-term  adverse  impact  statement  is  contradictory  to  the 
"edge  effect"  discussion  on  IV-565. 

The  rest  of  this  section  contains  ambiguous  and  confused 
mathematics  concerning  range  carrying  capacity  of  deer  herds 
and  over-estimates  by  several  times  the  anticipated  deer  losses, 
particularly  when  one  remembers  that  only  2,000  acres  total  in 
the  947-mile  corridor  requires  to  be  freshly  cleared  (see, 
IV-561).  Estimated  deer  losses  are  2,020  deer.  However,  the 
report  states  that  "the  adverse  impact  of  temporarily  reducing 
deer  carrying  capacity  by  about  2,020  animals  would  not  be 
significant,  all  other  things  being  constant." 


Page  IV-581  notes  the  potential  danger  to  animals  of 
open  pipeline  trenches  during  construction.  This  writer 
concurs  that  some  minor  danger  could  exist,  if  such  trenches 
were  left  abandoned  for  a  long  period,  with  no  escape  ramps. 
However,  construction  bustle  at  the  trenching  site  and  the 
rapidity  of  construction  progress  (an  open  trench  left  unfilled 
would  soon  require  expensive  re- trenching  due  to  earth  fall- in) 
will  undoubtedly  control  any  major  wildlife  losses  in  this 
regard . 


The  next-to-last  paragraph  observes  that  construction  crews 
may  poach  big  game  as  they  work  along  the  corridor.  This  is 
unlikely.  Well-paid  construction  workers  will  value  their 
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jobs  too  much  to  violate  stringent  company  policy, 
federal  game  laws,  safety  rules  and  common  sense. 


state 


and 


The  last  paragraph  of  IV-581  discusses  big  game,  notes  that 
construction  through  big  game  summer  range  probably  would  not 
have  significant  adverse  effects,  and  states  that  deer 
densities  in  central  Oregon  summer  range  are  about  12  deer  per 
square  mile.  It  must  be  observed  that,  although  this  density 
(equivalent  to  one  deer  per  53  acres)  is  far  lighter  than  that 
cited  on  page  IV-579  for  deer  on  winter  range  (0.8  to  1.6 
deer  per  10  acres),  the  distinction  is  not  clearly  made  as  to 
the  acreages  of  summer  vs.  winter  range  that  are  to  be  cleared, 
nor  is  the  location  of  each  type  of  range  indicated. 


Page  IV-582,  paragraph  two,  makes  the  valid  and  obvious 
point  that  hibernating  animals  dug  up  by  construction  could 
be  killed. 

The  succeeding  paragraph  is  less  valid.  After  stating 
that  mountain  caribou  (now  exterminated  in  the  Moyie  River 
Basin)  could  be  reestablished,  the  report  asserts  that 
expanding  the  existing  pipeline  can  be  classed  with  summer 
home  development  and  logging  as  hindrances  to  the  mountain 
caribou  potential  for  survival  in  the  Basin.  Such  a  far¬ 
fetched  assumption- -an  adverse  biological  impact  from 
temporary  construction  distrubance  on  a  species  that  doesn't 
even  exist  in  the  site--is  totally  immaterial  to  the  report. 


VW-12 


604 


-9- 


impact  is  generally  innocuous.  This  writer  concurs  with  the 
foregoing  section. 
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However,  a  valid  point  is  offered  on  Page  IV-583,  paragraph 
two,  concerning  the  beneficial  effect  on  deer  browse  of  opening 
the  forest  canopy. 


Beginning  on  Page  IV-583,  Sections  2),  3)  and  4)  discusses 
small  game  and  furbearers,  small  non- game  mammals  and  upland 
game  birds.  Impacts  are  generally  conceded  to  be  minimal  and 
temporary;  some  slightly  more  adverse  potential  impacts  are 
indicated.  This  writer  concurs  with  much  of  these  sections, 
but  suggests  that  foreseeing  an  adverse  impact  on  wild  turkey 
from  the  Sacramento  River  crossing  strains  a  point. 


I? 


Page  IV-586,  section  5),  discusses  waterfowl,  noting  that 
"The  proposed  pipeline  generally  would  not  directly  affect  a 
significant  amount  of  habitat  suitable  for  waterfowl  and  other 
migratory  birds.  Most  marshes,  small  lakes,  reservoirs,  and 
similar  bodies  of  water  would  be  avoided  for  construction 
reasons."  A  long  dissertation  on  waterfowl  refuges,  etc., 
earlier  in  the  report  (p .  IV-324  ff.),  now  appears  rather 
pointless . 


Page  IV-587,  "Section  6)  Birds  of  Prey  (Raptors)"  finds 
that  over-all  the  effect  of  construction  would  be  about  neutral 
to  common  raptors  and  slightly  deleterious  to  the  less  common 
species . 


The  remainder  of  this  report  on  terrestrial  wildlife  finds 
that  impacts  may  or  may  not  be  severe  on  certain  in-corridor 
individuals,  but  from  a  species  population  view  this  construction 

VW-13 

-11- 

>\ 

very  unlikely  chance  impact  on  the  species. 


upstream  and  downstream,  the  chances  of  even  one  nesting  yellow¬ 
billed  cuckoo  being  distrubed  in  that  narrow  corridor  are 
extremely  small.  However,  a  biological  monitor  must  check 
the  site  before  and  during  construction,  to  avoid  even  this 


The  writer  concurs  and  will  re-emphasize  the  need  for 
detailed  route  inspection  by  qualified  biologists  prior  to 
construction,  in  order  to  locate  raptors  and  their  nesting 
sites  and  to  arrange  safeguards.  However,  a  nesting  site 
located  more  than  a  quarter-mile  from  the  corridor  will  not 
be  affected,  although  the  site  should  be  noted  to  avoid 
accidental  encroachment  during  nesting  periods.  The  facts  are 
well  documented  that,  far  from  avoiding  clearings  and  power 
transmission  towers,  the  large  raptors  are  prone  to  forage  the 
clearings  and  often  perch  (and  sometimes  nest)  on  power  poles 
and  towers. 


The  implication  that  the  pipeline  corridor,  in 
construction  or  maintenance,  will  adversely  impact  either  the 
tule  white- fronted  goose  or  the  Aleutian  Canada  goose  is 
fallacious,  as  is  the  implication  that  the  corridor  impacts 
the  Antioch  sand  dunes  and  their  invertebrate  life.  The 
corridor  does  not  approach  any  goose  habitat,  haunts  of  the 
giant  water  snake,  or  the  Antioch  sand  dunes. 


The  writer  takes  exception  to  paragraphs  2  and  3, 
page  IV- 606 .  The  U.S.D.I.  report  notes  that  off-road  vehicles 
(ORV)  use  the  pipeline  corridors,  wider  corridors  mean  more 
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Beginning  on  page  IV-590,  Section  10)  discusses  "aquatic 
animals"  (fish).  In  general  this  writer  concurs  with  the 
report  in  these  pages  and  notes  that,  in  the  applicant's  earlier 
report,  the  sensitivity  of  each  river  or  stream  crossing  was 
duly  noted  as  was  the  critical  timing  of  such  crossings. 

Beginning  on  page  IV-598  and  following,  Sections  11)  and 
12)  discuss  unique,  sensitive  and/or  treatened  populations  and 
endangered  species.  This  writer's  prior  report  (Arend,  197  5  — 
see  bibliography,  page  IV-371)  spoke  to  spot  impacts  on  such 
species;  the  U.S.D.I.  generally  reiterates  and  concurs  with 
these  findings;  there  are,  however,  certain  differing  opinions. 

Page  IV-598  states  that  the  Sacramento  River  crossing 
below  Red  Bluff  would  adversely  impact  the  yellow-billed  cuckoo, 
stating  that  the  yellow-billed  cuckoo  has  been  known  to  nest  on 
river  islands  one  mile  upstream  and  one  and  one-half  miles 
downstream.  The  writer  has  personally  inspected  the  proposed 
crossing  site.  The  northeast  river  bank  is  vegetated  with  a 
narrow  band  of  willow  brush  and  cottonwoods,  backed  by 
agricultural  lands  and  fallow  pasture.  The  southwest  bank 
at  the  crossing  site  has  little  or  no  vegetation;  the  fields 
beyond  are  pasture  and  crop  lands.  In  total  less  than  an  acre 
of  willow  brush  on  the  northeast  bank  would  be  distrubed- -a 
swathe  50  feet  wide.  Considering  the  scarcity  of  this  rare 
bird  and  the  many  miles  of  similar  riparian  habitat  both 
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frequent  use,  and  the  result  is  greater  harvest  and  harassment 
of  wildlife.  It  is  this  writer's  understanding  that  harvest 
of  wildlife,  in  season  and  under  regulation,  is  legal  on  public 
lands;  that  laws  and  enforcement  authority  exist  to  control 
harvest  and  to  prevent  harassment  of  wildlife.  I_f  ORV ' s  are 
taking  an  unwarranted  and  dangerous  toll  to  wildlife,  then 
ORV 1 s  should  be  regulated  - -not  incidental  access  trails, 
fire-breaks  and  pipeline  corridors. 
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CENF.RAL  SUMMATION 


DISCUSSION  OF  GEOLOGY  AND  SOILS 
(GS) 


The  report  is  lengthy,  repetitive  and,  in  many 
places,  contradictory- - an  expected  result  in  a  report  so 

Pages  GS-1  thru  GS-6 
Pages  GS-7  thru  GS-14 
Pages  GS- 1 5  thru  GS-29 

with  the  need  for  a  biological  monitoring  system.  The  only 
major  points  of  disagreement  with  the  U.S.D.I.  report  are 
found  in  the  poorly  delineated  inferences  and  implications, 
which  are  then  used  as  bases  for  adverse  environmental 
impact  forecasts.  I  particularly  draw  attention  to  the 
discussions  on  caribou,  other  deer,  waterfowl,  and  rare  and 
endangered  plants  and  animals. 


general  and  of  such  scope,  and  obviously  written  by  many 
contributors,  although  this  writer  finds  the  report  on  the 
whole  reasonably  objective  in  reporting  factual  material  and 
in  assessing  general  probable  impacts.  This  writer  concurs 
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Soils  Impacts  Along  The  Canada  To 
Antioch  Pipeline 
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Volcanic  Features  Along  The  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline 


DPI  Statements 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV- 175 


"Because  of  the  youthful  age  and  primary  constructional  nature 
of  the  volcanic  terrane  of  the  High  Lava  Plain,  potential  vol¬ 
canic  eruptions  (are)  considered  a  major  geologic  hazard." 

"If  ash  flows  are  vented,  the  proposed  gas  line  would  be  only 
one  of  many  features  potentially  destroyed  by  this  type  of 
devastating  eruption." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV- 177 

"The  region  (Modoc  Plateau  province)  traversed  is  one  of  active 
volcanism.  Historic  eruptions  within  25  miles  of  the  proposed 
route  have  occurred  at  Mount  Lassen  in  1915,  at  Cinder  Cone 
(also  in  Lassen  Park)  in  1851,  and  possibly  at  Glass  Mountain 
in  1910  (MacDonald,  1966).  Other  eruptions  have  occurred  within 
the  last  several  hundred  years  at  Chaos  Grags  (in  Lassen  Park), 
Burnt  Lava  Flow,  and  probably  Glass  Mountain.  This  short  record 
indicates  eruptions  within  25  miles  of  the  proposed  pipeline 
route  in  California  have  been  recurring  at  intervals  averaging 
perhaps  50  to  100  years." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-671 

"South  of  Bend,  Oregon ...  Lava  River  Caves  State  Park.  Also,... 
the  possibility  exists  that  blasting  would  affect  the  safety 
of  the  64,222  visitors  viewing  the  adjoining  lava  tubes." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-765 

"b)  where  the  pipeline  right-of-way  passes  within  400  feet  of 
Lava  Caves  State  Park,  blasting  could  endanger  the  safety  of 
visitors  viewing  these  Lava  Tubes.  Therefore,  any  construc¬ 
tion  blasting  should  be  done  during  nighttime  hours  when  caves 
are  closed  to  visitors." 

See  additional  DOI  statements  pertaining  to  volcanic  eruptions 
in  Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Pages  IV-S36  and  IV-537. 

Comment 


Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates  to  review  and 
comment  on  the  DEIS  section  involving  volcanic  features.  Attached 
is  their  memorandum  of  findings. 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 

245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Attention:  Mr.  Philip  E.  Reynolds,  P.  E. 

Manager,  Engineering  and  Construction 

Re:  Volcanic  Features  Along  the  Canada  to  Antioch  Pipeline 


Gentlemen: 


This  letter  presents  the  results  of  our  review  of  pertinent  sections  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EE)  for  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System*  issued  by  the  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior  Pol),  July  1975. 

1,  Dpi  EE  position:  There  is  a  remote  but  potential  hazard  to  the  pipeline  in 
several  areas  in  California  and  Oregon  from  several  possible  volcanic  effects. 

In  the  California  and  southern  Oregon  segment,  volcanic  eruptions  may  have  a 
recurrence  Interval  of  50-100  years  (reference  vol.  1,  p.  IV-124  and  IV-177; 
vol.  2,  p.  IV-533  to  IV -53 6  and  IV-536  to  IV-537). 

ESA  discussion:  This  is  substantially  the  same  discussion  as  contained  in  the 
Alberta-California  Environmental  Report  except  for  reference  to  a  recurrence 
interval  for  volcanic  effects.  The  indicated  return  period  appears  to  refer  to  the 
recurrence  of  regional  volcanic  activity,  not  the  recurrence  of  potential  damaging 
effects  at  the  pipeline  alignment,  the  possibility  for  which  is  considerably  more 
remote. 

2.  Pol  EE  position:  Potential  construction  damage  is  possible  to  known  and  un¬ 
known  lava  tubes  and  flows  (reference  vol.  1,  p.  IV-174;  vol.  2,  p.  IV-533  and 
IV-538). 

ESA  discussion:  This  is  substantially  the  same  discussion  as  contained  in  the 
Alberta-California  Environmental  Report.  We  have  previously  estimated  that 
possible  impact  on  lava  caves  is  rather  remote,  and  probably  less  than  due  to  the 
construction  and  maintenance  of  nearby  highways.  Further  effects  on  young  lava 
flows  will  not  occur,  since  the  proposed  route  will  follow  the  existing  one.  A 
specific  analysis  of  conditions  and  potential  impact  at  the  East  Cave  portion  of 
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Lava  River  Cave,  and  of  the  Horse  Lava  Tube  system,  both  of  which  are  of  special 
interest,  follows.  The  locations  of  these  and  similar  features  in  the  Bend,  Oregon 
area  are  shown  on  the  attached  figures. 

The  east  Cave  portion  of  Lava  River  system  has  been  surveyed  and  found  to  extend 
1600  feet  to  the  southeast  along  a  sinuous  course.  Along  a  bearing  of  S60  E  the 
end  of  the  East  Cave  is  1150  feet  from  the  south  end  of  the  collapse  entrance  sink¬ 
hole.  The  cave  ends  in  a  steep  sand-covered  breakdown  slope  with  indications 
that  the  passage  continues  beyond,  although  it  may  be  nearly  sand  filled.  Passage 
height  ranges  from  4  feet  at  the  entrance  to  an  average  of  25  feet  for  the  balance 
of  the  tube;  width  is  a  nearly  constant  25  feet.  The  passage  follows  approximately 
the  same  gradient  as  the  north  portion  of  the  system,  but  tends  to  steepen  at  the 
end  of  the  known  passage. 

The  roof  of  the  cave  seems  to  be  thick  enough  (averaging  60  feet  thick)  to  support 
not  only  its  own  weight  plus  the  younger  overlying  flows,  but  also  traffic  on  U.  S. 
Highway  97.  The  basalt  containing  the  cave  is  somewhat  sparsely  jointed;  that  of 
the  overlying  flows  seems  to  have  fewer  joints.  It  seems  likely  that  excavation  In 
this  rock  type  would  probably  require  blasting.  Although  not  containing  features 
equivalent  to  the  "sand  gardens”  of  Lava  River  Cave,  East  Cave  does  contain  an 
excellent  assemblage  of  lava  tube  flow  features  besides  being  one  of  the  longer 
lava  tubes  in  the  area.  By  exercising  reasonable  care,  blast  damage  to  these  fea¬ 
tures  should  not  occur.  The  present  mode  of  operation  for  public  visitation  in 
Lava  River  Cave  is  with  lighting  by  gasoline  lantern.  Presently,  there  exists  no 
plan  to  open  East  Cave,  but  if  future  recreational  pressures  warrant  it,  it  may  be 
opened. 

The  approximate  routing  of  the  pipeline  is  subparallel  to  the  Horse  Lava  tube  sys¬ 
tem,  passing  between  the  small  Garbage  Can  Cave  tubes  and  the  unknown  extent 
of  Johnson  Farm  Cave.  The  area  east  of  Bend  has  many  poorly  known  and  ru¬ 
mored  lava  tubes  in  addition  to  the  Horse  tube  system.  It  is  probable  that  more 
as  yet  undiscovered  caves  will  be  found,  as  happened  during  the  construction  of  a 
pipeline  crossing  the  Arnold  Ice  Cave  Road  to  the  southeast  of  Bend.  Should  this 
occur,  it  may  be  advisable  to  contact  the  Oregon  Grotto  of  the  National  Speleo¬ 
logical  Society  for  assistance  in  determining  the  extent  and  scientific  and  recrea¬ 
tional  value  of  the  lava  tubes. 


Virtually  no  biological  work  has  been  done  in  the  Bend  area  lava  tubes.  However, 
cave-adapted  organisms  similar  to  those  found  in  comparable  lava  tube  areas 
such  as  Trout  Lake,  Washington,  may  be  present. 


Further  information  on  the  lava  tubes  may  be  obtained  from  the  following  sources: 

Earl  Nichols,  District  Ranger  Deschutes  National  Forest,  211  East  Riviera 
Avenue,  Bend,  Oregon  97701  (503)  382-6253. 

Steve  Knutson,  Oregon  Grotto  -  National  Speleological  Society,  Box  162,  Route 
3,  Boring,  Oregon  97009. 

Jim  Neiland,  Oregon  Gi'otto- N.S.S. ,  P.  O.  Box  1783,  Selma,  Oregon  97538, 
Telephone  No.  2658,  Selma,  Oregon. 

The  above  information  was  gathered  from  personal  conversations  between  ESA  staff 
and  Steve  Knutson  and  Jim  Neiland  of  the  Oregon  Grotto  of  the  National  Speleological 
Society,  Gene  Patterson  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter  of  the  N.S.S. ,  and  Tom 
Briggs  of  the  California  Academy  of  Sciences.  The  most  comprehensive  geological 
reference  on  the  subject  is  Gi'eeley,  R. ,  1971,  Geology  of  Selected  Lava  Tubes  in 
the  Bend  Area,  Oregon,  State  of  Oregon  Department  of  Geology  and  Mineral  Indus¬ 
tries,  Bulletin  71. 

Very  truly  yours, 

EARTH  SCIENCES  ASSOCIATES,  Inc. 


D.  Kent  McMillan 
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Soil  Impacts  Along  The  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline 


Erosion  Potential  and  Soil  Loss 

DPI  Statements 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV- 187 

"Approximately  388  miles  or  6,500  acres  within  the  proposed  917 
miles  are  susceptible  to  severe  erosion  resulting  in  nearly 
32,500  tons/year  soil  loss." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 544 

"Approximately  388  miles  or  4,600  acres  within  the  proposed  917 
miles  are  susceptible  to  severe  erosion  resulting  in  a  loss  of 
23,000  tons  of  soil  per  year." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV -781 

"Overall,  approximately  388  miles  of  the  right-of-way  or  4,600 
acres  are  subject  to  severe  wind  erosion.  The  most  severe  area 
would  be  the  windswept  Columbia  Basin  with  its  dry  loose  soils 
which  are  subject  to  an  estimated  17,000  tons  per  year  loss  in 
the  first  year." 

Additional  statements  relating  to  erosion  potential  and  soil 
loss  in  the  DEIS  are  found  in  Part  IV,  Volume  1,  Pages  IV-182 
and  185  and  Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Pages  IV-542-544. 

Comment 

The  figures  for  soil  losses  given  on  Pages  I V - 1 8 7 ,  IV-  544  and 
IV- 781  are  conflicting.  Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences 
Associates  to  review  and  comment  on  the  DEIS  involving  erosion 
potential  and  soil  loss.  Attached  is  their  memorandum  of 
f indings . 


Soil  Regeneration 

DPI  Statements 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV-542-544 

"The  major  impact  would  be  the  disturbance,  compaction,  and  mix¬ 
ing  of  all  the  topsoil  located  within  the  right-of-way  for  the 
917  miles  of  pipeline.  Disturbance  and  compaction  would  alter 
soil  structural  characteristics,  microbiological  activity  and 
soil  climate  relationships  which  have  been  established  over  a 
long  geologic  time  span  (+500  years)  and  are  necessary  to  sus¬ 
tain  life  in  the  ecosystem. 

Removal  and  disturbance  of  the  topsoil  during  trenching  would 
result  in  permanent  loss  of  natural  soil  productivity  due  to 
alteration  of  soil  horizons,  parent  material  and  soil  character¬ 
istics." 

6S-7 
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soil  Impacts  \long  The  Canjvla  1c  Antioch  Pipeline  (cont'J) 


"The  land  would  be  rehabilitated  and  revegetated.  Natural  in¬ 
herent  fertility  and  capability  to  produce  a  vegetative  or  crop 
cover  would  be  lost  for  an  indefinite  period  along  the  entire 
route.  This  would  be  due  to  compaction,  reduceJ  waterholding 
capacity,  restricted  soil  water  movement,  less  infiltration  and 
loss  of  soil  nutrients." 

An  additional  statement  relating  to  soil  regeneration  in  the  DEIS 
is  found  in  Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Page  1V-781. 

Comment 

Applicants'  experience  along  the  entire  route  of  the  existing 
pipeline  indicates  that  fertility  and  capacity  to  produce  is  not 
significantly  changed.  Agricultural  crop  production  can  and  will 
continue  to  take  place  over  the  pipeline  right  of  way. 

In  Section  5. 1.4. 4,  Soils,  Unavoidable  Impacts,  the  DEIS  contra¬ 
dicts  the  above  quoted  statement.  In  the  last  paragraph  Section 

5  says: 

"Loss  of  agricultural  productivity  during  con¬ 
struction  about  2  crop  seasons  after  is  an  un¬ 
avoidable  impact  of  the  proposal.  A  total  of 
4,800  acres  of  productive  agricultural  lands 
will  lose  a  portion  of  their  natural  productiv¬ 
ity  due  to  mixing  of  topsoil  nutrients  and  micro¬ 
biological  ly  active  materials  into  lower  inaccessible 
zones . " 

Two  crop  seasons  is  not  the  same  as  "an  indefinite  period". 

In  addition,  Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates 
to  review  and  comment  on  the  DEIS  involving  soil  regeneration. 
•\ttached  is  their  memorandum  of  findings. 


Shrink -Swell  Potential 
DPI  Statements 

PART  IV  -  VOLUML  1,  Page  IV- 180 

"In  Central  California,  the  greatest  hazard  to  construction  is 
the  high  shrink-swell  potential  on  2,700  acres  or  163  miles  of 
the  route." 

PART  IV  -  \ PLUME  2,  Page  IV-544 

"The  proposed  pipeline  segment  crossing  the  Central  Valley  north 
of  San  Francisco  would  have  a  high  shrink-swell  hazard  to  struc¬ 
tures  built  in,  on,  or  with  materials  derived  from  these  soils. 

A  high  shrink-swell  soil  hazard  would  cause  horizontal  and  verti 
cal  displacement  of  the  pipe  resulting  in  breaks  and  weakening 
of  joints." 

GS-8 


Comment 


Applicants  have  operated  an  extensive  system  of  pipelines  in  the 
Central  Valley  area  for  many  years,  and  have  not  experienced  any 
failures  due  to  high  shr ink- swel 1  soil  hazards.  Applicants  do 
not  anticipate  such  problems  for  the  proposed  pipeline. 

In  addition,  Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates 
to  review  and  comment  on  the  DEIS  involving  shrink  and  swell 
potentials.  Attached  is  their  memorandum  of  findings. 


Soil  Impacts  Along  Hie  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline  (cont'd) 


comment  on  the  DLIS  regarding  air  pollution  duo  to  blowing  of 
soil  into  the  atmosphere.  Attached  is  their  memorandum  of 
f  ind  ings . 


Corrosion 
DPI  Statements 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV- 137 

"California  Central  Valley  contains  approximately  260  miles  or 
4,500  acres  of  soil  contain  acidic  concentrations  that  are 
corrosive  to  untreated  steel." 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-544 


"Nearly  30  percent  of  the  soils  as  shown  in  figure  2. 1.4. 4-1 
contain  high  acidic  concentrations  that  would  be  corrosive  to 
untreated  steel.  Considerable  danger  could  be  expected  from 
leaks  if  deterioration  of  the  buried  pipe  occurs." 

Comment 


Applicants  recognize  that  corrosion  can  take  place  on  untreated 
steel.  For  this  very  reason,  Applicants  will  install  an  ex¬ 
terior  protective  coating  on  the  proposed  pipeline.  After  instal¬ 
lation  of  the  pipeline,  an  impressed  current  cathodic  protection 
system  will  be  connected  to  the  pipe  to  eliminate  corrosion  from 
taking  place.  (Refer  to  Applicants'  EIR  Page  1-20  and  Page  1-29) 


In  addition,  Applicants  have  ret-ained  Earth  Sciences  Associates 
to  review  and  comment  on  the  DEIS  regarding  corrosion.  Attached 
is  their  memorandum  of  findings. 


Air  Pollution 


DPI  Statement 


"Wind  action,  which  is  almost  constant  from  Eastport,  Idaho  to 
the  Cascades,  would  blow  the  disturbed,  detached  fine  soil,  silt 
and  clay  particles  into  the  atmosphere.  Air  quality  would  be 
reduced  while  adding  to  soil  loss." 

Comment 

Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates  to  review  and 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 

245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Attention:  Mr.  Philip  E.  Reynolds,  P.  E, 

Manager,  Engineering  and  Construction 

Re:  Soil  Impacts  Along  the  Canada  to  Antioch  Pipeline 

Gentlemen: 

This  letter  presents  the  results  of  our  review  of  pertinent  sections  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System,  issued  by  the  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior  (Dol),  July  1975,  rela¬ 
tive  to  questions  of  potential  soil  impacts  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  Dol  EIS  deals  mainly  with  potential  soil  problems  on  a  regional  basis  without 
specifying  local  areas  of  known  problems.  This  is  similar  to  the  approach  we 
have  taken  in  the  Alberta-California  Environmental  Report;  thus,  we  find  no  fun¬ 
damental  differences  relative  to  the  descriptive  bases  of  the  two  reports.  How¬ 
ever,  some  |>oints  of  discussion  do  exist  on  the  manner  in  which  impacts  are 
assessed. 


1.  Erosion  potential  and  soil  loss 

Dol  EIS  position:  It  is  reported  that  388  miles  of  the  alignment  will  be  susceptible 
to  severe  erosion  resulting  in  the  loss  of  32,500  tons  of  soil  per  year  from  the 
pipeline  right-of-way.  (The  figures  for  soil  losses  given  on  pages  IV-187,  IV-544, 
and  rv -781  are  conflicting. )  Severe  wind  erosion  will  occur  on  the  Columbia 
Plateau.  Soils  in  the  Cascade  segment  of  the  alignment  would  be  subject  to  shallow 
mass  movements  (reference  vol.  1,  p.  IV-I82  to  IV  —187;  vol.  2,  p.  r\’-542  to 
CV-543,  and  IV  -781). 

ESA  discussion:  Wc  arc  aware  of  the  difficulties  of  analyzing  soil  conditions  for 
projects  of  tlds  kind.  Such  difficulties  are  due  primarily  to  the  lack  of  pertinent 
published  information  on  the  geologic  and  engineering  aspects  of  soils  within  large 
geographic  regions.  In  particular,  quantitative  treatments  of  erosion  potential 
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and  soil  loss  are  rather  rare.  Most  analytical  treatments  of  these  problems  in 
the  absence  of  field  or  experimental  data,  are  suspect,  since  they  involve  evalu¬ 
ating  highly  subjective  parameters  which  depend  on  local  conditions  (Wischmeier 
and  Smith,  1965;  Hudson,  1971).  Knowledge  of  local  conditions  must  be  gained 
empirically  through  experimentation  or  observation,  and  extrapolation  of  results 
from  one  area  to  another  may  not  be  valid.  In  short,  estimation  of  soil  impacts 
for  the  proposed  pipeline  can  be  made  only  through  detailed  examination  of  the 
proposed  route  on  a  mile-by-mile  basis.  Estimates  based  on  averages  of  soil 
loss  on  the  Columbia  Plateau,  for  instance,  are  indeed  valid  as  indicators  of  pos¬ 
sible  or  expected  conditions,  but  they  are  not  reliable  as  predictions  of  project 
performance. 

We  therefore  regard  the  estimates  of  soil  loss  tounages  given  in  the  Dol  EIS 
with  some  question,  since  it  is  not  clear  how  the  estimates  were  made.  Our  own 
experience  in  making  such  calculations  has  shown  that  the  final  results  are  highly 
sensitive  to  small  change  in  the  pertinent  variables.  Thus,  the  accuracy  of  this 
method  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  basic  data.  Further,  the  prospect  of  differ¬ 
entiating  soil  losses  due  respectively  to  wind  and  water  seems  to  us  a  dim  possi¬ 
bility.  Moreover,  we  interpret  the  388  mile  figure  given  in  the  Dol  EIS  as  mean¬ 
ing  that  erosion-sensitive  soils  can  be  found  over  this  distance,  although  the 
process  of  erosion,  which  depends  on  more  than  just  soil  type  to  occur,  may  be 
much  more  restricted. 

We  suggest  that  potential  soil  impacts  be  judged  by  past  experience  with  the  ex¬ 
isting  right-of-way.  In  tliis  way,  the  degree  of  soil  regeneration  or  loss  can  be 
evaluated  with  some  certainty,  eliminating  the  need  to  examine  numerous  hypo¬ 
thetical  but  non-occurring  problems.  Based  on  our  experience  from  aerial  re¬ 
connaissance,  air  photo  interpretation,  and  some  limited  ground  inspection,  we 
can  conclude  that  the  existing  right-of-way  has  not  served  as  a  major  nucleus  for 
widespread  erosion  (with  the  exception  of  Juniper  Canyon,  as  discussed  in  the 
Alberta-California  Environmental  Report)  although  both  wind  and  water  erosion 
arc  serious  concerns  in  rhe  Columbia  Plateau.  It  is  not  clear,  from  the  Dol  EIS, 
to  what  extent  the  distinction  between  construction  and  maintenance  impacts  has 
Iieen  rec«jgni/.ed,  but  clearly,  past  experience  has  shown  that  soil  loss  over  the 
loug  term  Is  far  below  theoretical  expectation. 

2,  Soil  regeneration 

Dol  EIS  position:  Removal  and  disturbance  of  the  topsoil  during  trenching  would 
result  in  permanent  loss  of  natural  soil  productivity  (reference  vol.  2,  p.  I\  -542 
and  IV -781). 
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ESA  discussion:  It  is  our  opinion  that  no  such  general  statement  can  be  made  as 
to  soil  regeneration,  since,  on  some  segments  of  the  existing  right-of-way,  reveg¬ 
etation  has  resulted  in  an  increase  of  plant  life  relative  to  the  adjacent  ground. 
Elsewhere  it  has  been  less,  but  clearly,  not  all  the  effects  on  soil  will  result  in 
the  detriment  or  loss  of  plant  life.  Mitigating  measures  described  in  the  Alberta- 
California  Environmental  Report  should  alleviate  most  difficulties,  and  the  exist¬ 
ing  right-of-way  should  serve  as  a  guide  to  areas  where  problems  persist. 

3 .  Sh  r  ink  -  swell  potential 


Dol  EIS  position:  Clayey  soils  in  the  Sacramento  Valley  segment  of  the  align¬ 
ment  are  expansive  and  represent  a  hazard  to  structures  (reference  vol.  1,  p. 
IV-18G  and  IV-544). 

ESA  discussion:  Such  soils  do  exist  in  this  region;  however,  no  suggestion  has 
been  made  that  such  soils  have  damaged  the  existing  or  other  similar  pipelines. 
In  any  case,  owing  to  the  depth  of  burial  and  the  presence  of  cultivated  land 
throughout  its  length,  the  pipeline  should  be  below  the  zone  of  wetting  and  drying 
where  major  stresses  arise. 

4.  Corrosion 


Dol  EIS  position:  260  miles  of  the  proposed  route  are  underlain  by  soils  corro¬ 
sive  to  untreated  steel  (reference  vol.  1,  p,  IY-187;  vol.  2,  p.  IV-544). 

ESA  discussion:  It  is  standard  industry  practice  to  provide  protection  from 
corrosive  soils. 

5.  Air  pollution 

Dol  EIS  position:  Air  quality  would  be  reduced  from  wind  erosion  effects  in  the 
Columbia  Plateau  region  (reference  vol.  2,  p.  IV-543). 

ESA  discussion:  Since  &o  little  is  known  about  wind  erosion  processes  in  gen¬ 
eral,  it  would  be  difficult  to  assess  the  magnitude  of  this  problem.  We  have  al¬ 
ready  discussed  the  difficulties  of  estimating  soil  losses.  The  Dol  EIS  does  not 
iudicate  either  the  severity  or  duration  of  this  effect,  but  certainly  it  would  be 
most  severe  during  the  construction  phase.  Mitigation  measures  described  in 
the  Alberta-California  Environmental  Report  seem  adequate  to  minimize  or 
alleviate  the  problem. 
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Very  truly  yours, 

EARTH  SCIENCES  ASSOCIATES,  Inc. 


D.  Kent  McMillan 
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Slope  Stability  In  Selected  Areas 

Along  The  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline 


The  DOI  has  expressed  concern  of  slope  stability  in  selected 
areas  along  the  proposed  pipeline  route.  This  concern  is 
evidenced  by  the  following  general  comments  expressed  in  the 
DEIS.  These  general  statements  are  followed  by  statements 
from  the  DEIS  locating  geographical  areas  of  particular  con¬ 
cern  . 

DOI  Statements:  General 
PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  1-567 

"Landslides  might  be  induced  at  many  places  on  any  identified 
route  if  slopes  were  undercut  while  the  pipeline  ditch  was  being 
excavated.  The  slides  could  cause  immediate  damage  and/or  loss 
of  life  or  they  could  occur  at  a  later  time  and  possibly  rupture 
the  pipe." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 520 

"Probably  the  only  large  scale  effects  on  the  topography  that 
could  be  caused  by  the  construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline 
would  be  induced  landslides  or  other  major  slope  failures." 

DOI  Statements:  Specific 

Moyie  River  Valley 

PART  TV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  1-171 

"1)  Northern  Rock  Mountains  Province 

Although  geologic  mapping  in  the  Moyie  River  valley  is  sketchy, 
Kirkham  and  Elis  (1926)  indicate  that  bedding  in  the  Belt  rocks 
dip  steeply  into  the  Moyie  River  valley  from  both  sides  in  the 
north  part  of  the  valley  and  from  the  west  side  in  the  south 
part.  If  thin  bedded  argillitic  or  siltitic  rocks  are  present 
in  any  of  the  areas  where  the  walls  of  the  valley  are  steep  and 
the  bedding  dips  downslope,  these  areas  should  be  considered 
potentially  landslide  prone.  Undercutting  slopes  by  trenching, 
in  a  situation  such  as  above  described,  could  increase  the  land¬ 
slide  potential." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV- 524- 525 

"In  the  Moyie  River  Valley,  particular  combinations  of  slope 
steepness,  dip  of  beds,  and  lithologic  character  could  give 
rise  to  landslides  or  other  forms  of  slope  failure.  Under¬ 
cutting  in  some  of  these  areas  could  make  the  rocks  even  more 
prone  to  failures.  At  present,  detailed  geologic  maps  are  not 
available  for  this  region.  \  more  complete  discussion  of  land¬ 
slide  potential  in  this  area  is  in  the  section  on  Northern 
Rocky  Mountains  provided  of  geologic  hazards  section  2. 1.5. 3." 
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Slope  Stability  In  Selected  Areas 

Along  The  Canada  Tc  Antioch  Pipeline  (cont'd) 


program  for  future  monitoring  to  detect  any  unexpected  ground 
movements.  The  recommendations  stemming  from  this  investigation 
are  related  to  precautions." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 74b 

"Analysis- -After  concluding  that  the  John  Day  River  crossing  land¬ 
slide  area  has  been  naturally  stabilized  for  several  thousand  years, 
the  Applicants  have  listed  a  number  of  steps  to  minimize  disturbance 
of  slope  stability.  These  include  keeping  pipe  3nd  backfill  loads 
on  top  of  a  slide  area  to  less  than  2,000  pounds  per  running  foot; 
regarding  two  surface  depressions  on  the  bench  to  permit  runoff  of 
surface  water;  avoiding  blasting  simultaneous  charges,  nc  Water 
jetting  or  backfills;  avoiding  toe  of  slope  trench  excavation  by 
selective  routing,  having  a  geotechnic  engineer  inspect  and  moni¬ 
tor  the  trenching  operation;  drilling  observation  wells  in  the 
landslide  area  to  observe  internal  drainage,  ground  water  levels, 
ground  movement,  drainage  of  subsurface  water  from  the  slide  mass; 
and  finally,  a  periodic  resurvey  to  detect  anv  future  shifting  in 
the  line." 

"The  proposed  mitigation  measures  are  sound,  but  various  timing 
aspects  are  questionable.  For  example,  rather  than  monitoring 
of  construction  by  a  geotechnical  engineer,  a  preliminary  route 
selection  survey  should  be  made,  including  advance  placement  of 
test  wells  to  determine  whether  the  proposed  route  is  safe  for 
a  final  location.  Construction  pipeline  referencing  with  peri¬ 
odic  surveys  for  shifting  would  help  give  an  early  warning  on 
potential  rupture  from  slow  cumulative  mass  movement,  but  would 
not  provide  timely  warning  for  more  rapid  massive  shifts." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-767 

”2)  The  Applicants  propose  to  make  a  21.4  mile  relocation  of  the 
proposed  route  away  from  the  existing  line  in  the  bottom  of 
Thirty  Mile  Creek  flowing  south  .  into  the  John  Day  River.  The 
proposed  relocation  traverses  along  the  top  of  a' half-mile  old 
landslide  area  just  before  crossing  the  John  Day  River  about 
a  mile  below  the  existing  crossing.  There  are  indications  of 
a  slump  condition  and  weak  underlying  structures  in  this  area. 

Also,  the  John  Day  River  cuts  against  the  toe  of  this  massive 
slump  area.  Pipeline  construction  could  trigger  massive  earth 
movement  with  resultant  pipeline  rupture." 

Comment 

Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates  to  make  a 
detailed  study  of  the  John  Day  Canyon  landslide.  This  study 
titled  "Investigation  of  Ground  Stability  at  Mile  84,  John  Day 
River,  Nov.  1973"  is  attached  to  the  topic  heading  titled 
"Discussion  of  Route  Through  The  John  Day  River  Area".  In 
addition  and  also  attached  is  a  recent  Earth  Sciences  Associates 
memorandum  of  findings  dated  September  23,  1975. 
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Wong  The  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline  (cont'd) 


Comment 

Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates  to  make  a 
further  study  of  the  geology  of  the  Moyie  River  Valley  pipe¬ 
line  corridor.  Their  memorandum  of  findings  is  attached. 


Pa  louse.  Snake  and  Touchet  Rivers 

DPI  Statements:  Specific 
PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV- 171 

"2)  Columbia  Plateaus  Province 

S'"  ill  slides  and  slumps  can  he  expected  on  stoop  loss  hills, 
although  in  most  instances  these  hills  can  be  avoided  by  slight 
rerouting  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  Steep  hillsides  along  major 
galleys,  especially  the  Pa  louse,  Snake,  Touchet,  and  .John  Day 
■  1 1 leys,  ire  alsc  susceptible  to  sliding.  Talus  cones  of  basul tig 
debris  occur  along  the  Snake  Valley  and  should  be  avoided  because 
of  their  instability." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 520 

"The  Pa  louse,  Snake,  Touchet,  and  John  Day  valleys,  are  also 
susceptible  to  sliding.  Talus  cones  of  basaltic  debris  occur 
along  the  Snake  Valley  and  would  be  avoided  because  of  their 
instability.  A  loose  rock  slope,  such  as  a  talus  cone,  is  sub 
ject  to  movement  due  to  a  number  of  reasons,  such  as:  1)  under¬ 
cutting  of  the  base  either  by  natural  erosion  or  excavation  by 
nwn;  or  2)  shaking  due  to  an  earthquake.  The  Action  on  the 
proposed  pipeline  would  be  similar  to  that  described  above  for 
slumps  or  si  ides . " 

Comment 

Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates  to  make  a 
turthcr  study  of  the  geology  of  the  Palouse,  Snake  and  Touchet 
Rivers  pipeline  corridor.  Their  memorandum  of  findings  is 
attached . 


John  Day  River  Area 

DOI  statements;  Specific 

DART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  1V-69-71 

"A  general  geotechnical  investigation  of  a  known  landslide  area 
in  the  John  Day  Canyon  as  recommended  by  the  applicants  may 
necessitate  field  studies.  Construction  design  would  include 
the  possible  reactivation  of  all  or  parts  of  the  landslide,  and 
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\r.telope  Crick 

JOl  statements:  Specific 

DARI  IV  -  VOLU.M1  2,  Pages  1\  -  531-332 

"The  area  of  landslides  where  tie  proposed  pipeline  leaves  the 
Columbia  Tlateau  and  enters  the  John  Day  Formation  is  a  good 
example  and  is  shown  in  figure  2.  1.4.  ‘  -2.  The  proposed  route 
crosses  or  borders  a  large  landslide  about  6  miles  south  of 
the  intersection  of  U.S.  Highway  19“  and  9".  It  would  he  on 
such  a  steep  slope  that  future  movement  would  be  almost  certain, 
and  present  creep  could  even  be  taking  place." 

I  ART  If  •  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV- 52*  329 

"The  other  area  is  where  the  proposed  pipeline  crosses  landslides 
on  the  John  Day  Formation  neai  Antelope  Creek.  A  large  earthquake 
could  trigger  further  sliding,  especially  during  a  wet  season, 
i:  tins  occurred,  the  proposed  pipeline  could  move  with  ti 
slide.  The  material  in  which  t lie  proposed  pipeline  would  be 
buried  could  also  slide  away  and  leave  the  pipeline  unsupported. 

In  cither  case,  the  proposed  pipeline  could  rupture." 

Additional  statements  in  the  DEIS  expressing  concern  over  the 
slope  stability  of  Antelope  Creek  are  contained  in  the  following 
sections:  Part  I,  Volume  1,  Page  1-162;  Part  IV,  Volume  1, 

Page  1-172;  Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Page  IV-768. 

Comment 

Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates  to  make  a 
further  study  of  the  geology  of  the  Antelope  Creek  pipeline 
corridor.  Their  memorandum  of  findings  is  attached. 


Mile  Post  56" -  5 ? 0 

DOI  Statements:  Specific 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV-172 

"However,  the  moderately  poor  consolidated  sediments  of  late 
Tertiary  age  near  the  Sprague  River  valley  and  farther  south 
may  be  subject  to  landsliding  or  slumping  where  they  crop  out 
on  steeper  slopes,  particularly  where  they  are  capped  by 
younger  basalt  flows." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 555 

"Some  parts  of  the  proposed  route  near  Sprague  River  and  Yonna 
Valleys  are  underlain  by  sen iconso 1 idated  upper  Tertiary  sed¬ 
imentary  rocks.  These  could  be  subject  to  landsliding  on  steeper 
slopes  particularly  where  overlain  by  basalt  flows  as  between 
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Slope  Stability  In  Selected  Areas 

Along  The  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline  (cont'd) 


milepost  567  to  570.  If  the  proposed  pipeline  were  buried  in 
one  of  these  landslides,  rupture  could  occur  if  the  slide  re¬ 
activated.  The  available  description  of  the  proposed  route  is 
presently  insufficient  to  determine  the  exact  pipeline  route 
relative  to  slopes  in  these  areas.  However,  the  route  should 
avoid  traversing  steep  slopes  as  much  as  possible." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV -7 68 

"4)  In  the  Yonna  Valley,  the  geological  evaluation  in  section 
2. 1.4.3  reports  semi -consol idated  upper  tertiary  sedimentary 
rocks  overlain  by  basalt  flows.  It  states  that  a  pipeline 
buried  in  one  of  these  landslides  could  rupture  if  a  slide  is 
reactivated.  A  close  examination  of  the  present  route  in  this 
area  is  needed." 

Comment 

Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates  to  make  a 
further  study  of  the  geology  from  Mile  Points  567-570  pipeline 
corridor.  Their  memorandum  of  findings  is  attached. 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 

245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Attention:  Mr.  Philip  E.  Reynolds,  P.  E. 

Manager,  Engineering  and  Construction 

Re:  Slope  Stability  In  Selected  Areas  Along  the  Canada  to  Antioch  Pipeline 

Gentlemen: 


This  letter  presents  the  results  of  our  review  of  pertinent  sections  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System,  issued  by  the  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior  (Dol),  July  1975,  relative 
to  questions  of  potential  ground  instability  along  portions  of  the  pipeline  route. 

Seven  areas  were  identified  in  the  text  as  known  or  suspect  locations  for  slope 
failures  of  various  kinds.  We  have  reviewed  the  published  geologic  record,  air 
photos,  aud  detailed  topographic  map  of  each  area,  and  have  inspected  two  of 
these  areas  from  the  air  and  on  the  ground  in  a  recent  reconnaissance  visit. 

Moyie  River  Valley 

Pol  EIS  position:  Slopes  along  the  western  side  of  the  Moyie  River  Valley  are 
potentially  unstable  owing  to  a  condition  of  adverse  bedding  plane  orientation, 
which  could  be  worsened  if  substantial  undercutting  were  done  for  construction  of 
the  proposed  liue  (reference  vol.  1,  p.  IV-171;  vol.  2,  p.  IV-524  to  IV-525). 

ESA  discussion:  The  proposed  pipeline  route  will  follow  the  existing  one  through¬ 
out  the  Moyie  Valley  and  will  traverse  mostly  level  or  gently  sloping  ground  except 
in  a  few  localities  shown  on  attached  Figures  1  and  2. 

The  alignmcut  in  the  areas  of  Locations  1,  3,  and  4  traverses  the  toe  regions  of 
very  high  and  steep  adjacent  slopes.  These  slopes  are  underlain  by  metasedi- 
mentury  rocks  whose  bedding  plane  inclinations  are  to  the  east,  raising  the  specu¬ 
lation  that  |X)tential  planes  of  failure  may  project  out  of  natural  or  cut  slopes. 

These  rocks  are  generally  hard,  tenacious  metamorphosed  siltstones,  sandstones, 
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and  shales  intruded  by  igneous  sills,  and  characteristically  form  steep,  high  and 
essentially  featureless  slopes;  but  a  condition  of  inhereut  instability  indeed  can 
exist  if  an  adverse  bedding  plaue  orientation  is  present.  However,  in  cases  where 
the  orientation  Is  the  same  as  or  steeper  than  the  natural  slope,  no  such  instability 
necessarily  exists. 

Such  is  probably  the  case,  in  our  opinion,  at  Locations  1,  3,  and  4.  The  basis  for 
this  opinion  comes  from, 


1.  Kirkham  and  Ellis,  1926,  plates  V  and  VI,  which  are  photographs  of  dip 
slope  condition  in  four  locations,  and  plate  m  (geologic  map  and  cross  section) 
which  suggests  the  dip  inclination  is  about  the  same  as  or  greater  than  the 
natural  slope  inclinations,  as  measured  from  1:24,000  scale  topographic 
maps, 


and, 


2.  The  absence  of  landslides  shown  on  the  geologic  map,  and  our  own  failure 
to  discern  such  features  from  study  of  air  photographs  and  topographic  maps. 


Another  indication  of  the  Moyie  Valley's  probable  overall  slope  stability  comes 
from  the  relatively  great  age  of  the  slopes.  The  valley  floor  is  underlain  by  stream 
and  lake  bed  sediments  whose  origins  stem  mainly  from  glacial  times  (greater  than 
10,000  years  ago),  Kirkham  and  Ellis,  1926,  p.  18-20.  Visible  on  air  photos  and 
topographic  maps  are  numerous  terraces,  river-meander  scars  and  alluvial  fans 
at  levels  appreciably  higher  than  the  present-day  river  channel.  These  deposits 
indicate  that  the  valley  was  backfilled  with  sediment  during  glacial  times,  but  they 
have  since  been  eroded  and  cut  through  by  the  present-day  river  to  the  pre-fill 
valley  floor  level.  Most  of  the  bedrock  slopes,  which  of  course  were  developed 
before  backfilling,  are  still  partly  buried  by  the  older  valley-fill  deposits.  Hence, 
we  infer  from  the  lack  of  ancient  or  modern  landslides  that  these  slopes  have  been 
in  a  stable  configuration  for  an  exceedingly  long  duration  relative  to  the  lifetime 
of  the  proposed  pipeline  (about  25  years). 

At  Location  2,  the  pipeline  route  also  traverses  high  ground  but  does  not  sideslope 
any  part  of  this  terrain,  which  is  partly  underlain  by  hard  bedrock,  and  partly  by 
valley-fill  deposits.  Bedding  plane  inclinations  are,  apparently,  to  the  east  but 
dip  into  the  hillside,  thus  precluding  any  suggested  instability  of  the  kind  at  Loca¬ 
tions  1,  3,  and  4.  At  least  four  old  river-meander  scars  are  visible  in  the  air 
photos,  one  of  which  bounds  a  prominent  stream  terrace.  These  scars  reflect  the 
general  meander  pattern  of  the  present-day  river,  which  serves  along  with  the 
absence  of  other  characteristic  topography,  to  eliminate  a  possible  landslide  origin 
for  them. 
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It  is  highly  probable  that  the  slopes  in  question  arc  quite  stable  and  should  pose 
no  problem  for  the  pipeline,  provided  that  physical  conditions  are  not  altered  dur¬ 
ing  construction.  We  expect,  however,  that  no  alteration  will  occur,  since  the 
existing  route,  over  which  cut  slopes  appear  minimal,  will  be  utilized  in  full. 

The  possibility  that  the  pipeline  would  be  affected  by  a  slope  failure  arising  from 
purely  natural  causes  is  exceedingly  remote  considering  the  origins  of  valley  mor¬ 
phology.  We  therefore  conclude  that  the  present  route  is  an  acceptable  one,  and 
consideration  of  rerouting  because  of  slope  conditions  is  not  necessary. 

Palouse.  Snake,  and  Touchet  Rivers 

Pol  EIS  position:  The  valleys  of  these  rivers  are  characterized  by  steep,  high 
slopes  which  are  susceptible  to  sliding.  Talus  cones  in  the  Snake  Valley  are  in¬ 
herently  unstable  and  should  be  avoided  (reference  vol.  1,  p.  IV-171;  vol.  2,  p. 
IV-526). 

ESA  discussion:  We  have  examined  air  photos,  geologic,  and  topographic  maps 
and  can  find  nothing  that  suggests  unstable  ground  at  these  particular  river  cross¬ 
ings,  though  we  would  agree  with  the  Dol  EIS  position  as  a  general  statement. 
Detailed  published  geology  does  not  exist,  to  our  knowledge,  at  these  locations; 
but  as  shown  on  the  geologic  map  of  Washington  (Huntting  and  others,  1961),  they 
are  all  underlain  by  lava  flows  and  a  thin  veneer  of  surficial  loess  deposits. 
Alluvial  deposits  are  evident  in  the  air  photos  along  the  valley  floors  and  walls, 
but  landslide  areas  were  not  observed.  The  pipeline  actually  crosses  only  a 
secondary  tributary  of  the  Touchet  River,  and  not  the  main  channel.  The  route 
appears  in  these  cases  to  be  -ui  acceptable  one  from  a  slope  stability  viewpoint. 

John  Day  Canyon 

Dol  EIS  position:  It  is  recommended  that  a  route  selection  study  be  made  and 
that  test  wells  be  placed  in  the  landslide  in  John  Day  Canyon.  It  is  further  sug¬ 
gested  that  the  proposed  nligument  be  changed  back  to  the  existing  one  (reference 
vol.  1,  p.  IV-69  to  IV-71;  vol.  2,  p.  rV-746  to  IV-767). 

ESA  discussion:  A  dc ;  ailed  study  of  the  John  Day  Canyon  landslide  and  vicinity 
lias  been  done  by  ESA  (sec  "Investigation  of  Ground  Stability  at  Mile  84,  John  Day 
River,  Nov.  1973")  for  PGT,  in  order  to  determine  the  history  and  degree  of 
stability  of  the  alignmen'  in  litis  area.  This  report  contains  discussions  and 
recommendations  pertinent  to  the  Dol  EIS  position;  thus,  they  will  not  be  reiter¬ 
ated  here.  However,  tin.'  question  of  using  the  existing  route  was  not  specifically 
covered  in  our  report,  and  deserves  comment  at  this  time. 
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During  the  winter  of  1964-65,  severe  flooding  in  the  John  Day  Canyon  and  its 
tributaries,  Thirty  Mile  Creek  and  Pine  Canyon,  resulted  in  washing  out  and 
floating,  though  not  rupturing,  the  existing  pipeline.  This  necessitated  costly 
and  lengthy  repairs,  but,  moreover,  represented  a  geotechnical  hazard  of  major 
and  repeatable  aspect.  The  rationale  for  relocating  the  proposed  pipeline  is 
based  on  the  wish  to  avoid  future  flood  problems  in  this  area.  It  is  our  feeling 
that  flooding  is  a  more  significant  risk  than  is  possible  movement  of  the  landslide 
mass,  and  the  proposed  route  therefore  is  the  more  preferable  of  the  two  alter¬ 
natives. 

Antelope  Creek 

Pol  EIS  position:  The  general  area  underlain  by  the  John  Day  and  Clarno  For¬ 
mations  (which  includes  the  Antelope  Creek  area)  is  one  of  extensive  landslides, 
some  of  which  are  active  today.  The  pipeline  alignment  crosses  or  borders  a 
large  slide  on  which  future  movement  is  certain,  and  creep  may  presently  be 
taking  place.  Slide  movement  could  be  triggered  seismically.  The  alignment 
should  be  relocated  (reference  vol.  1,  p.  IV-172;  vol.  2,  p.  IV-528  to  IV-529, 

IV -531  to  IV-532,  and  IV-768). 

ESA  discussion:  Two  aerial  and  two  ground  reconnaissance  visits  have  been 
made,  as  well  as  an  examination  of  the  published  geology,  air  photos,  and  topo¬ 
graphic  maps.  This  work  reveals  that  the  pipeline  route  is  not  underlain  by 
landslide,  though  Swanson's  (1969)  reconnaissance  mapping  shows  that  it  is.  At 
the  location  in  question,  the  route  traverses,  without  sideslope,  the  prominent 
ridge  between  Antelope  Creek  and  Cow  Canyon  (see  Figure  3).  The  ridge  is  under¬ 
lain  by  Columbia  River  basal'  overlying  John  Day  Formation.  The  area  is  indeed 
one  of  extensive  landsliding,  and  it  is  the  John  Day  unit  which  characteristically 
forms  the  principal  component  of  these  failures.  The  unit  consists  mainly  of 
tuffaceous  si  1 1st  one  and  other  generally  incompetent  sediments.  Regionally, 
wherever  erosion  has  cut  below  the  level  of  the  basalt  and  into  the  John  Day, 
landslides  have  occurred. 

On  the  portion  of  the  alignment  iu  question,  the  contact  between  the  basalt  and  the 
John  Day  Formation  occurs  uliout  half-way  down  the  ridge  and  is  approximately 
horizontal.  The  easterly  flank  of  the  ridge  is  steep  and  concave  and  may  be  the 
erosion-modified  head  scarp  of  a  landslide,  though  this  is  doubtful.  The  pipeline 
route  avoids  slid  ground  throughout  its  length. 

The  apparent  difference  between  the  published  record  and  our  own  probably  lies 
in  the  difference  between  scale--  of  observation.  The  published  record  is  at  a  scale 
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of  1:250,000,  thus  making  it  physically  difficult  to  plot  the  alignment  in  its  proper 
relation  to  the  geology. 

In  our  opinion,  the  present  position  of  the  route  is  optimum  for  this  area.  Since 
the  proposed  route  will  follow  the  existing  one,  over  which  there  is  essentially  no 
grading,  no  substantial  alteration  of  slopes  is  involved.  This  being  the  case,  the 
present  stability  of  the  existing  slope  is  judged  sufficient  for  its  proposed  use. 

Mile  Points  567-570 

Pol  EIS  position:  The  pipeline  route  traverses  poUniially  unstable  ground  owing 
to  relatively  weak  underlying  sedimentary  rocks.  Avoidance  of  steep  slopes  is 
recommended.  Relocation  of  the  alignment  is  recommended  (reference  vol.  1,  p. 
IV-172;  vol.  2,  p.  IY-535  to  IV-768). 

ESA  discussion:  An  aerial  and  ground  reconnaissance  were  made  of  this  area 
in  addition  to  an  analysis  of  air  photos,  topography,  and  published  geology.  The 
proposed  route  follows  an  existing  one  which  traverses  only  flat  or  gently  sloping 
ground,  on  which  landslides  were  not  observed.  The  bedrock  underlying  the  route 
between  about  Mile  Points  569-570  consists  of  relatively  weak  tuffaceous  sedi¬ 
mentary  rocks.  Hard  lava  overlies  those  rocks  in  terrain  adjacent  to  the  route 
(Peterson  and  McIntyre,  1970,  1:250,000  scale  map).  The  general  distribution 
of  these  units  c.in  be  determined  in  greater  detail  from  simple  inspection  of  the 
Calimus  Butte,  Oregon  15  min.  quadrangle  (scale  1:62,500)  on  which  the  effects 
of  differential  erosion  reflect  in  characteristic  contour  patterns.  The  lavas  under¬ 
lie  slopes  with  smooth,  regular  contours,  while  contours  over  the  sedimentary 
rocks  are  much  loss  regular,  with  numerous  incised  drainages  (sec  Figure  4). 

This  latter  contour  pattern  is  vaguely  similar  to  so-called  landslide  topography, 
but  our  inspection  did  not  reveal  the  presence  of  landslide  morphology  on  this 
ground,  hi  addition,  we  observed  no  lava  debris  in  the  area  such  as  would  probably 
be  present  on  a  slide  originating  under  the  lava-capped  ridges. 

Tt  is  our  opinion,  based  on  the  lack  of  existing  landslides  or  slopes  of  appreciable 
steepness,  that  the  route  is  a  satisfactory  one  from  a  ground  stability  viewpoint, 
and  consideration  of  relocation  is  not  warranted. 

Very  truly  yours, 
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DISCUSSION  OF  MOV  I L  VALin  ROUTF 


Discussion  of  Moyie  Willey  Route  (cont'd) 


DPI  Statements 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  : ,  Page  IV-66S 

"By  laying  another  pipeline  adjacent  to  the  existing  one,  the 
old  scars,  which  had  partially  healed,  would  be  reopened  and 
enlarged.  The  Forest  Service,  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
is  presently  studying  the  Moyie  River  under  terms  of  the  Wild 
and  Scenic  Rivers  Act.  The  adverse  effects  caused  by  the 
original  pipeline  crossings  would  influence  the  decisions  made 
on  the  river’s  classif icat ionsas  to  being  either  a  wild,  scenic, 
or  recreational  river  segment.  This  will  determine  the  ultimate 
type  of  management  it  will  receive.  Lowering  a  river's  designa¬ 
tion  from  wild  to  scenic  to  recreational  means  that  those  wild 
or  scenic  river  values  would  be  lost  forever  both  for  present 
and  future  generations.  Constructing  the  proposed  pipeline  would 
further  erode  the  present  river  values." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME ,  Fage  IV -68$ 

"Efforts  should  be  made  to  relocate  the  proposed  route  in  the 
Moyie  River  Valley  in  order  to  reduce  or  eliminate  the  impacts 
that  the  pipeline  crossings  would  have  on  this  river  segment. 

As  previously  stated  in  this  section,  if  the  proposed  route 
follows  the  existing  pipeline,  original  scars  would  be  reopened 
and  enlarged  upon." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 767 

"B.  Minor  Alignment  Changes  *  1)  The  proposed  route  crosses  the 
Moyie  River  at  eight  points.  As  noted  in  section  3.1.4.13,  the 
Moyie  River  is  presently  being  studied  by  the  Forest  Service 
for  addition  to  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 
Additional  construction  at  the  eight  crossings  can  lower  the 
aesthetic  values  of  the  river  to  users,  and  drop  this  river  to 
a  "recreation"  classification.  There  is  evidence  that  impacts 
could  be  greatly  reduced  by  relocating  portions  of  the  new  line 
to  utilize  only  two  crossings." 

Additional  DOI  statements  pertaining  to  the  Moyie  Valley  are 
found  in  Part  IV,  Volume  1,  Pages  IV-4SS  and  Part  IV,  Volume  2, 
Pages  IV* 68S ,  IV-797,  I V - S  1 3  and  IV-831. 

Comment 


Moyie  River  Area 

PGT  has  proposed  the  installation  of  eight  new  crossings  of  the 
Moyie  River  that  would  be  located  parallel  and  adjacent  to  its 
existing  pipeline  and  within  the  existing  right  of  way  that  was 
cleared  in  1960.  It  is  PGT ' s  opinion  that  this  parallel  route 
is  the  most  direct  route  with  the  least  environmental  impact 
and  has  the  additional  benefit  that  it  would  allow  use  of  some 
11  miles  of  exist  ir.g  parallel  pipeline.  During  and  immediately 
following  the  proposed  pipeline  construction,  there  will  be  a 
visual  disruption  due  to  the  clearing  of  small  trees  and 
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vegetation  within  the  existing  right  of  way.  However,  with 
proper  mitigation  (replanting  and  reseeding),  this  vegetation 
car.  be  restored  within  a  few  years.  \'o  new  access  roads  will  be 
required . 

The  attached  PGT  Table  shows  the  potential  road  viewpoints  of 
the  Moyie  River  at  pipeline  crossings.  Most  highway  users 
travelling  to  and  from  Canada  will  only  see  one  pipeline  crossing 
of  the  river  at  Moyie  2.  Even  there  the  view  will  not  be  Jis 
turbed  by  the  pipeline  since  it  will  be  buried  and  located  in  a 
meadow  area.  Moyie  1  cress ing  cannot  be  seen  from  Highway  95. 

In  order  to  view  crossings  3  through  8,  motorists  must  detour 
from  Highway  95  on  a  gravel  Fores:  Service  road  (Moyie  River 
Road)  which  generally  parallels  the  River  and  the  Spokane  Inter¬ 
national  Railroad.  From  this  road,  only  3  of  the  6  crossings 
car.  be  seen.  The  Moyie  8  crossing  can  be  viewed  only  from  the 
road  to  Meadow  Creek  Camp  Ground. 

The  Forest  Service  published  a  letter  dated  April  18,  1975 
(attached)  which  presented  Alternative  Plans  for  Classification 
of  the  Moyie  River.  All  of  the  plans  proposed  that  the  first 
1 " .  5  miles  of  the  Moyie  River  from  the  Canadian  border  to  Meadow 
Creek  Camp  Ground  be  classified  as  "recreation"  based  on  the 
existing  land  use  in  this  area.  The  land  use  adjacent  to  the 
rivei  consists  of  existing  roads  and  bridges,  the  Spokane  Inter¬ 
national  Railroad,  and  numerous  homes,  cabins  and  other  struc¬ 
tures.  The  first  1".5  miles  of  river  contains  all  eight  of  the 
existing  and  proposed  pipeline  crossings.  Should  the  river  be 
included  in  the  KilJ  and  Scenic  River  System,  PGT  would  support 
a  recreational  classification.  (See  attached  letter  dated  May  16 
1975) . 

By  installing  a  parallel  pipeline  in  the  existing  right  of  way 
at  each  river  crossing,  there  would  not  be  any  downgrading  cf 
river  classification  since  the  "recreation"  classification  has 
already  been  identified  for  this  17.5  mile  section. 

PGT  presently  has  a  100- foot  right  of  way  on  private  lands  in  the 
Moyie  River  area  with  rights  to  install  a  parallel  pipeline  on 
private  lands.  During  19"2,  easements  with  100-foot  widths  were 
granted  to  PGT  by  the  Idaho  Department  of  Lands  for  five  of  the 
eight  parallel  pipeline  crossings  (high  water  to  high  water)  of 
the  Moyie  River.  Permits  were  also  issued  by  the  Idaho  Depart¬ 
ment  of  hater  Administration  for  these  same  crossings,  with 
special  stipulations  for  construction  techniques  and  timing. 
Applications  were  not  processed  for  parallel  crossings  of  Moyie 
6,  7,  and  8  since  the  pipeline  expansion  program  for  1972  did 
not  require  such  crossings. 

DOI  has  not  identified  a  particular  route  for  PGT  to  consider 
that  would  reduce  impacts  in  the  Moyie  River  Valley  by  reloca¬ 
ting  portions  of  the  new  line  to  utilize  only  two  river  crossings 
It  is  presumed  that  the  practicality  of  the  parallel  route  in 
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Discussion  of  Vcy: c  Valley  Route  i cont'd- 


the  existing  right  of  way  is  acceptable  from  the  Canadian 
Border  (M.P.  0.0)  to  Compressor  Station  No.  5  (M.P.  2.5)  and 
that  Moyie  River  Crossings  1  and  2  arc  considered  acceptable. 

It  then  appears  that  DOI's  proposal  for  a  relocated  route 
applies  to  the  alignment  south  of  Compressor  Station  No.  3. 

PGT  has  reviewed  alternative  routes  to  avoid  the  Moyie  River 
Valley  south  of  Station  No.  3.  Two  alternatives  have  been 
examined.  In  both  instances,  these  routes  start  at  Compressor 
Station  No.  3  and  return  to  the  existing  pipeline  3t  Mainline 
Valve  5-1  (M.P.  20.9).  If  return  to  the  existing  pipeline  right 
of  way  is  not  made  at  MLV  3-1,  then  the  existing  11. 0  miles  of 
parallel  pipeline  installed  by  PGT  in  1 9 "* C  between  MLV  3-1  and 
MLV  5-2,  including  the  Kootenai  River  Crossing,  would  not  be 
beneficially  used  in  the  proposed  parallel  pipeline. 

The  first  alternate  (Alternate  1)  would  follow  3  western  route 
from  Station  No.  3  by  following  Highway  95  across  the  Round 
Prairie  to  a  point  in  Section  34,  T65N,  R11E  and  thence  on  a 
southern  route  following  the  Camp  Nine  Road  and  thence  the 
Meadow  Creek  cutoff  road,  crossing  Meadow  Creek,  and  passing 
west  of  Dawson  Lake  and  thence  following  Fry  Creek  to  the  North 
Bench,  and  thence  to  Mainline  Valve  3-1. 

This  Alternate  I  would  be  23.3  miles  in  length  as  compared  to 
18.4  miles  for  the  existing  pipeline  between  the  same  two  points. 
Evaluation  of  Alternate  I  routing  shows  the  following  objection 
able  features: 

(1)  A  complete  new  right  of  way  would  have  to  be  acquired 
and  cleared.  Clearing  would  involve  cutting  trees  or. 
some  18  to  20  miles  of  right  of  way  (.163  tc  182  acres). 

Most  of  this  clearing  would  be  within  the  kaniksu  National 
Forest.  Such  clearing  would  have  a  high  visible  impact, 
both  during  the  construction  ana  operations  phases  from 
Highway  95  as  well  as  from  Camp  Nine  Road  and  Meadow- 
Creek  Road. 

(2)  Due  to  the  increased  length  (4.9  miles),  there  would  be 
an  increased  cost  of  pipe,  installation  and  cost  of  an 
extra  mainline  valve  between  Station  No.  3  and  MLV  3-1. 

There  would  also  be  an  increased  operating  cost  because 
of  increased  pressure  loss  in  the  longer  Alternate  I 
loop  which  would  increase  compressor  station  fuel  re¬ 
quirements.  These  costs  would  increase  the  price  of  the 
gas  to  the  consumer. 

(3)  Such  an  alternate  route  would  have  to  be  aligned  to  avoid 
conflict  with  the  State  of  Idaho's  proposed  rerouting  of 
Highway  95  from  the  Canadian  Border  to  the  present  junction 
of  Highway  95  and  Highway  1  near  Copeland. 

(4)  A  pipeline  on  the  Alternate  I  route  would  be  difficult  to 
patrol  and  maintain  in  the  wintertime  because  of  poor  qual¬ 
ity  roads  and  deep  snows  in  the  higher  elevation  portion 

of  this  alignment. 


Discussion  of  Moyie  Valley  Route  (cont'd) 


A  second  alternate  (Alternate  11)  further  to  the  west  of  Alter¬ 
nate  I  was  also  reviewed  by  PGT.  Alternate  II  would  begin  at 
Station  No.  3,  proceed  west  across  Round  Prairie  and  then  follow 
Highwav  °5  south  at  the  eastern  edge  of  the  Kootenai  River  Valley 
to  a  point  where  it  would  turn  east  on  the  North  Bench  and  inter¬ 
sect  MLV  5-1. 

This  Alternate  II  would  be  about  2S  miles  in  length  as  compared 
to  18.4  miles  for  the  existing  pipeline  between  the  same  two 
points.  Evaluation  of  Alternate  11  routing  reveals  the  follow¬ 
ing  objectionable  features:  (l!  Increased  pipeline  construe 
non  and  operation*  cost.  (-)  cutting  of  new  timber  to  obtain 
a  right  of  wa>  .  1 3 )  disruption  of  productive  farit  land  in  the 
Kootenai  River  Valley;  (4)  possible  conflict  with  Highway  95 


1  ,  .  tv- «  n  T 


It  is  Applicants'  conclusion  that  *:hc 
in  the  Moyie  River  Valley  immediately 
the  existing  pipeline  and  within  the 
less  overall  environmental  impact  and 
than  other  alternative  routes  in  this 


proposed  pipeline  located 
adjacent  and  parallel  to 
same  right  cf  way  will  have 
be  economically  more  sound 
area  . 
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POT  PIPELINE  CROSSINGS 


PACIFIC  CAS  TRANSMISSION  COMPANY 


COPY 


Crossing 

Hoyle 

Visible 

From 

Road 

Road  Ho. 

Oist.  8 
Direction 
From  Road 

To  Crossing 

Other  Visual  Discord 

1 

No 

Yes 

Hwy.  95 

R.R.  Access 

300’  West 
100'  South 

Railroad 

Crossings 

2 

Yes 

Hwy.  95 

Bridge 

300'  West 

Abandon  Cabins  & 
Buildings 

*3 

Yes 

Hoyle  River  Rd. 

(F.S.  211) 

1200'  West 

Railroad 

300'  East 

4 

No 

Hoyle  River  Rd. 

(F.S.  211) 

1000'  West 

Railroad  100'  West 
Buildings  t  Bridge 

5 

No 

Moyle  River 

Rd.  (F.S.  211) 

700'  West 

Railroad 

TOO'  Cast  . 

8 

Yes 

Hoyle  River  Rd. 

Twin  Bridges 
(F.S.  211) 

800'  North 

Railroad  Bridge  200' 

South 

*  7 

Yes 

Hoyle  River  R. 

(F.S.  211) 

300'  South 

Railroad  100'  South 

8 

Mo 

Yes 

Hoyle  River  Rd. 

(F.S.  211) 

Meadow  Cr. 

Camp  Ground 

500'  North 

300'  North 

Railroad 

Overhead  Pole  Line 

MV-5 

PACIFIC  CVS  TRANSMISSION  COMPANY 


COPY 

Sandpolnt  Zone  Planning 
Idaho  Panhandle  National  Forests 
Hay  16.  1975 
Page  ...  2 

authorizations  have  teen  granted  with  the  most  recent  Identified  by  FPC 
Dockets  CP69-345  and  CP69-347.  PGT  presently  has  on  file  with  FPC  pro¬ 
posals  for  furtner  expansion  of  Its  pipeline  facilities  as  Identified  by 
FPC  Dockets  CP74-241  and  CP74-242. 

PGT's  pipeline  enters  the  United  States  near  Eastport,  Idaho  and  basically 
follows  the  Hoyle  P.lver  In  a  southerly  direction  toward  Hoyle  Springs.  The 
pipeline  crosses  the  Hoyle  River  eight  times  within  the  first  fourteen  alles 
south  of  Eastport  (Segment  No.  1  of  the  Study)  and  crosses  the  Kootenai 
River  east  of  Bonners  Ferry.  The  total  pipeline,  Including  all  river  cross¬ 
ings,  Is  burled. 

Cne  of  PGT's  compressor  stations,  known  as  Eastport  Compressor  Station,  Is 
located  2.3  miles  south  of  Eastport  on  Highway  35  and  approximately  0.2  miles 
west  of  the  Moyle  River.  This  compressor  station  Is  needed  to  boost  the  gas 
pressure  and  maintain  the  del  1 werabll 1 ty  of  natural  gas  in  the  pipeline  system. 

In  conjunction  with  the  FPC  Application  for  construction  of  a  parallel  pipe¬ 
line  as  detailed  in  Dockets  CP74-241  and  CP74-242,  PGT  filed  an  Environmental 
Report  for  the  Alberta  Pipeline  System  In  March  1974  and  a  Consolidated  Appli¬ 
cation  for  PGT  and  PGandE  for  right  of  way  permits  across  federal  lands  with 
the  Department  of  Interior  on  December  13,  1974. 

The  purpose  of  the  wild  and  Scenic  River  Act  Is  to  preserve  free  flowing 
and  natural  conditions  of  selected  rivers.  We  understand  that  the  comments 
reguested  at  the  present  time  should  be  directed  to  the  question  of  whether 
the  Hoyle  River,  or  segments  thereof,  should  be  Included  In  the  National  wild 
and  Scenic  River  System.  PGT's  awareness  of  existing  developments  and 
features  along  the  Moyle  River  sjpport  the  viewpoint  that  the  long-terra  public 
Interest  could  be  enhanced  by  Recreational  Classification  through  Inclusion 
In  the  system.  Such  viewpoint  supports  Alternatives  D  and  E.  By  expressing 
such  viewpoint,  PGT  anticipates  that  management  plans  adopted  to  administer 
the  system  will  be  reasonable,  and  that  sucn  plans  will  permit  future  con¬ 
struction  of  pipelines  as  Is  already  proposed  by  Its  applications  filed  with 
the  Federal  Power  Commission.  Non-Inclusion  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C  are 
also  supported  by  PGT.  ue  do  not  find  any  Justification  to  support  eltner 
Alternative  F  or  G. 

We  suggest  that  the  Study  Team  consider  the  “Scenic  Easement'  characteristic 
of  the  pipeline  right  of  way  now  existing  along  the  Hoyle  River.  By  virtue 
of  building  restriction  limitations  on  private  landowners,  which  Is  a  signifi¬ 
cant  part  of  the  land  rights  acquired  by  PGT,  there  now  exists  a  100-foot  wide 
"Scenic  Easement"  which  precludes  further  above-surface  structures.  We  be¬ 
lieve  that  this  existing  easement  will  continue  to  be  influential  In 
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Sandpolnt  Zone  Planning 

Idaho  Panhandle  Jiatlonil  Forests 
P.0.  Box  49C 
Sandpolnt,  Idaho  83864 

Attention:  Hr.  Daniel  K.  Chlshola 
Planning  Coordinator 


Gentlemen : 

Hr.  Ross  Woodward  fro*  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Cocoary  (PGT)  has  attended 
several  of  the  workshops  concerning  tne  Hoyle  River  Wild  and  Scenic  River 
Study.  At  the  Hay  1  ,  1975  workshop,  you  shewed  photographs  of  the  Hoyle 
River.  As  a  supplement  to  the  phonographs  r.ow  available  to  the  Study  Teaa, 

I  have  requested  Hr.  Woodward  to  deliver  to  you  a  booklet  of  p-ctocrapbs 
titled  "Pacific  Gas  Trar.srisslon  Coapany  Aerial  Views  of  Hoyle  River  Crossings". 
The  booklet  contains  recent  aerial  photographs  for  each  of  the  eight  buried 
pipeline  crossings  of  the  Moyle  River,  we  have  attacned  an  overlay  to  each  of 
these  photographs  to  snow  the  apprcx'aate  location  of  the  existing  and  proposed 
future  pipelines.  These  photographs  emphasize  the  fact  that  pipelines  can  be 
Installed  across  the  river  without  detriment  to  the  free  flow  or  natural  streas 
oed  characteristics  of  the  river. 

Before  proceeding  to  Kite  c (mints  or.  the  alternatives  Issued  by  your  nailing 
cf  April  13,  1975,  perhaps  so*e  furtner  identification  of  Pacific  Gas  Trans - 
elsslon  C oopany,  and  its  Interest  In  these  proceedings,  Is  appropriate.  PGT 
owns,  operates  and  malrtalns  a  natural  gas  pipeline  and  related  facilities  in 
the  Hoyle  River  Valley  located  In  Northern  Idano.  PGT's  pipeline  Is  located 
within  a  right  of  way  easement  except  for  the  Eastport  compressor  station  site 
wnlch  Is  owned  In  fee.  Within  the  Hoyle  P.lver  Valley,  PGT  crosses  three  dif¬ 
ferent  categories  of  land  ownership:  Private,  Federal  Forest,  and  the  State 
of  Idaho.  For  each  landowner,  PGT  has  acquired  a  right  of  way  easeaent.  By 
virtue  of  these  acquired  and  publicly  recorded  land  rlgnts,  the  Company 
Identifies  Itself  as  a  lendowrer  within  1/4  *11e  of  the  Hoyle  River. 

The  PGT  pipeline,  which  functions  to  serve  the  oubllc  In  the  Interstate  trans¬ 
portation  of  natural  gas,  is  authorized  by  certificates  of  public  convenience 
and  necessity  Issued  to  PGT  by  the  Federal  Power  Core-lsslon  (FPC)  In  confer¬ 
ence  with  procedures  specified  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act.  Initial  authorization 
for  the  pipeline  facilities  was  Issued  cn  August  5,  1960  as  a  result  of  pro¬ 
ceedings  Identified  by  FPC  Dockets  6-17350,  G-17351  and  S-17352.  Subsequent 
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Halting  future  developsser.ts  other  tnan  those  Identified  by  the  recrea¬ 
tional  river  aanageoent  objectives. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  sufcnlt  our  booklet  of  photographs  and 
these  supplemental  coments. 


Very  truly  yours. 

Or***  •  jrwd  9f 
P.  L  REYNOLDS 
P.  E.  Reynolds.  P.E. 

Manager,  Engineering  and  Construction 


Enclosures 

PERreeh 

cc:  PVWoodward ,  PGT,  Spokane  office 
Kart  el  Horae  ha ,  Idano  Fish  &  Gaae 
J1a  tfrlgley,  Idano  Dept,  of  Water  Resources 
Mike  Reet,  Idano  Dept,  of  Lands 
Merle  Dardall,  Idaho  Dept,  of  Parks  4  Recreation 
M.  E.  Shelaar. ,  Boundary  Co.  Representative 
Edna  Walter,  Boundary  Co.  Representative 
Roger  Ward,  Boundary  Co.  Representative 
Lee  Skabtlund,  Sandpolnt  Zone  Planning 
Bill  Goodnight,  Idaho  Fish  &  Ga*e 
Dexter  6111,  Idaho  Dept,  of  Lands 
Jeff  Cook,  Idaho  Dept,  of  health  4  Welfare 
Harold  M.  Buroker,  Bonners  Ferry  Representative 
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PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  52 

DPI  Statement 


"The  Pacific  Gas  Transmission/Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  line 
from  kingsgate,  British  Columbia  to  Antioch,  California,  will 
require  11,000  acres  of  permanent  area  and  3,500  acres  on  a 
temporary  basis .. .Table  l.OV.4-1  shows  overall  right-of-way 
lengths,  permanent  and  temporary  acreage,  and  Federal  and  non- 
Federal  land  requirements  for  applicant  companies.” 

Additional  statements  pertaining  to  land  requirements  are  con¬ 
tained  in  Part  IV,  Volume  1,  Page  IV-59  and  Part  IV,  Volume  2, 
Pages  IV  -  567  ,  IV-661,  IV-637  ,  and  IV-638. 

Comment 


A.  Private  Lands 


In  constructing  Applicants’  existing  Alberta -Ca 1  i fornia 

pipeline  in  1959-1960,  Applicants  purchased  and  acquired 

from  private  land  owners  the  following: 

(1)  the  right  to  install,  replace,  maintain,  use  and 
remove  the  existing  36-inch  pipeline 

(2)  the  right  to  install,  replace,  maintain,  use  and 
remove  a  future  parallel  pipeline.  In  the  limited 
instances  where  eminent  domain  was  exercised,  this 
right  was  not  obtained 

(3)  a  right  of  way  easement,  to  contain  the  above  pipe¬ 
line  or  pipelines,  100  feet  in  width 

(4)  the  right  to  use  adjacent  lands  as  may  be  reasonably 
necessary  in  connection  with  the  installation,  re¬ 
pair  and  removal  of  such  pipeline  of  pipelines;  i.e., 
the  temporary  construction  work  area 

(5)  the  right  of  ingress  and  egress  to  the  right  of  way 
easement . 


Applicants  will  install  the  parallel  pipeline  that  is  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  the  DEIS  within  the  100-foot  right  of  way  as  originally 
granted.  The  only  deviation  in  route  will  be  for  security 
reasons  in  the  John  Day  River  Area. 

Based  on  the  foregoing,  it  should  be  noted  and  clarified  by 
DOI  in  the  final  EIS  for  Table  l.OV.4-1  that  Applicants  do  not 
require,  in  most  cases,  a  new  right  of  way  on  private  lands. 

This  was  previously  acquired  and  reserved  when  the  original  pipe¬ 
line  was  constructed. 
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Discussion  On  Land  Requirements  (cont'd) 


B.  Federal  Lands 


Applicants  originally  were  granted  a  permanent  right  of 
way  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  Federal  Regula¬ 
tions  which  specified  a  nominal  50-foot  width  for  a  single 
pipeline.  The  pipe  was  located  in  the  center  of  the  strip. 
Applicants  were  also  granted  a  special  use  permit  which 
allowed  Applicants  to  occupy  and  use  an  adjacent  strip  for 
temporary  work  room. 

Applicants  will  install  the  proposed  pipeline  on  a  20  to 
30  foot  parallel  offset  from  the  existing  pipeline.  Appli¬ 
cants  submitted,  on  December  13,  1974,  an  Application  to 
DOI  for  a  complete  new  right  of  way  on  Federal  lands  in 
accordance  with  Section  28  of  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  of 
1920,  as  amended,  30  USC  185,  and  other  provisions  of  law. 
No  attempt  was  made  in  this  filing  to  factor  out  the  situ¬ 
ation  of  overlapping  rights  of  way  between  the  existing 
pipeline  and  the  proposed  pipeline.  For  example,  with  a 
20-foot  offset  between  the  existing  and  the  proposed  pipe¬ 
line,  Applicants  have  requested  a  complete  new  permanent 
right  of  way,  53.5  feet  in  width  (50  feet  plus  42-inch 
pipeline  diameter)  for  each  1  mile  of  length  (6.48  acres). 
Such  a  right  of  way  would  overlap  the  existing  federally 
granted  right  of  way  by  some  30  to  33  feet.  If  the  over¬ 
lap  is  subtracted,  the  actual  permanent  right  of  way 
needed  is  only  20  feet  in  width  or  2.42  acres  for  a  given 
mile.  Applicants  have  also  requested  an  additional  tem¬ 
porary  work  strip  adjacent  to  the  permanent  right  of  way. 
Thus,  Applicants  will  permanently  operate  and  maintain  two 
parallel  pipelines  within  a  75  to  85  foot  right  of  way  on 
Federal  lands.  Construction  will  require  an  additional 
25  to  40  foot  temporary  work  area  adjacent  to  the  permanent 
right  of  way. 

The  land  requirements  as  described  in  Applicants'  response 
to  Question  No.  16  propounded  by  the  DOI/FPC  in  a  letter 
dated  November  22,  1974  (copy  attached),  were  approxima¬ 
tions  which  are  very  close  to  the  exact  requirements. 

Please  note  that  this  response  discusses  both  new  right  of 
way  needed  and  total  area  to  be  disturbed.  In  order  to 
clarify  Applicants'  land  requirements.  Table  l.OV.4-1, 
titled  Overall  Land  Requirements,  has  been  revised  and  is 
attached.  This  Table  appears  in  Part  I,  Volume  1,  Page 
1-53  of  the  DEIS.  For  PGT  the  permanent  land  requirement 
is  902  acres  and  the  temporary  is  320  acres.  For  PGandE 
the  permanent  requirement  is  299  acres  and  the  temporary 
is  224  acres. 


Table  l.OV.4-1 

Overall  Land  Requirements  (Revised) 
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Land  Requirements  -  Acres 

Miles 

Permanent 

Total  Land 
Permanent 
and  Tempoiary 

Segment 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Federal 

Non- 

Federal 

Total 

Perm. 

Tempo¬ 

rary 

Alaskan  Arctic 

133 

62 

195 

2,635 

1,085 

3,720 

910 

4,630 

Canadian  Arctic 

NA 

NA 

2 , 430u 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

41,610" 

Northern  Border 

91 

1,528 

1,619 

650 

11,090 

11,740 

9,510 

21,250 

Pac.  Gas  Trans. 

103 

Ua) 

122 

(la) 

230 

902 

320 

1,220 

Pac.  Gas  &  Elec. 

48 

(Ja) 

48 

(lb) 

299 

(la) 

0 

299 

224 

523 

Interstate  Trans. 

471 

406 

877 

5.77S2 

2,3752 

8, 150* 

5.9002 

14.0502 

Southern  Cal. 

L20 

122 

242 

7253 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

Total 

967 

2,137 

5.533 

10,756 

14,780 

24,811 

16,864 

83,283 

^Figures  not  included  In  Totals 
°nly  gross  totals  available  for  Canada 


RA-  Information  not  available 

8ft*WJ<>^>£a3K>mfci3caxl!liRgsgatexaaRxfixs*RXKBSxtAHxtBBX*xliBg 

Data  is  for  entire  Kingsga te-Los  Angeles  (Calon)  Leg 


*(la)  Length  shown  is  for  John  Day  Relocation  only.  PGT/PGandE  have  an  existing  100-foot 
right  of  way  which  is  presently  occupied  by  its  36-inch  pipeline  and  has  provisions 
for  accommedating  the  proposed  Arctic  Gas  parallel  pipeline. 

(lb)  Acreage  shown  does  not  take  into  account  overlap  of  existing  right  of  way.  Actual 
land  encumbered  would  be  less  than  shown. 
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Pacific  Gas  Trans^iss  i  on  Conioany 


Docket  Nunber 

Question  Ko.  (16)  ‘‘lnd',;3te  t*>e  total  land  area,  in  acres,  which  would 

be  disturbed  during  the  proposed  pipeline  construction 
and  the  total  a-ount  of  new  permanent  r  i  ght-o* -#»ay 
which  would  be  required.  How  rxich  of  the  total  land 
area  required  was  previously  disturbed  during  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  existing  Alberta-Cal  ifornia  pipeline’-' 


DISCUSSION  OF  AIR  QUALITY 

CAQ) 


DO  I  Statenen:  and  Applicant  Contents  Pages  AQ-1  and  AQ 


Response : 

The  total  maximum  land  area  disturbed  by  the  proposed  pipeline  con¬ 
struction  will  be  approximately  11,000  acres.  The  major  portion  of 
this  disturbed  acreage  will  be  on  private  land  which  15  presently  en¬ 
cumbered  as  right-of-way  for  the  existing  pipeline. 


The  total  amount  of  new  permanent  right-of-way  which  will  be  required 
for  the  proposed  p  pe  line  will  ■_  e  approx  i-»ately  1  .  ?00  acres.  Of  this 
1,200  acres,  approx inately  970  acres  will  be  on  federelly  owned  l3nd 
(See  Consolidated  Appl  :cat  tor.  of  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  and 
Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Co"«pany  for  right-of-way  permits  sufc^itted 
to  the  Department  of  Interior  on  December  13,  197^)  and  the  remaining 
2j0  acres  will  be  on  privately  owned  land  required  for  the  new  route 
through  the  John  Day  Canyon  area.  Approximately  500  acres  of  the  970 
ac rce  of  newly  proposed  federal  right-of-way  needed  is  presently  en¬ 
cumbered  as  right-of-way  for  existing  pipeline.  (See  figure  1-6 
of  the  Envi  ronrurntal  Report  for  details  nf  the  new  right-of-way  on 
public  lands).  This  encumbered  federal  right-of-way  was  previously 
disturbed  during  the  construction  of  the  existing  pipeline. 


On  privately  owned  land,  the  proposed  pipeline  will  be  installed  in 
the  same  ri<jht-of-way  as  the  existing  pipeline  (except  for  the  new 
route  through  the  John  Day  Canyon).  In  some  instances,  additional 
rights  must  be  acquired  from  land  owners  to  enable  construction  of  a 
second  pipe! >ne  in  the  existing  right-of-way. 


Of  the  estimated  11,000  acres  to  be  disturbed  by  the  construction  of 
the  proposed  pipeline,  approxinatel y  10,300  acres  of  the  sa-e  land 
were  disturbed  during  the  construction  of  the  existing  Alberta- 
Cal  ifornia  pipeline. 


LR-4 


DISCUSSION  OF  AIR  QUALITY 


DPI  Statements 
PART  IV  -  VOLUME 


Pag 


e  IV -703 


"The  air  quality  impacts  are  considered  in  the  following  general 
order:  (1)  gaseous  air  pollutants  fro*  permanent  installations, 

( ■>  t  te*porarv  contributions  of  dust,  and  (3j  air  pollutants  •  ro* 
combustion  of  fuel  by  vehicles.  The  analysis  and  evaluation  is 
not  rigorous,  and  is  considered  to  be  estimates  based  or.  limited 
information  available  for  numerous  variables  in  the  computations. 
Nevertheless,  it  can  be  concluded  that  the  long -tern  estimated 
contributions  of  pollutant  gases  by  the  propose;  actions  are  due 
to  the  compressor  stations.  These  contributions  would  be  low 
(0.3  to  6.4  ug/M5)  amounting  to  less  than  10  percent  of  the  aaoient 
air  quality  standard,  in  the  case  of  SOx.  The  contributions  of 
other  pollutants  are  very  much  less." 

"The  dispersion  estimates  are  such  that  NOx  concentrations  nay 
be  created  that  are  dangerous  to  human  health,  in  two  situations: 

(1:  around  compressor  stations  when  atmospheric  conditions  continue 
to  prevent  dispersion;  and  (2)  concentrations  of  construction  equip- 
ment  at  any  given  site." 

PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2.  Page  IV -7 13 

"In  these  situations,  concentrations  may  exceed  the  National 
.Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards.  Especially  in  the  first  situation 
there  is  the  possibility  of  exceeding  the  physiological  danger 
level  (estimated  as  500  tig/m*)  for  extended  periods. 

For  additional  statements  contained  in  the  DEIS  *")[ol''*nf .  ^  d 
quality  see  Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Pages  IV-70. ,  IV-710,  IV-712  and 
IV- 800 . 


Coauaent 

The  above  concerns  are  not  supported  by  the  calculations  shown  on 
Pages  I V - 7 0 7  and  IV-710  of  the  DEIS  or  Applicants  calculations 
previously  submitted  in  Applicants’  EIR.  Estimates  of 
concentrations  at  ground  level  downwind  of  Station  10  the  largest 
compressor  s tat  ion,  as  calculated  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
and  tabulated  on  Page  IV-707  are  shown  below: 


Distance  From  Source 


Most  Stable  Case 
Class  F.  L-  =  250M 


Most  Frequent  Case 
Class  D.  L.  =  16Qi 


Meters 

ug/M3 

ug/M' 

1000 

0 

1.3 

4000 

10.4 

40.0 

10000 

60.6 

18.2 

20000 

40.7 

8.4 

Discussion  Of  Air  Quality  (cont'd) 


The  results  obtained  by  the  Depart~ent  of  the  Interior  and  by 
the  Applicants  are  well  below  the  Federal  air  quaLity  standard 
and  the  California  hourly  S0x  air  quality  standard  (470  ug/M^). 

Since  the  concern  is  with  human  health,  the  above  calculations 
also  should  be  compared  to  the  OSHA  standards  for  NO,.  The 
OSHA  standard  is  5  ppm  average  over  eight  hours.  This  would  be 
approx  irately  9400  ug/M  or  155  times  greater  than  the  maximum 
calculated  short-terr-  ground-level  concentration. 

Furtherrore,  one  must  question  the  legitiracy  of  the  DEIS  state- 
aent  that  the  physiological  danger  level  is  500  ug/M.  This  is 
inconsistent  with  the  OSHA  standard.  The  OSHA  standards  were 
set  at  levels  which  would  prevent  any  danger  to  human  health. 
Kith  respect  to  construction  equipment,  the  short-term  NO  con¬ 
centrations  resulting  from  emissions  froa  construction  vehicles 
as  calculated  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  shown  on 
Page  IV-710  are: 

1/2  mile  125  ug/M3 

1  mile  40  ug/M3 

Again,  since  the  concern  as  expressed  on  Page  IV-703  and  Page 
IV-712  of  the  DEIS  is  human  health,  these  concentrations  should 
be  compared  to  the  OSHA  standard  (5  ppm  or  about  9400  ug/NP 
averaged  over  S  hours).  Once  again,  the  concentrations  are  far 
below  this  standard.  Therefore,  one  must  conclude  that  due  to 
construction  equipment  and  the  ground- level  NO,  at  compressor 
sites,  both  long-term  annual)  and  short-term  fhourly) ,  are  not 
dangerous  to  human  health. 
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COMMENTS  OF  ALBERTA  NATURAL  GAS  COMPANY  LTD 


COMMENTS  OF  ALBERTA  NATURAL  GAS  COMPANY  LTD. 

(ANG) 

DOI  Statements  and  ANG  Comments  Pages  ANG-1  thru  ANG-4 


DPI  Statements 

PART  III  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  II  1-15 

"The  western  pipeline  would  connect  with  facilities  of  the 
Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Ltd  and  continue  to  the  interna¬ 
tional  border  near  Kingsgate,  British  Columbia.  There  it 
would  join  proposed  pipelines  of  Interstate  Transmission 
Associates  and  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company...." 

PART  III  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  I  1 1-121 

"...The  Kingsgate  Delivery  Line  runs  southward  and  westward  from 
Caroline  Junction  for  about  281  miles  across  the  Rocky  Mountains 
to  the  U.S.  -  British  Columbia  border,  where  it  is  proposed  to 
continue  by  two  routes  to  the  west  coast  of  the  United  States." 

PART  III  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  1 1 1-520 

"At  Caroline  Junction  the  line  divides,  one  branch  passing  south 
and  west  to  the  Canada  -  U.S.  border  at  Kingsgate,  B.C.  and  the 
other  southeast  to  the  border  at  Monchy,  Saskatchewan." 

Comment 


The  above  statements  do  not  appear  to  recognize  that  there  are 
two  applications  presently  before  the  National  Energy  Board 
(NEB)  to  certify  the  construction  of  pipelines  for  the  transpor¬ 
tation  of  Alaskan  gas  through  south  eastern  British  Columbia. 

On  June  27,  1975  Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Ltd  (ANG)  applied 
to  the  NEB  for  a  certificate  authorizing  facilities  additional 
to  its  existing  pipeline  for  the  transportation  of  Alaskan  gas 
received  at  its  proposed  junction  with  the  proposed  line  of 
Canadian  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Limited  (CAGPL)  near  the  Alberta- 
British  Columbia  border  to  its  existing  junction  with  the  Pacific 
Gas  Transmission  Pipeline  and  destined  to  Pacific  Gas  and  Elec¬ 
tric  Company's  market  in  California  and  for  the  transportation 
of  any  other  volumes  of  Alaskan  gas  that  became  available  to  it. 
CAGPL's  application  to  the  NEB  included  a  proposal  to  continue 
its  own  proposed  western  branch  to  the  international  boundary 
near  Kingsgate,  British  Columbia  connecting  there  with  the  pro¬ 
posed  line  of  Interstate  Transmission  Associates  for  the  trans¬ 
portation  of  other  Alaskan  gas  destined  to  California.  The 
additional  facilities  that  are  the  subject  of  ANG ' s  application 
would  consist  of  looping  portions  of  its  existing  line.  The  pro¬ 
posed  line  of  CAGPL  in  this  area  would  generally  parallel  ANG '  s 
existing  line  but  would  be  constructed  on  a  completely  new  right 
of  way. 


ANG-l 


Comments  Of  Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Ltd.  (cont'd) 


Comments  Of  Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Ltd.  (cont'd) 


PART  III  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  I II -57 

DOI  Statement 


"...Of  the  7  metering  stations,  5  would  be  finished  by  the  fifth 
year  of  construction;  two  measuring  stations  on  the  Kingsgate 
Delivery  Line  would  be  built  at  a  future  date." 


Comment 


Metering  stations  for  the  Kingsgate  Delivery  Line  would  be  con¬ 
structed  in  conjunction  with  the  mainline;  not  at  a  later  date 
as  stated  above. 


PART  III  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  I II -218 

DOI  Statement 

"...The  first  of  several  crossings  of  the  Moyie  River  and  the 
Canadian  Pacific  Railway  occurs  at  Milepost  265.  There  are 
other  crossings  of  the  river  at  Mileposts  267,  268,  269,  273, 
274,  277,  278,  and  279,  with  the  final  crossing  at  Milepost 
281..." 


about  the  only  area  along  the  proposed  pipeline  route  suitable 
for  agriculture.  However,  nowhere  is  it  mentioned  that  the 
Kootenay  Valley  is  now  flooded  (Libby  Dam  Project)  and  there¬ 
fore  useless  for  agriculture  purposes. 

PART  III  -  VOLUME  1.  Page  II I -720 

DOI  Statement 

"The  route  of  the  proposed  pipeline  would  not  pass  close  to  any 
national  park,  provincial  park,  regional  park,  campground  or 
other  form  of  developed  recreational  area  in  Saskatchewan  and 
British  Columbia,  although  it  would  cross  the  Elk  Flathead,  and 
Yahk  Provincial  Forests  in  B.C..,." 

Comment 

The  proposed  pipeline  as  set  forth  in  CAGPL's  application  would 
pass  through  the  Crowsnest  Provincial  Park,  the  Plumb  Bob  Creek 
Park  Reserve  and  the  Ryan  Provincial  Park  requiring  a  completely 
new  right  of  way.  The  ANG  proposed  looping  would  cross  the  Crows 
nest  and  Ryan  Provincial  Parks  using  its  existing  right  of  way. 


Comment 


The  10  above-mentioned  crossings  of  the  Moyie  River  apply  only 
to  the  CAGPL  application.  The  facilities  shown  in  ANG ' s  appli¬ 
cation  would  entail  a  maximum  of  3  crossings  of  the  Moyie  River 
in  Canada. 


V7 


DOI  Statements 


PART  III  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  I II -561 


DOI  Statements 

PART  III  -  VOLUME  2.  Page  III-873 

"Table  3. 2. 2. 5-1  (Cont.)  Major  rivers  crossed  by  the  proposed 
pipeline  route." 

PART  III  -  VOLUME  2.  Page  1 11-957 

"Siltation  and  turbidity  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the 
salmonid  reproduction  in  the  Elk  and  Kootenay  Rivers..." 


"...The  route,  crossing  the  Rocky  Mountain  Trench  in  the  Koot¬ 
enay  River  Valley,  enters  the  Ponderosa  Pine  and  Douglas  Fir 
Section  of  the  Montane  Forest  Region  (Rowe,  1972).  In  the 
Kootenay  Valley  this  forest  is  represented  by  open  parkland  of 
ponderosa  pine  (Pinus  ponderosa)  with  Douglas  Fir  (Pseudot- 
suga  menziesii)  and  bunch-grass  prairie  or  weedy  vegetation, 
depending  on  grazing  history  (Rowe,  1972).  This  prairie  is  a 
major  grazing  area  in  British  Columbia  which  may  be  affected 
by  the  pipeline  (CAGPL,  1974  Section  14d.,  14t$.2,  p„  30)." 


Comment 

The  above  statements  do  not  apply  to  ANG's  proposed  pipeline 
ANG  has  existing  pipeline  loops  across  the  Elk  and  Kootenay 
Rivers,  which  were  constructed  in  1970  for  pipeline  security 
The  only  major  river  crossings  stated  in  the  ANG  application 
are  the  three  Moyie  River  crossings. 

PART  III  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  I II -949 


PART  III  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  III -706 


DOI  Statement 


"...The  primary  agricultural  area  extends  from  the  Peace  River 
region  of  Alberta  to  the  Canada  -  U.,S.  boundary  east  of  the 
Rocky  Mountain  front.  The  Kootenay  Valley  is  one  of  the  main 
grazing  areas  of  British  Columbia." 


Comment 


The  Kootenay  River  Valley  is  stated  as  being  open  parkland  and 


"In  British  Columbia  two  logging  areas  would  be  affected  along 
about  45  miles  of  route  (CAGPL,  1974,  14d.l7.9.3,  p.  26).  One 
of  the  areas  includes  the  Michel  Creek,  Leach  Creek  and  Flat- 
head  River  valleys  and  the  second  is  the  Teepee  Creek  Valley. 
The  latter  is  the  only  area  traversed  which  has  unharvested, 
mature  pine  forests.  The  pipeline  would  remove  about  655  acres 
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Comments  Of  Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Ltd.  (cont'd) 


Response  to  Comments  received  from 
Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  (PGT) 
and  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PGE) 
dated  October  24,  1975 


John  Day  River  Route,  Noise  Impacts,  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  Geology 
and  Soils,  Moyle  Valley,  Land  Requirements,  Air  Quality  and  Alberta 
Natural  Gas  Sections 

1.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  6,  7,  247,  249, 

318,  330  and  334  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

2.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  247  and  318  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

3.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  205,  229  and  299 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

4.  This  discussion  has  been  substantially  revised  on  pages 
235-238,  303-311,  315-317,  319-320,  332-333  and  343  of  the 
San  Francisco  Volume. 

5.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

6.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  157,  271  272 

331  and  339  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

7.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  157-160  of  the 
San  Francisco  Volume. 

8.  This  discussion  has  been  modified  on  pages  157-167  of  the 
San  Francisco  Volume. 

9.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  160  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

10.  This  discussion  has  been  partially  revised  on  pages  271-273 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

11.  This  discussion  has  been  modified  on  pages  271  and  272  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

12.  This  discussion  has  been  modified  on  pages  272  and  273  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

13.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS.  Stipulations  will  he  developed  prior  to  issuance 
of  the  right-of-way  permits. 

14.  This  discussion  has  been  modified  on  page  273  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

ANG-4 


of  forest  land  from  production  for  the  duration  of  the  project." 

Comment 

Again  this  statement  would  not  apply  to  the  proposed  ANG  pipeline.  I  ,\ 
The  ANG  -  NEB  application  proposes  looping  of  existing  facilities.  I  5 
There  would  be  little  effect  on  logging  areas  as  the  ANG  right  of  I 
way  requires  little  or  no  clearing.  1 


15.  This  discussion  has  been  modified  on  pages  274  and  275  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

16.  This  was  changed  on  page  275  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

17.  This  discussion  has  been  modified  on  page  275  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

18.  See  // 1 7  above. 

19.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

20.  This  discussion  has  been  modified  on  pages  159  and  277  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

21.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  163  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

22.  Stipulations  will  be  developed  prior  to  issuance  of  right- 
of-way  permits. 

23.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  282  of  the  San 
Franicsco  Volume. 

24.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  76-78,  248  and 
330  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

25.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  77,  251,  317  and 
318  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume.  Stipulations  will  also 
be  developed  to  mitigate  potential  construction  damage  to 
lava  tubes  prior  to  issuance  of  the  right-of-way  permit. 

26.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  338  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

27.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  254  and  261  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

28.  The  section  on  corrosion  has  been  revised  on  pages  30,  78, 

93  and  254  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

29.  The  discussion  on  soil  erosion  has  been  substantially  revised 
on  pages  78,  254  and  330  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

30.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  254  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume . 

31.  See  027  above. 

32.  See  0 28  above. 


33.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  255  and  302  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

34.  This  discussion  was  partially  modified  on  pages  68,  247 
and  248  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

35.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  any  substantive 
changes  as  can  be  seen  on  pages  249  and  250  of  the  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  Volume. 

36.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  2,  6  and  318  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

37.  This  discussion  was  partially  revised  on  pages  75,  76,  249, 
250  and  330  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

38.  This  discussion  has  been  partially  revised  on  pages  76,  247 
and  252  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

39.  The  discussion  of  the  Moyie  Valley  Route  has  been  revised 
on  pages  205,  222  and  298  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

40.  The  discussion  of  the  Moyie  River  alternative  route  has 
been  revised  on  pages  357-363  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

41.  See  0 40  above. 

42.  This  has  been  clarified  on  pages  16-19  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume  and  page  24  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

43.  See  0 42  above. 

44.  This  discussion  has  been  substantially  revised  on  pages  301- 
303  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

45.  The  fact  that  the  Draft  EIS,  which  was  issued  and  distributed 
in  June  1975,  did  not  recognize  the  Alberta  Natural  Gas 
Company  Ltd.  (ANG)  pipeline  problem  was  simply  based  on  the 
fact  it  was  unknown.  ANG  filed  its  application  before  the 
National  Energy  Board  of  Canada  on  June  27,  1975.  The  Final 
EIS  refers  to  the  ANG  pipeline  on  pages  5  and  10  of  the 
Canada  Volume  and  pages  10  and  107  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

46.  The  draft  statement  on  metering  stations  was  revised  and 
corrected  in  the  Final  EIS,  Canada  Volume,  page  32. 

47.  The  treatment  of  topography  was  extensively  revised  and 
shortened  in  the  Final  EIS.  Details  of  stream  crossings 
were  deleted  from  the  Kingsgate  Delivery  Line,  Canada  Volume, 
pages  71,  72. 
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PART  I  -  VOLUME  1 
P(I)  VCl) 


48.  The  erroneous  draft  statements  were  deleted  from  the  reorgan¬ 
ized  and  revised  treatment  of  vegetation  in  the  Final  EIS, 
pages  200,  294. 

49.  The  additional  information  on  crossings  of  parks  and  reserves 
furnished  by  ANG  was  inserted  in  the  Final  EIS,  page  299. 

50.  The  draft  statement  was  retained  in  the  Final  EIS,  page  415. 

51.  The  draft  statement  was  retained  in  the  Final  EIS,  page  412. 


DO I  Statements  and  Applicant  Comments  Pages  P(D  V ( 1 ) - 1 

thru  P(D  V ( 1 )  - 33 


PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  55 


PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  1-52  and  1-53 


DPI  Statement 


DO  I  Statement 


"Except  for  the  Kingsgate  to  San  Francisco  portion,  the  Appli¬ 
cants  have  specifically  indicated  that  the  pipe  will  also  meet 
the  American  Petroleum  Institute  Specification  for  Spiral-Weld 
Line  Pipe  (API  5-LS),  7th  edition." 

Comment 


"The  Pacific  Gas  Transmission/Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  line  from 
Kingsgate,  British  Columbia  to  Antioch,  California,  will  require 
11,000  acres  of  permanent  area  and  3,500  acres  on  a  temporary 
basis .. .Table  1.0V.4-1  shows  overall  right-of-way  lengths,  per¬ 
manent  and  temporary  acreage,  and  Federal  and  non-Federal  land 
requirements  for  applicant  companies." 


3- 


App  1  icants, PGT  and  PGandE,do  not  propose  to  use  spiral-weld 
line  pipe  for  their  respective  segments  of  the  Kingsgate  to 
San  Francisco  pipeline.  Applicants  will  use  line  pipe  that 
meets  the  American  Petroleum  Institute  Specifications  for 
High  Test  Line  Pipe  (API  Specification  5-LX). 


Table  1.0V.4-1  -  Overall  Land  Requirements 
Comment 

The  figures  for  acreage  are  in  error;  refer  to  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  On  Land  Requirement". 
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PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  8 A 

DPI  Statement 


"Pacific  Gas  Transmission/Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  did  not 
specify  operation  of  block  valves." 

Comment 


Applicants'  main  line  block  valves  will  be  manually  operated 
except  for  those  located  at  compressor  stations  which  will  be 
au toma tically  controlled.  This  will  conform  with  the  practice 
currently  followed  by  Applicants  for  their  existing  Alberta- 
California  pipeline  system. 
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PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  i-148 

DPI  Statement 


"A  known  geologic  fault  is.... and  a  number  of  faults  are  crossed 
or  approached  along  the  southern  half  of  the  San  Francisco  seg¬ 
ment  and. ..." 

Comment 


i 


Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates  to  review  and 
comment  on  Part  I  of  the  DEIS  pertaining  to  geology.  Attached 
is  their  memorandum  of  findings. 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 

245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Attention:  Mr.  Philip  E.  Reynolds,  P.  E. 

Manager,  Engineering  and  Construction 

Re:  Alberta-Antioch  Pipeline 

U.S.  Dol  Draft  EE  Overview 


Gentlemen: 


This  letter  presents  comments  based  on  the  writer's  review  of  Part  1,  Overview, 
of  the  subject  Draft  EIS.  Although  the  specific  subjects  discussed  here  are 
covered  in  more  detail  in  other  volumes  of  the  EIS  and  in  our  review  of  these 
other  volumes,  we  believe  that  some  of  the  summary  statements  presented  in  the 
Overview  volume  differ  in  both  content  and  impression  from  statements  presented 
elsewhere  in  the  EIS,  and  deserve  special  comment,  as  follows: 

p.  j-148;  '• . a  number  of  faults  are  crossed  or  approached  along  the 

southern  half  of  the  San  Francisco  segment - "  Neither  the  draft  EIS  nor  our 

own  studies  present  any  evidence  indicating  that  the  pipeline  crosses  any  poten¬ 
tially  hazardous  fault,  or  that  it  "approaches"  any  fault  sufficiently  closely  so 
that  hazard  of  fault  ground  rupture  is  present. 

p.  1-162:  "The  proposed  route  crosses  such  (landslide)  areas,  including 
a  large  landslide  in  the  John  Day  Formation,  on  such  a  steep  slope  that  future 
movement  is  almost  certain".  The  reference  to  a  large  landslide  pertains  to 
the  Antelope  Creek  area.  Results  of  reconnaissance  studies  by  us  demonstrate 
that  the  route  is  not  underlain  by  landslides  in  this  area,  nor  is  there  evidence 
that  the  pipeline  crosses  any  other  place  where  "future  movement  is  almost 
certain". 


p.  1-367:  'The  pipelines  to  San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles  are  located 
in  areas  of  high  seismicity  and  major  damage  to  the  pipeline  is  likely  in  the 
event  of  a  major  earthquake".  Again,  we  find  no  basis  for  the  view  that  damage 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
October  1,  1975  -  1632 
Page  2 


is  likely"  either  in  the  draft  EB  or  our  own  work. 

In  general,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  foregoing  EE  statements  are  sweeping 
exaggerations  which  are  not  substantiated  in  the  more  detailed  parts  of  the 
report  or  by  other  data. 


Very  truly  yours, 


RLM:jw 
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Earth  Sciences  Associates 
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Earth  Sciences  Associates 

701  Welch  Road.  Palo  Alto,  California  94304 
(415) 321-3071 


OCT  -  2 1975 


DPI  Statement 

"The  proposed  route  crosses  such  areas,  including  a  large 
landslide  in  the  John  Day  Formation,  on  such  a  steep  slope 
that  future  movement  is  almost  certain." 

Comment 


Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates  to  review 
and  comment  on  Part  I  of  the  DEIS  pertaining  to  geology. 
Attached  is  their  memorandum  of  findings. 


For 
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°I1nijrnr^onimen^s  on  landslides,  refer  to  the  topical  section 
ltled  Discussion  Of  Geology  And  Soils".  Discussion  is  found 
under  the  subsection  titled  "Slope  Stability  In  Selected  Areas 
Along  The  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline". 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 

245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Attention:  Mr.  Philip  E.  Reynolds,  P.  E. 

Manager,  Engineering  and  Construction 

Re:  Alberta -Antioch  Pipeline 

U.S.  Dol  Draft  EIS  Overview 


Gentlemen: 


This  letter  presents  comments  based  on  the  writer's  review  of  Part  I,  Overview, 
of  the  subject  Draft  EIS.  Although  the  specific  subjects  discussed  here  are 
covered  In  more  detail  in  other  volumes  of  the  EIS  and  in  our  review  of  these 
other  volumes,  we  believe  that  some  of  the  summary  statements  presented  In  the 
Overview  volume  differ  in  both  content  and  impression  from  statements  presented 
elsewhere  In  the  EE,  and  deserve  special  comment,  as  follows: 


p.  1-148:  " . a  number  of  faults  are  crossed  or  approached  along  the 

southern  half  of  the  San  Francisco  segment. ..."  Neither  the  draft  EE  nor  our 
own  studies  present  any  evidence  indicating  that  the  pipeline  crosses  any  poten¬ 
tially  hazardous  fault,  or  that  it  "approaches"  any  fault  sufficiently  closely  so 
that  hazard  of  fault  ground  rupture  is  present. 
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p.  1-162:  "The  proposed  route  crosses  such  (landslide)  areas,  including 
a  large  landslide  in  the  John  Day  Formation,  on  such  a  steep  slope  that  future 
movement  is  almost  certain".  The  reference  to  a  large  landslide  pertains  to 
the  Antelope  Creek  area.  Results  of  reconnaissance  studies  by  us  demonstrate 
that  the  route  is  not  underlain  by  landslides  in  this  area,  nor  is  there  evidence 
that  the  pipeline  crosses  any  other  place  where  "future  movement  is  almost 
certain". 


p.  1-367:  "The  pipelines  to  San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles  are  located 
in  areas  of  high  seismicity  and  major  damage  to  the  pipeline  is  likely  in  the 
event  of  a  major  earthquake".  Again,  we  find  no  basis  for  the  view  that  "damage 
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Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
October  1,  1975  -  1632 
Page  2 


is  likely"  either  in  the  draft  EE  or  our  own  work. 

In  general,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  foregoing  EE  statements  arc.  sweeping- 
exaggerations  which  are  not  substantiated  in  the  more  detailed  parts  of  the 
report  or  by  other  data. 


RLM:jw 


Very  truly  yours, 

EAJRTTl  SCIENCES  ASSOCIATES,  Inc. 


Richard  L.  Meehan 


PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  295 


DPI  Statement 


"...,  the  Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Limited  line  now  makes 
deliveries  to  Interstate  Transmission  Associates  at  Kingsgate." 

Comment 


L 


This  statement  is  incorrect.  Alberta  Natural  Gas  Company  Ltd 
(ANG)  makes  deliveries  only  to  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
at  Kingsgate.  ANG  transports  gas  for  Alberta  and  Southern  Gas 
Co.  Ltd.  and  for  Westcoast  Transmission  Company. 
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Earth  Sciences  Associate 
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PART  1  -  VOLUME  1 ,  Page  299 

DPI  Statement 


PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  311 

DPI  Statement 


"It  would  also  cross  numerous  small  gas  lines  owned  by  the 
Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  and  would  make  deliveries 
to  them  through  19  taps.  In  addition,  deliveries  are  made 
to  El  Paso  National  Gas  Company  through  20  taps." 

Comment 


For  a  more  accurate  description,  the  above  sentences  should 
read  as  follows: 

"In  California  it  would  also  cross  numerous  small  gas  lines 
owned  by  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  and  would  make 
deliveries  to  PGandE's  intrastate  system  through  19  taps. 

In  addition,  in  Idaho,  Washington  and  Pregon,  Pacific  Gas 
Transmission  Company  makes  deliveries  to  Northwest  Pipeline 
Company  through  20  taps." 


"Segments  of  the  John  Day  River  in  Pregon  (which  is  now  recog¬ 
nized  as  a  "National  and  Scenic  River"),..." 

Comment 


The  John  Day  River  has  been  named  for  study  for  possible  inclusion 
into  the  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  It  has  not  to  date  been 
recognized  as  a  "National  and  Scenic  River". 
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PART  I  -  VPLUME  1,  Page  512 

DPI  Statement 


"It  is  possible  that  the  Rio  Vista  Gas  Field  in  the  Central 
California  Valley  could  be  developed  in  the  future." 

Comment 


PART  I  -  VPLUME  1,  Page  517 
DPI  Statement 

"Washington :  Kentucky  Trail  (1864-1872).  Pipeline  intersects 
route  of  Kentucky  Trail  approximately  1  mile  northeast  of 
Rosalia." 


This  field  has  been  developed  to  its  maximum  capability  for 
many  years.  The  sentence  is  factually  incorrect  and  should  be 
stricken. 


Comment 

The  PGT  pipeline  passes  northwest  of  Rosalia;  the  above  statement 
is  incorrect  as  to  the  location  reference. 
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PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  1-337-338 

DPI  Statement 


PART  1  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  1-353-354 


"The  corridor  from  the  Idaho-Brit ish  Columbia  border  to  San 
Francisco  follows  the  route  of  the  pipeline  laid  in  1961-62. 
There  are  several  deviations  along  the  current  route  but  most 
are  only  local  adjustments." 

Comment 

For  a  more  accurate  description,  the  above  should  read  as 
follows:  "The  corr  idor  .  .  .  pipel ine  laid  in  1960-61.  There  is 

only  one  proposed  deviation  from  the  original  route  for  the  new 
pipeline  and  that  is  in  the  John  Day  Canyon  area." 


DPI  Statement 

"For  the  proposed  San  Francisco  leg,  the  Applicants  have  made 
ambient  sound  measurements  in  the  past  at  compressor  stations 
along  their  existing  pipeline.  They  do  not  report  these 
measurements,  but  state  that  after  construction  was  completed, 
the  sound  level  abated  during  the  operational  period  at  all 
but  three  of  the  16  compressor  station  sites;  at  these  3  there 
was  an  increase  in  noise  caused  by  the  compression  machinery." 

Comment 

This  is  a  misinterpretation  of  a  statement  contained  in  the 
Applicants'  Environmental  Report.  The  following  is  the  actual 
statement  made  in  the  Alberta -Ca 1 i fornia  Environmental  Report, 
Page  11-62: 

Noise  Conditions 


Introduction 


"Prior  to  1960,  the  ambient  noise  level  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
pipeline  right-of-way  consisted  of  background  noise  created  by 
nature  (e.g.  wind  and  rain)  and  by  rural  activity.  Table  1 1  -  6 
estimates  the  average  ambient  noise  types  of  areas.  These  are 
representative  of  conditions  that  probably  existed  before  pipe¬ 
line  construction. 

During  construction  of  the  pipeline  in  I960,  men  and  specialized 
equipment  raised  the  noise  level  for  the  period  of  time  required 
to  excavate  the  land,  install  the  pipeline  and  clean  up  (approx¬ 
imately  11  months  for  the  entire  911  miles).  Afterward,  the 
noise  level  abated,  except  in  the  vicinity  of  three  compressor 
stations  located  about  200  miles  apart  (No.  4  -  Sandpoint;  No.  9  - 
Wallula;  No.  13  -  Diamond  Junction).  Here  there  was  an  increase 
in  noise  caused  by  machinery  used  to  compress  the  gas." 

Only  three  compressor  stations  were  constructed  in  1960-61;  there¬ 
fore,  the  noise  abatement  refers  to  construction  noise  only. 

Further  information  regarding  compressor  station  noise  is  con¬ 
tained  in  Applicants'  EIR  submittal,  Pages  11-65  and  64,  the 
responses  to  Questions  22  and  23  propounded  by  DOI/FPC  in  a 
letter  dated  November  22,  1974,  and  the  topical  section  contained 
herein  titled  "Discussion  On  Noise  Impacts". 
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ool  Statement 

"At  the  southern  end  of  the  system,  the  pipelines  to  San 
Francisco  and  Los  Angeles  are  located  in  areas  of  high  seis¬ 
micity  and  major  damage  to  the  pipeline  system  is  likely  in 
the  event  of  a  major  earthquake." 

Comment 

Applicants  have  had  past  experience  with  large  natural  gas 
lines  being  subjected  to  earthquakes .  There  have  been  several 
major  earthquakes  that  have  caused  severe  damage  to  aboveground 
Structures  while  buried  gas  pipelines  have  withstood  the  shocks 
without  failure.  Attached  are  three  articles  from  Pacific  Coast 
Gas  Association  Proceedings,  Volume  43,  1952,  and  Volume  45, 

1954,  titled  "Earthquake  of  July  21,  1952",  "Earthquake  Effect 
On  A  Gas  Pipeline",  and  "Pipelines  Ride  The  Shock  Waves". 

In  addition,  Applicants  have  retained  Earth  Sciences  Associates 
to  review  and  comment  on  Part  I  of  the  DEIS  pertaining  to  geo¬ 
logy.  Attached  is  their  memorandum  of  findings. 

Till  earthquake  experienced  in  the  lower  San  Joaquin  Valiev  at 
4  52  a. in  on  Mondav.  July  21.  1952.  wax  officially  recorded  at 
7.5  on  the  open  Richter  scale.  This  compares  with  8.25  in¬ 
tensity  of  the  1906  earthquake  in  San  Francisco  and  6.25  for  the 
Long  Beach  earthquake  in  1933. 

Considerable  damage  to  buildings  occurred  in  Tehachapi  and 
Arvin  and  al«o  in  Haker>firld  from  one  of  the  severe  after  shocks. 
It  was  ascribed  to  slippage  in  the  Garlock  and  Bear  Mountain  fault*. 

Principal  gas  lines  in  the  area  were  those  of  the  Southern  Cali¬ 
fornia  Gas  Company  and  the  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  and 
the  very  limited  damage  indicates  that  modern  welded  construction 
is  virtually  earthquake  proof.  A  portion  of  the  P.  G  and  E.  34-mch 
line  was  subjected  to  severe  stress  from  slides  but  no  break  occurred. 
The  Southern  California  Cas  Company,  which  serves  id  Tehachapi 
and  Arvm,  dispan  lied  employees  to  all  junction  points  and  within 
an  hour  was  assured  that  no  major  damage  had  been  done,  ft  was 
nor  nere.sary  to  shut  off  either  Tehachapi  or  Arvin,  and  many  cus¬ 
tomers  who  had  shut  oil  their  own  meters  requested  service  before  the 
day  was  over.  Meiers  lo  damaged  buildings  were  blanked  off  and  a 
few  services  were  cut  at  the  mam  Gas  was  turned  off  at  the  Te- 
hachupi  Women's  Prison  and  at  all  schools.  A  6  inch  line  to  Mono¬ 
lith  was  found  m  dangerous  condition  due  to  vertical  slippage  of 
aome  two  inches,  This  line  was  shut  down  and  an  emergency  gas 
supply  secured  from  the  P.  G.  and  E.  34  inch  line.  The  Monolith 
line  will  be  relocated. 

That  no  greater  damage  was  dooe  to  underground  structure* 
can  be  ascribed  lo  the  nature  of  the  earthquake,  to  the  shock  re- 
vslani  construction  of  the  gas  lines,  and  to  the  excellent  emergency 
orgamration  of  the  gas  companies. 
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Earthquake  of  July  21,  1952 
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ami  minor  <l«mug.  nu-  -ulb'icd  j.  lai  a-  H.i  mil,  .  ..wav  0,|  *,.||,’ 
•ml  puiupini:  ei|iMptimiM.  irrigalum  pip.  uml  ,li  .'|,  mil  ul„| 

III.-  irark-  ami  . . .  0f  dm  sgnlli.  rn  I'a.  ili,  Kailmail  hpip  all 

extensively  damaged 


Hi*'  mam  .In,,  k  however.  i-  nnlv  pari  nf  llir  -inn-;  |lir  olhrr 
pail  i.  i lie  ,|uak>  -  niter  -Im.'k-  nnlni.'.  wav  »l  r.'licvinp  .train* 
O' in'"  nil  li>  lln  initial  movement  l-oiii  ilifl.r.  in  geographic  all  v 
-i^mln  am  group-  have  l«  .  n  plnllp.l  n.  the  nnrili.  -••ml.,  eu-t  an.l 

»f‘l  nf  the  W  Into  Wolf  ljull  Tlir  fouill,  group  ol  mnv . nl.  I„g*n 

»ii  JuK  20.  along  a  I  in.  pa— mg  -iim.  mil.-,  finni  down  town 
li.i  k  >-r  -  fi.-l.l  Of  ili.-.,  tlic  Ik- i  full,  almig  with  a  iiiu,  li  weaker  oim 
on  Augu-t  22.  I*iil  virtually  hem  ulh  lln  iilv.  ,  «u»'.l  ilmiiag.'  l„  ilm 
Pil.nl  nf  Inn-  nf  millmn-  of  dollar-  iml  killn.l  Iwn  p.i-on-  in 
Mjkrr.fi.'lil  Of  ili.  after  -ho*  h-.  .i  o  n  tegi-icre.l  i  magnitude  of 
or  giealer.  Tliri.  were  -rvrral  humliPi)  |p..cr  liriimi.  an.l  llir 
epicenter-  nl  inorp  than  200  of  iIip-p  nerr  plnllp.l,  an.l  divided  ml., 
g.-iigrapliii  al  group.  During  llm  fir-i  tlirei  day-  following  the 
moral  lull  lh.  -uiull  -brick-  were  -u  numerous  limy  blended  un 
iln-  r.'iiiril  ..I  -pi-mi. Ingnal  iii-iriinipni.  j.  un.-  enntinuou-  ili- 
turh.incr  1  h.'  \rvin  T.'lin.  liapj  Parlli.|uakp  n*.  oh-ervrd  liy  .in  n 
li"i*  •*  11  nrniir...l  ami  from  il  a  gnat  . I >■  1 1  nl  iiiforinulinn  Iim.  hern 
ol.iunm.l  li  lia*  r.vi-.d  scientific  llnnkiiig  on  llm  nature  ,»f  ,tuaki  • 
•  ml  may  p\pii  lead  in  now  knowledge  i.gai.lmg  llm  r\  -Irurlur*' 
ol  I  lie  earth  ilsclf. 


Tin  While  Wi.ll  laiilt  ,  rn-.p.  I’  (,  ami  K '•  .'<1  inch  pipeline 

in  llm  Trliaeliapi  Mi.uniain.  A  mil . ulira-i  nf  \rvm  However 

iTf.'i'l.  ii(  ilm  i  iirili,|iiak.'  wen*  noticeable  alonj-  llm  nidin  for  a 
ili-Uimi1  ol  43  mili- 
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following  ilm  nuiial  -lim-k  ai  4.52  a  m..  ininm.li.ii.-  a.  turn  m> 
lak.n  lo  pul  min  pUpi'I  llm  .'nmrgrm  y  pro.  .-.lurp.  |.r p ..  r ■  1..-.I  m 
opi-ralinu  i.rili'f.  Ilm  Oimplny'.  prual.  l.l.pli.im-  .y.i.-ni  »a- 

rompli  l.  ly  . . I  . . .  ilm  I  .  lu.  lupi  ai>  a  ami  llmr.  lor,- 

it.-,’.  iiai.'.l  il..-  nf  .  .iinnmi.ial  .  i.uiniunn  ation.  mIiiiIi  wrnl  around 
ilm  arrj  \ II  ■  ullipr.".ur  -lalmn.  m  i,  ni-lru*  Ir.l  lu  •  lu-i'k  pip.  Im. 

I).. wing  pr.—iin  -  f..r  nnrnialil*  Vfi.  r  . .  dial  Iim  pri—un  • 

hutli  up- li- jiii  ami  .l.iHu-ir.'uin  nf  ilm  i  arilii|uukp  ar.-a  m  ir  nuiuijl. 
il  »a-  iMuninl  dial,  al  lr»>t  linipni.inli.  limn  «.a.  no  uulagp  al 

Tfu-  «hn.  k  lu.l  iniprrupip.l  romumri  ial  inlpplmr . .  .  m  dm 

•  ■■-Killy  of  I'rlii.  Iiapi  ami  tlmrr  v,a-  no  mi  in  ili'lprniiim  d.  l  yinnl 

•  ml  nalurr  nl  In.al  ilaniag-'  I'.'r.niiiu'l  w.tp  .li.palilmil  in  \jrmu- 
po.nl-  along  ill.'  Iim-  in  ..rdrr  In  p-lalili-li  radio  .’ommiinn  jimn 
Imlnprn  dm  llinkl.  )  and  K- III. man  t  ,>.iipr. — or  >io 1 1, ,i, -  1 .1. 
plmii.’  rppairnirn  k.-ip  -.-hi  .ml  in  I...  ji,-  ironl.l,  on  dn  Im,-.  ami 
pipi  liim  pinplovr.-  I„'gan  lu  pulled  llm  ga-  line  liutli  on  foul  ami 
liy  wliuli. 


L'H 


I'.p.  lin.  . ml  palnill.-.l  lln  g.i-  main  ,  iiiiliuinm-ly  ilirnugli 

..oi  il..  I .  Im.  lupi  Moiinlain-  and  .  In  ,  k.-.i  .  ji.  iuiK  ior  -ign.  nl 

l.  ak*  .iml  pm-d.lr  -ii jiii-  Ml  .in'll  inf.irmalii.n  rpM.id.'.l  for 

lord,.'  -'ml'  and  .In.  king  ll\  llm  unm  lln  .  jr  lli,|,i.ik>  . . . 

m. i-  .1,  •  lari’d  pa-l.  llm  pip. din. •  li.ol  In  *  n  pair. .11.  d  .un!  rli.**  k.’d  for 
j  d.-lam .  of  .'IM  mil.-  llm  pallid  r«  '.al.  d  -i.nn  -.  >.  n  .  r.u  k- 

. I  -  "ial  mmiir  mrih  -lu-li. »  mai.  or  .|o--ing.  llm  pip.luu  .Nn 

I,  ikag*  oi  pip.  ilaniag.  »j.  .ii.  "iinl.r.'d,  lu»«p'rr.  and  rout  ill*' 
pali.d-  wr.  pin  min  pffri'1. 


lln  prim.-irv  prold.'in  wlu.li  pr>— .’iil.-.l  ii-.df  ua>  in  ir-gard  lo 

■  ■111111111111"  np.'ialu.n  id  lln  liim  ll.i'mg  nn  im.mdul.  pliy-mal 
in-  j«-  I"  ol.**  n-  »liai  lu.l  liapp.  m-d  lo  dm  -i.  i  l  main  in  il.  Imd 

. .  I'-  In.ij/.niljl  and  wrln.il  -Irani  pr. -ml  In  ■  ardniuaki-  re 

-idling  Irnm  dm  lyp.  »(  faul'-lip  nil  mli  rail-*  d  lln-  -limk.  dmrr 
ai-  in. i  ulna'-  I'lniugli  -nrla..  irnli.jlion-  In  Ira.,  a.  Inal  r.-ullJlil 

■now. Ii.nl-  niid,i ground.  I.r.nk-  or  wilnul  di-pl . iii.nl-  nijv  lip 

,  ..nliii.il  in  loialinii-  Imlnpi'ii  llm  .-pi.  -  iil.'r  of  dm  -lip  an.l  |..unl- 
noi  far  l«  |..n  dm  -iirfai.-  uml  mil  -lum  up  un  lln  -iiiIji.  until 
•"III.  lull.  MI  ill.-  lullin'  \-.uuiuig  lln-  nj-  lln  .  j-r.  nllr  nl  Inn 

■  Imn .  —  Itud  I,.  I,,'  ina.li'!  .'idler  lo  iimimim  opi  r.iimn-  a-  lln*'  wen* 
I”  hup  lln-  "imik.  in  nlmli  i-'rnl  u  •im \ i iiiiiin  Iim  iiivi’idnry  noul.l 
I*.  ,i-ui..l  -lioiilil  lln-  pip.  lad.  or  lo  loner  llo  op.  r.ilillg  prr— lire 

u-  io  r.  dm .  . Inn.'.l  -ir.  hi  ili.  pip.  Tin  gj.  pimlia-p  ran- 

nu-  .nl  from  UlOlNKI  M.  |.  i..  uni .  \|.  f.  p.r  day.  Tin*  cul 

r.  -idled  in  un  ai.'iugi'  pn— llir  redin  linn  of  _’U0  p»i  lu  ill.  area 
mo- 1  aff.ili-.l  lo  dm  .-ailluiuak. 


I  lu-  pip.  n-.d  in  ill.  I-  lu.  lupi  Mininimii-  i-  S  l-.ai.Ti  I  I.I  I  mill 
-  and  1  \h  hi.  li  nail  dimkim— ■  >.  Tin-  pipe  na-  fjluii.ii.il  from 
•■"'I  mad.  !■«  do  llp.  ii  ll.-aidi  p.o,  >•-.  an.l  il»  longilmlin.d  -rani- 
n.  n  iw-ld.'.l  l.y  dm  -ilium  ig.-il  an  prm  .  Tin  pln-n  ,d  |.iup.'Mie> 
ol  ili*'  K.'im  li  nail  pip*-,  inn-1  allu  l.'.l  In  llm  .'arllnpiaki'  are 

■niiuioiim  iran-'pf-.  » n  I.I  Mr.  nglli  of  IHihmi  p-i  and  mil . ill  Iran* 

w  r-  iilliin.il.-  -ir.-ngdi  nl  ft’ilHHi  p-i.  \lj\iinum  ullonal.l.-  op.  raling 
pn  -un  in  lln-  Telun  lupi  ar.  a  lu.l  I.. .  n  -.1  al  7‘JO  p-i.  or  At  p.  r 

.  . I  minim, nn  ymlil  -Irenglli.  Tin  pn— hip  n  .lm  lmn  .  Hpi  Ip.I 

In  llm  ga-  pm,  Ii.i-p  rale  i  ill  luouglii  do  npriulmg  pi,  --iiip  down 
l«,  I  ai  p-i  . no I  1,'ilijrrd  dm  -in—  nn  flit  pipe  lo  onU  (A  per  I'enl 
nl  n-  mini, i, uni  iian-ter-.'  yield  -lienglli.  Tile  one  irnknnnn.  and 
nidi  leriiiinule  la.  lor  nu-  die  -li . .  In  I'.II  ill  nmw  iimnl. 


In  nnl.'i  lo  In  aihi-i'il  of  am  jluiormal  |,r  •  -  -  u  r .  iiindilion*  on 
do  pip.  Iim  .  |"  i-„niml  were  -lalirumd  on  21  Imiu  .Ini'  ,ii  key  valve 
Im  a  I  mu-  I  ln-r  jllen.lanl-  ol.-eiie.l  J  i  in-  pre-Mire-  ul  I  Viniliille 
inl.  nal-  and  .d-o  mill'd  lln-  lime  and  n  lulue  inlen-dy  of  die  many 
aflei -lin.'k-.  I  In -.  trading-  -mil  ol.-i  italiuil-  net!'  relay,  il  Inne 

*'  . . .  I"  ■  •*•  I'liiergeilu  In  I,l,|iurli  i -  nlmli  liud  l-eeii  , -Ijlili-hrd 

m  lln  n.nn  ol  I rli.mliapi  I’n— me  n.iiluig-  from  .ill  -mil  luialiun* 
neie  eonipaied  nidi  reennled  voliiim-  al  llm  ronipn —  nr  -ijlion; 

I  In  pjln.l  -Ijlmn  In,  j|.  .l  ai  I ,  lueliapi.  nlm  li  in.  Iml,  -  liung 
•|nail«r-  fm  dn-  pipeline  paliolnian.  na*  -lightly  damaged  during 

do-  .  .,rllii|iiak<  Iml  na-  readily  ,„iiuii,.|  io  a  i.'iilrjl  . . 

P“in I  nilliin  a  l,i<  litnir-  all,  r  llie  ,|iuk. 

tll.-lldniil-  al  kev  <jlw  loe.iliou-  n,  re  i- -im.I  null’ n  order- 
lo  lollon  -lionl.l  i  oininiini,  alum-  lad  nli.  ii  die  line  -liowi  .l  ■  tie 
'"•i"  "i  pi.  -  in.  Onl.'i-  ner.  al-..  given  lo  all  intolwd  |„  i-onnel 

line  failure. 


Wlieii  die  ,,i-  punliu-e  rale  n.i-  re-lme.l,  Ihhi-Imi"  al  lln  I  link 

'e*  •  ompi . '•laiinn.  '»l  uiile-  up-n.am.  na-  mu  m  ■  >|.  .1  ami  llir 

•■limn  na-  -lull  dnnu.  Nil  1  III >  :i - ■  \ i-  .  '.mim.ll mu  nia.le  id  llir 

During  do  paiml-  il  nil-  deli . I,  a-.ei lamed  lli.il  mi  Irak-. 

oi  ■  i  ,i*  k  -.  had  .“.III  I'd  on  lln  pipeluu  during  III.  mili.d  ipnikr  nr 

in  die  eoiu -••  ..I  do-  man'  lilmdled  ullrr-lloek-  'eiiie  -iirtuer 

. . .  i Tin  k-  net,  di-entried.  In, wi  ii  i.  along  lln  main  . . lulely 

•  .nil,,  i-i  ol  I .  Ii.m  lupi  Sewi.d  ol  dn-,  ii.i,  k-  ,  to--,  ,|  die  line  and 
...n-iaiil  v  igil.ui*  ■  n.i-  inaiiil.iin,  ,1  al  -mil  In,  alion-  Vlany  open 

.111  e'.loiple  „l  n lull  lliedll  ll.l'e  . . .  a  Imuliler 

lo  le-i  on  llo-  pallid  road  II'—  Ilian  IIHl  leel  . . It  -pan 


l  nu-  ill-. iiveieil  lltal  gauge  and  pr.  --uri'i  oulrol  line-  were 
led.  -li aim  ,|  and  Iw-l.  d  ul  . .  I. nulling  >l.ilmn  .Nimil.er 

•  and  noul.l  ll.iw  mail.*  llu-  -lalmn  umpeiali'e  li.nl  lh.  y  Iippii 
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Niirlu.e  uidi' all, in  of  llm  fault  .  ro—r.l  llm  pip,  line  al  i|>pro«i 
uiaiely  mil.  2il  I  lu-  In.  alum  i-  jl  die  ImiIIoui  ol  a  lull  whieh  ha> 
•  ■  Hu  al  aiig'iilaliun  of  |A'|  degre.  Vngiilalinu  ul  dm  pipe  at  lhi« 

|  ii  *m  I  na*  "(I,,  I.. I  lit  dll’  II-.  ul  I  wit  h  welding  elliun-  and  nrinkle 

l-.ml-.  \  I . un  .  raek  al-u  . . P||  llir  Im.  almuf  1 10  fprl  lo 

lln  ,J*I  »f  llu-  point  \  .-III,  ul  'I, -pl.t"  Piuenl  nf  die  groom!  200  fret 
-unlli  id  lh.  line  na-  appri>\iiiur,  ly  |H  un  Im-.  and  mtnu'dialrly 
mud)  ol  lln  Inn  along  llie  lauli  jl.oul  .’>  im  In  -.  Kvlvnmr  patrol 
ling  na-  iii-luuli  d  along  llu-  linn  m  un  ellorl  lo  loealr  any 
poieniial  land-lull'-  No  further  -urfure  lii-lurlianee-  appeared  and 
nnm  lia-  hern  ilt-empr.'.l  in  llie  tn  uuty  lo  iloir. 

During  tin  ,lj>-  nlu.li  lollon,, I  the  July  21  pdl.  patrol-  were 
■  •■niMiui'd  and  am  unii-ual  lOlulilioii-  .of  nlmli  tlmrr  nertf  aelually 
Ii  n  i  miled  mi  pjlrul  re|i»ri-  fur  fitiurr  -ludv.  There  wa*  con 

. . .  nh-erviilmn  id  dm  irlepluum  -»»lem  in  d."lei-l  any  furllirr 

damage  hwiwum  . d  lh,  ir  finger-  an.l  Imped  no  l.ouldrr-  or 

la  lid- lule-  nuiild  ink,  out  any  ..(  die  expn-e.i  -pan-.  Krlrtmer 
point-  n.  re  i-uhli-ln  d  at  llu  fuuli  line  ern—ing  and  -ewral  mh-r- 
•l«<*nl  lew  I  -iir>,  >•  made  to  th-IVrininr  anv  grimml.  or  pipriinr.  move- 
in.  ot  If.  pan-  n-re  perfnrmpd  at  I're— ure  Limiting  '-I  a  I  ion  Four, 
un  hiding  relief  ill  -tram  and  realignment  ul  the  euulroj  line*. 

fin-  lug  yoh  '  na-  l»  iletermiup  what,  if  any.  -train  had  been 
ifao-lerr.'d  l..  llu  pipeline  jt  tin-  fault  ■  ro— mg.  When  the  laull 
had  lir-t  I ..'* ' 1 1  Im  alul.  immrdial.-  alien) mn  na-  given  lo  a  method 
ol  alleviating  llm  -itualmn  llie  fir-i  -lep  na-  In  remove  llir  ground 
•over  and  -ludv  lln  main  il»rl(.  I’tornpi  action  na-  taken  in  prep- 
jr>d»m-  I..  l,lm  k  do  I  ili**  -hoiild  il  lilt  or  -Imuld  il  move  hori- 
/onijlly  \  Tt.n  k-ln.e''  na-  pul  lo  nork  removing  l.aikfill  over  the 
eulire  afle*  led  area  When  llm  fir-i  IAUlo.il  -eel  ion  of  die  line  na* 

>  xpo-.  .1  ii  had  Idled  A*,  mill.-  Tin*  opening  extended  from  10 
l.'.l  above  llu-  laull  line  lo  Till  fe.-i  In-Ion  u  The  -erlion  wa* 
hh, eke, I  ,i-  work  progre— e,|  A  -.'.non  of  line  approximately  560 
leel  III  lerigdi  WJ-  opened  and  null  do  aid  nl  )«■  king  and  block 
mg.  llm  line  Idled  a  lolul  of  2H '«  Mirim-.  Till-  veriital  movemenl 
oi'i  urred  on  die  pipeline  30  feel  InOun  die  laull  <  ro—mg  and  ihr 
jniounl  of  till  tapered  ,|Ulle  rapidly  lonard  each  end  of  die  expo-ed 
line 


The  ileal  Hill  p.r  problem  nu-  llu-  ipm-lion  of  whal  slop*  lo 
lollon  lo  reilm  e  ill,  hori/onlal  v,  final  and  longiliidal  -ires-  set  up 
in  the  pip, 'Im,  Kveiy  (oiieei\«l,lr  lIH'lltn.l  of  -Ire-v-relieving  while 
in  -i-rvne  na-  revieneil  and  di-iarded  a-  edlier  impraelical  or  nn- 
pii--ihli  uml  il  vvj.  futallv  ,le,i,|i’il  dial  there  na-  no  »aii>faclory 
njv  ol  relieving  llir  line  nillmnl  a  eoniplele  -hiildonn.  However, 
-mb  a  -lull, low  ii  and  ilm  rei|iun'il  -iih-liiuiiun  ol  ga-  from  other 
-ourir*  nouhl  lie  dilhrnli  and  eapen-ive.  There  na-  no  nay  lo  replace 
dm  hot  ga-  I,ile  il  the  line  na-  taken  oul  of  -erviee.  The  overall 
,  „ii-irui  imn  program  id  the  T  upn.  k  Milpila-  gj-  -v-mm  called  for 
i  loop  „r  pui.illi  l  eel  ion  of  II  inch  mom  lo  he  in-lallrd  belwrcn 
Mil.  226  and  Mil.  25A  during  llie  -u.  reeding  vear  In  ihe  light  of 
ill. -,  plan-.  Il  oj.  finally  de,  ol.  ,|  lo  leave  the  main  in  u-e  a-  il  wa* 
unlil  lln-  |iaiall.d  Im,  euiihl  he  pul  into  -erviee. 
fine  r.-nlt  nl  dm  l|Ullke  wllleli  r 

Inn  lung  ul  lh,  e r .mud  •  rt-aled  a  rolurv  inuiion  o 
o,  lorn  Ini-t.-d  tin  pip.’  -poi.  r-  mure  tliuu  an  in.  I.  in  -onir  -upporl*. 
llu-  -am*  nindllig.  »r  tni-ling.  molii.u  i-  Iwliev.'d  to  have  rau-ed 

,,,•  '•hph . re.  t„  wrap-tip  I  ..I  ween  pole,  a-  ll.i-v  did.  To  dale. 

■n.  diumtge  lu-  i.  -nil'  . |  . lu-  Ini-ling  ul  llm  |.ip-  sparer*  but 

lln -.  i.i.  nlion-  nr.  -nil  under  nli-i-rvatmn. 

Dining  do  ■  in.  ig.'in  v  period  fi.ll.uvuig  tin-  rmih.|iiake,  a  ^ -inch 

Mm  Her  nel.lnig  . . .  wa-  mad.-  m  tin  1 1  Mich  line  in 

".-I. a  iu  -npplv  ,'.m  I  belli  (  aliform, i  l.a-  I  ompaiiv  null  ga*  if  their 
l*i*i|,.  vu"  I  elnn  h,i| . am  had  ruptured.  Tin-  eoiuiei  lion  never  -aw 

I  wo  l.  ngdi-  ..I  '  t  III,  h  mam  were  hauled  to  dm  fault  area  for 

. . .  '  U-,  m  ill,  eveiil  I.I  . plele  line  failure 

■  d  pipe  lotliUMlelv.  an  -III!  in  llmir  iiriginal  Imjlu 

f„„.  PJI...I-  along  tin  mam  ami  lel.pl.mm  line,  and  Inenly -four 

1 .  . . .  11  •*'•>  'A1*.,  I».  al -  were  . . iiiue.f  on  July 

■•*->  M-.  IIMIIXMI  M.I  pe,  .lav  rale  eul  id  Julv  21  wa*  di-con- 


a.l.lilimial  concern  na* 
-iippmi-.  Heaving  and 
-urlace  nlnrh 


. I 


i  Julv  Jll  -even  day-  after  the 
lh.  I. . Mowing  altetniHin  tuverg 
na-  then  mar  tit,-  up 

rmal  ii  .  However,  oh 

ml.’ival-  at  llm  laull 


arilupuke 
.fed  a  51  mile 
injMiinmi  No 


A  final  foot 

he  i  uni  miled 
ai  regularly- 
i  I,,,  k.  ii  i| 


,*  fl„  lid  l.n  jliofl  i 


make  addil  miul  . 
)'  -  lln  h  l.'llglh  ul 


im  lie-  lu  die  ekpan-io, 
ip.iaiure  \  -ii  imn  id 
A  im  Ii  wall  dm  kue... 

-  h  eve-,  .11  mi  It  ID. 

•  id  '« -Mich  nn.  pla, . 

I  ji.  n elded 


re-ullaiil  I'd*. me 

uii-cl  l.v  In  i  elm 
I  m.  h  (ID  pip, 

-  hull  weld,. I  ml. 


plan 


I  a  round  • 


,  Ii  .m 


,  Ham'll  h-nglii  Iron, 
i  gap  wa-  in luerd  lo 
J.I.I  l.v  Jlim.-pl.rri. 
IH  m, Im-  long  nidi 
■  lie  lute,  .uni  weld 
having  a  wall  ilm  k 
•  I  llu  IH  nu  ll  •cel lull 


The 


•  rein 


Til.  pipeline  na- 


I  feel 


-  poiui  prnlial.lv 


II  —eel ion .  leaving  j  1  inch  gj| 
iilicral.lv  vertu  al  —  paralmii 
1  i../.  onlia*  lion  .  ai.-.*d  hv  i  m 


l»  low  the  fault  rru—.ng. 
lu-i  l.u  al.uii  I  lie  Iim  v 

removed  llum  llie  ilonn-l 
WJ-  laken  hill  -honed  n 

na-  lefl  nvirmghl  and. 
alima-plmii.  lernperalurr.  the 

hr-l  repair*  uroiiml  dm  gap  and  welding  ii  in  plan-  The  line  wg- 
rruuimil  p.  normal  *.rvni  nidi  the  parallel  main  on  Julv  I.  1'l.j.A. 

'»un.  dm  pipeline  na-  pul  hark  inlu  »|*i  rjliou.  -ludv  ..!  du- 
pjliutilar  -eel ion  ha-  been  umlmucd.  1  line  ha-  been  no  a|ipaiml 
movi  ineiil  ol  llu  mam  and  die  repair*  hovr  proven  lo  be  eumplelrly 
-almlailorv.  Three  opening-  were  left  in  llm  hji  kfill  a-  refermee 
point*  where  oeia-ionol  level-  mav  hr  -.•cured  Permanent  tnaikcr-, 
eoii-i-ling  id  wooden  po>t>,  have  been  plaird  along  tlir  fault  line  lo 
j-xrlain  anv  inovrni.nl  dial  may  lake  place  in  die  fulutc.  Since 
the  -ire--  relieving  na-  eoluplrlril,  llo  -uch  miivenmui  has  been  noted. 

Il  i-  rtireimly  lorlunjlr  dial  llir  fault  broke  up  uuo  -mallei 
ground  movemenl-  -oulh.  a-l  of  tile  pipeline.  Had  ibis  nul  lieell  die 
ra-v  and  llm  lull  -buck  ul  die  laull  movenmul  pv-rpelrulrd  upon  uiir 
pm, - 1  il  i-  inipo—iblc  to  -av  nhal  iiuglii  have  happened.  I’erhap- 
lit.  mnm  would  have  ruptured,  perhup-  il  would  have  pulled  free 
lluuugl.  llm  ri.iiiparalivcl)  neve  lia.kfilli—  it  can  only  be  left  to  specu¬ 
lation  I  nnrrmg  lln  operating  line  pr.--urc  nulertally  reduced  dm 
-train  mi  lh-  pip*,  ami  prompt  action  in  removing  die  overburden 
arid  Idoi  Ling  llm  mam  a-  d  him,!  kept  -bearing  lo  a  minimum, 
tuilum.  onlv.  k — pi  laml-lid.--  ami  rolling  boulders  hum  -inking 
rim  open  -pan-  and  rupturing  lh.se  vulnerable  Imatiun- 

Tl.ai  no  greater  damage  na*  done  van  only  be  a-enb'd  lo  llie 
naiiu*  ol  llo  >  arlb<|uak.  and  lo  llu  -ho.  k-n -i-ianl  euu-iruv  n»n  ul 
llie  pipeline  One  might  -jv  dial  in  llu-  u-,-  al  frasl.  modern  welded 
< un-ltuilii.n  na-  raidu|ujke  prunf  Hi.n.  v.r.  limn  i-  -nil  die  po--e 
hiluv  ul  jii  .jrth.|uaki  ul  a  -evetilv  or  itp<-  llui  ioul.1  uuse  a 
rupture  ol  llu  line,  ami  verlain  -penal  pro,  edun—  are  kepi  mi 
r.’udtm—  \i  v  il  j  I  hualinu-  jlmig  III*  line  i-  -l.ued  eiimrgencv  by 
pa—  I’lpiipmi  iil.  fjl. il*  al.d  in  -lull  j  wjy  ilut  n  mav  he  in-lalled 
in  do  null,  r  ul  j  h  n  liuiu-  Tin-  ei|uipin.-ui.  vun-i-liiig  id  Al  im  h 
welding  lap-,  pipe  liippl.  -  ami  12-un  h  -id.  ulillel-,  v..lilplelr  nidi 
Hang. -.  nuiild  ail  a-  llu  leruuual  po.nl-  of  an  emergent  v  l.y-pa— 

Iiii.'  unlil  permanent  reputr*  rould  he  eutuplrl.'d. 

Kru.  I  lv  ul  mi,  of  llm  \3  lute  Wolf  fjllll  llus  unjk.md  pipeline 
men  rviiynlure  lu  llm  eserpre-clil  threat  of  mail's  hr-l  lion, I  or 
nur.l  enemy  .Nature  yQ)_21 


Pipcliiics  Ride  the  Shock  Waves 

H\  A  li.  Nijvm 


•  l.u  -  III.  Ig.  II.  V  ■ .  ot. 'i  ho  do  . . It  ill.  Kml.l  Ill-patch 

make  al.  n  puit-  t»  d »  D.-p.il,  I.  till.,  ■  It  lb.  - |**>n-i IxE.l t  of 
tin-  -Upciv.-oi  i.,  ...II..  i  and  I",  m.i  ui'oi  inalmii  j  u  i-  available. 

inluiuiallnn  ■-  I ■  >|||.|.  •  I  'll  ,  id.  I|..W  and  nlmli  ga-  -hiullll  lie  Ii 

olhie  I -lalili-lm-  ■  »nl, II  I  null  (.III  -v-l.'iu  will,  l.a-  ( aim  duuilui- 
»Hh, .  in  I  o*  Vug.'le*.  1211  mil.-  anav  limn  iln  Dl-pal.  h  lilliee  in 
l.lll.  a-  i|ilnklv  a-  pe—  1 1 .1.-  Iliad-  id  D.'puilmcnl-  in  In*  \ngclc- 
knon  dial  il  llo  i  git.  a  me— ag.  lo  do  I  uotillliniui  nn  duly,  il 
mil  be  ri’luvei!  I.,  dm  pinpoi  piillv  in  llie  Ihvi-mil 

1  ,  jiiii, .1  over  ■  inplia-i/e  tin-  impi.i lum  e  ul  i  jeb  (.inupjnv  and 

2  Keep  an  mai,  maid*,  e-jn.  ially  ol 
'  j  I  iufnrmalu.il  ri  reived. 

■  Ill  loralinn  id  field  pef-oni,,  I  jud 

In  tin  I'f.iJ  ejrll.t|ll.,k,  in  ill.  ■'Jll  Jua>|iun  \  all.-*  two  -I.  nvgiaph.  |- 
wen  kept  l.u-v  it.  mding  and  cataloging  llu-  informal  mu 

I  lu  hr-l  ot  dor  id  Ini-itn—  na-  to  clal.li-h  lommunie.ilimi-.  T  he 

. .  power  plant  wa-  slart.d  -o  llijt  llie  -nil,  lilmard  wa- 

rung  I/I'd  and  tile  -llnlt  wave  radio  na-  on  the  air  We  were  abb 
to  gel  um  phone  ■  all  through  lo  tlir  l.o-  Angel.-  Di-putching 
l.onrdtnulur  -onli  after  the  fir-t  ipuke.  and  a-v.iliin  that  l.n-  An 
gele*.  if  lut  at  all.  »o  nut  -rlioii-ly  damaged.  Aflei  llo-  tall,  all 
lelepholir  line-  were  deaJ  and  ne  relied  on  radio  only 

W  ilhui  a  few  uniiule-  report?  -lulled  lu  come,  -in  Ii  a-  Loin 
pre— or  Malum  4»),  Maiion  43,  '•lamlurd  Oil  Company gasoline 
plan  I  - .  and  everything  around  Tall  0  K 

Then  a  rrpuii  dial  die  W  csicru  C.ulf  rrpiessuiine  plant  was  on 
file  Mail'  ihuuglu  dial  the  cxplo-nni  al  llu-  plant  na>  an  aloiiin 


K.-pori-  limn  unlnaird  dial  die  ga-  system  wa-  light  and  iiilarl 
rxv  rpl  l.rinrrn  Mil.  I J  5  Jun.  imn  and  Monolith  Junclion.  li  was 
•non  j-eviiaifi.il  ill., i  Imili  12  un  h  Iim  -  dial  minpri-e  lln  ga- 

sysletu  lielwreli  then  Ino  points  were  broken 

Il  eh  veloped  dial  dm  I2  ineli  u.  elyleiie  m  illed  line  in-ialled 
in  1'12I  hail  l.rok,  u  wild-  ji  die  llir,  >  local  ion-  marked  I  mi  Tig  1 

The  end-  ul  llu  pipe  m-rc  Imm  1  _•  lo  2  lin  in'-  apart  ai  llu  il.lf,  n  ul 

break-.  The  1 2, mb  line  dial  had  I . ii  rovondilmrmd  in  l'/i2.  jud 

el.-iln.  welded  u-uig  >  lull  ring-,  fail'  d  al  location  marked  2  T Tu¬ 
rn  Id  rviilriillv  lail,  .1  from  i  nnlpf.  --i„n  ami  then  from  leiisinn 

Tig.  2  -lion-  Imn  llu  ,  ml-  of  till-  pip*'  were  helled  oul  and  lion  the 
lum  parted  t  ig.  3  -lion-  lln  broken  him  in  the  fur.  ground  and 
the  12  Ill'll  parallel  III,,.  5  feel  anav.  Ul  llir  background  lhal  n«- 
iiol  di-lurhed,  Tin  I*.  II  hule  na-  dug  l.y  llm  ga-  liluning  Ib.ll, 
III,,  -  net,  ii'paucil  and  hack  mi  -irvin  al  H  hi  p.m 

I'll  Iml.  I.  ak-  pupped  mil  mi  a  22  im  h  line  urar  Tali  and  on 

all  1 H.  it  it  Ii  line  al  W  In  eler  Ifidgi  .  lo*  .llu. Its  3  nil  Fig  I  Thc-c  hak- 

nrre  from  ■  victual  uirru-mri.  I.mjlunt  4  -how*  when  275  feel  ul 
IH  uieh  Iim  na-  umnv.'rcd  lu  relieve  .-l ruin  frmii  llu  I '>52  .|uakr 
Wr  riperieni  nl  jrioihir  ol  our  ninny  i|uaki-  on  Jauuarv  12 
10  ,3.  dial  na-  iml  v  ..n  nl.  led  s*  liou-  However,  il  rvid.  lilly  eenlrrrd 
near  our  Ino  12-un  I,  lines  ui  llir  Muruopa  T  Ial  arru 


FIGURE  I 

SCALE  UlLES 


U-  '  '1 
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FIG  2.  Braak  in  12-inch  electric  welded  line.  Note  how  the 
plain  end  pipe  wae  boiled  by  comprettlon.  then  parted. 


TIG.  3  Break  in  12  Inch  eleclnc  welded  line  with  parallel 
12  inch  acetylene  welded  line  In  background  unaffected. 
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FIG  4  Typical  damaqt  lo  lh*  buiina**  teciion  ol  Tahachapi 


j 


A-  -huwn  on  El*  t  iln-  i|iukr  pjrlr.l  ike  airl.lonr  hrldril 
linr  01  (..nr  wrl.l-  ol  lo.jlu.n-  injik.,1  A.  an. I  .  rj.k-J  do  a<**l»l'-n<- 
*rlj  2li'.  ol  dl iuii  Iiiofk-.l  < i  ami  un  III,  r i r .•  whlrd  lin*  • 

Tin-  .|u j k>  jImi  iumlili.il  -.  ,,rjl  ••In  ir i*  Ir jii-fvnii'fi  from  ihvir 
puli  imniiiiini;-  ami  .ljiiij”r.|  um  fjilmr  larj.i-  -i»r|  Irjinr  buiMin;; 

P(! )  V (l)-23 


FIG  7  Six  inch  ocolylenw- welded  line  g oing  up 
narrow  hog  back  Line  uncovered  al  points  A  and 
B  by  the  quake. 


Rrlurnin”  in  ihr  lte 

ih-j.aii  In  il  ilium  .lull I) .  p 

Tcha.  I  i pi  »*■*•■* ili'il  ilial  a 
was  in  -liamhh*-  anil 
I  iK  4  mil  ..  the  pa 

i  (..r  TiTiailia| 


ivz; 


Mil.-. 


con-inn  lion  T  im  only  c 


r 4f lli.|Uake,  wuril  irmiril  jl  (j  Ul 

alili  .Ijinam  |Vliarli>|ii  < <•  -  - 

ill  In  -hul  llm  pa-  oft  ul  llli!  enure 
luwn  V  ilu'ik  ol  l lip  yiluaimn  J1 
illli  llm  htl-ilit*.,  SI  1 1  lull  of  llic  luwn 
-i.h-nre,  were  severely  llama;"  •!. 
na-  mlai  t  ami  ti*Ji|.  Tim  dmiriliu 
■  on-i-l-  ul  l  mill  >i  n*w  pipe  m-l.ill'T 
jiiuii-  Imr  been  'i  and  3-iim  Ii  w.TTeil 

llm  ||f  -v-Ii-iii  ui  i  urrr.l  I’l'f 
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FIG.  8,  Six  inch  acetylene  welded  line  orlqinally 
buried  al  poml  B  in  Fig  7.  Thie  milre  angle  wae  24 
mchee  oul  ol  Ihe  earlh  alter  the  quake.  Thie  line  le 
slill  io  cornice. 


FIG  9.  Typical  ol  crack*  in  Ihe  earlh  ol  Ihe  hog 
bock  Irom  Chanac  Creek  up  lo  Ihe  lop  ol  lh* 
mountain  afler  I9S2  earthquake. 


nil. 'll  a  I.iIIuik  |*li*  Is  wall  || Ink.  nil  J  "fin.  Il'.'l  Jl  .1  MH'ler  X- 
j  m.ut,,  „|  j.iniui.  IN  .ii .  w.  n  .ul  .id  .ii  tin  main  in  llic 

n'l  .ii  Hi.  u  imn  I .  In  .11 .  i.inpii-li  l  Ii  i  - .  lu'a.lipurti  i  -  wire  -el 

-'.mil  1 1  in  k  lli.it  ..mi.'  ...ml. I  In  |.  i  -Ij|iIi-Iii  .1  il  1  Ins  wniil.l 

.  i.iit.i,  I  -I,,  i .  .  I  ,,i  i,  ,i.i  .it  il..  In.  '-I.ilmn  1  E  ik  r.  -In.w-  Ivpieal 


FIG.  10.  Picture  ol  same  crack*  *hown  In  Fig.  9 
taken  Id  March  1954. 


Ihai,  where  ihe  line  rut-  up  I  Hr  ho*  •*<*•  V  Irom  Ihe  hollmn  of 
1  liari.i-  (  anion  In  ihe  inp  of  llm  Tehji  b.ipi  rnniinlxin-.  il  we* 
.rn.-iiiK  .  rark-  in  ihr  mih  I  in*  lie-  wnle  wiih  \rfin-al  ilippeRe 
»f  l  in.hr, 

Kiy  7  -how-  the  Tehm  li.ipi  line  ynmn  up  i|n-  line  hai  k.  Tin* 

pnrlmri  uf  llm  line  i-  . .  ai.iilrne  wehlr.l.  ami  wa-  in-iellml  in 

I  ‘111,  |l..  Im.  wj-  Imn.  I  «i  pmnl-  A  ami  II  la-lure  llm  19.X2  -hake 
InimeilieliTi  alter  llm  -hake  ihe  line  wa-  nn  Inp  of  lh.  *rwumJ 
pmnl  X  Inf  a  Hi-lam  r  ol  I  "'  feel,  and  al  pmnl  H.  the  pipe  wa, 

■  ip. . I  (nr  11  feel  Willi  llir  milre  aripli  heme  21  illt'hr-  jlmie 

eronnd.  a-  -Imwn  In  fie  H  ETj:*  V  and  111  -hnw  Imw  ilu-  narrow 
hue  ha.  k  wj-  -haiterrd 

\i i jn*.imnt-  were  made  wuh  I’anfii  (..»•  4  Electric  (  oinpani 

in  in-lall  an  rllieip’ori  lap  linrn  their  iVlimh  pipeline  for  u-e  in 

l.aler.  a  I  1. 100  Inni  h  in.  h  limp  line  wa-  laid  n  ru-i  ihe  earlh. 
ipiuke  (.mil.  hui  ill.  iiriKin.il  line  i-  -till  m  ••niie  wiihnui  any 
repair-  heme  mj.h  Tin-  new  Im*  and  nriem  .1  hue  are  riplipprd 
mill  juloimilii  -Imlnll  ib-in**-  ■<>  ihai  il  nllmr  line  fail*,  it  i,  -hut 
•  Inwn  auiinu.il I.  alii  and  llm  nllmf  line  eunlinili  *  In  flinrlion 

Mam  rumor-  .aim*  hi  almiil  llm  pa-  Imuip  nil  in  An m  and  m 
I  aiimnl  I’he-*  win  ernumnu-  -X  lew  »n-loMirr-  in  eaeh  town 
-lull  lh.  ir  own  Ml  «>< 

Ii  i-  -ipnihranl.  I  I  Ii  ink.  ihai  ihe  pa-  dnlrihulmn  (ai  ililic, 
w.ili-iuud  I  In-  -mere  •  jriln|uake  and  lli.il  pa-  -eriicc  wa-  nul 
dl-rilpted  In  am  e-lahli-linmill  eieepl  iln....  I  ltd!  were  eondemned 
hi  ihr  aiillmrilie,. 

\i  linn-  Ilk*-  iln*  riiin.ir-  were  rauipanl  iumiK  all  of  litem  had 
In  Im  i. nil.  .1,  >nnm  ul  llm  fj|-e  imimr-  wrr.  I  -  Im*  llolrl  knn*  kr.| 
I.,  tin  -I. .no. I  and  on  hn  lhirn.i  Xt-i*  I  ak*  dike  broken,  luwland 
linn. I*  .1  .■  n.l  w.iler  ril-lllllp  J'  III-  IlipIlW.n  '/'I.  Jlunil.  Iiniilb  al 
XX  e-|rin  l.iill  plant.  Xt  ...  mil  I  aim. ill  uni  pa-. 

Ximi-ii.K  llinip-  liapi . .  al-n  VripliU-i.  ru-lird  our  nl  ilirir 

Iuiii-..'  and  after  a  I.  w  miniil*  -  .  mill  r-aimn.  ■Ii-rovrtril  ihai  -.inie 
ul  I lu*tii  had  lurpllllen  In  urn  pill  on  a  ni;lil  -lull  Itnr  fellow 
in.-  ..I  ih.  ha-  k  diiur  and  In.  ke*l  hnn-iTI  in  j  ha.  k  pnreh  *  In-el . 
r . •  -  hi!.  I i .i .1  i.i  pu  ha*  k  .iii.I  i* -*  in-  Imn  XiimIIm  r  fellow  who  hied 
in  an  ad,* he  linil-e  .Inlli  I  eien  In  llm  |..i«  k  .lour,  he  wrnl  oul 
I  Ii  r  i*np  It  i  win. low 


Hi"’|||  '"r 

lie  r.irllnpiak*  f dull  and 


llu  iln  Hapn  -nle  u  i  pr.iiil.l.  dial  II  In*--  werr  li»l  On 
ll,"  "lh.  .  Il.md  will'll  uni  -aw  llm  -rleflli  nf  lit.  -Inn  k.  It  -peak, 
**.  II  Im  Xnu  ru  an  mpemi.i..  and  -npaiiii  ih.u  11101**  were  nut  killed 
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Earth  Sciences  Associates 

?01  Width  Rr.*i{J,  Palo  Alio.  California  94304 
14151 321  3071 
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DOUGLAS  H  MAMIKON 
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UONAROO  AIVAOI  l 
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October  1,  1975 
1632 


Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 

245  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94105 

Attention:  Mr.  Philip  E.  Reynolds,  P.  E. 

Manager,  Engineering  and  Construction 

Re:  Alberta -Antioch  Pipeline 

U.S.  Dol  Draft  EIS  Overviexv 

Gentlemen: 

This  letter  presents  comments  based  on  the  writer's  review  of  Part  I,  Overview, 
of  the  subject  Draft  EIS.  Although  the  specific  subjects  discussed  here  are 
covered  in  more  detail  in  other  volumes  of  the  EIS  and  In  our  review  of  these 
other  volumes,  we  believe  that  some  of  the  summary  statements  presented  in  the* 
Overview  volume  differ  in  both  content  and  impression  from  statements  presents 
elsewhere  in  the  EIS,  and  deserve  special  comment,  as  follows: 

p.  1-148:  " . a  number  of  faults  are  crossed  or  approached  along  the 

southern  half  of  the  San  Francisco  segment. ..."  Neither  the  draft  EIS  nor  our 
own  studies  present  any  evddence  indicating  that  the  pipeline  crosses  any  poten¬ 
tially  hazardous  fault,  or  that  it  "approaches"  any  fault  sufficiently  closely  so 
that  hazard  of  fault  ground  rupture  Is  present. 

p.  1-162:  "The  proposed  route  crosses  such  (landslide)  areas,  Including 
a  large  landslide  in  the  John  Day  Formation,  on  such  a  steep  slope  that  future 
movement  is  almost  certain".  The  reference  to  a  large  landslide  pertains  to 
the  Antelope  Creek  area.  Results  of  reconnaissance  studies  by  us  demonstrate 
that  the  route  is  not  underlain  by  landslides  in  this  area,  nor  is  there  evidence 
that  the  pipeline  crosses  anv  other  place  where  "future  movement  Is  almost 
certain". 


p.  1-367:  "The  pipelines  to  San  Francisco  and  Los  Angeles  are  located 
in  areas  of  high  seismicity  and  major  damage  to  the  pipeline  is  likely  In  the 
event  of  a  major  earthquake".  Again,  we  find  no  basis  for  the  view  that  "damagr 
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PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  1-367 


is  likely"  either  in  the  draft  EE  or  our  own  work. 

In  general,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  foregoing  EE  statements  flro  sweeping 
exaggerations  which  are  not  substantiated  in  the  more  detailed  parts  of  the 
report  or  by  other  data. 


Very  truly  yours, 

EAJmi  SCIENCES  ASSOCIATES,  Inc. 


Richard  L.  Meehan 


DOT  Statement 

"Landslides  might  be  induced  at  many  places  on  any  identi¬ 
fied  route  if  slopes  were  undercut  while  the  pipeline  ditch 
was  being  excavated.  The  slides  could  cause  immediate  damage 
and/or  loss  of  life  or  they  could  occur  at  a  later  time  and 
possibly  rupture  the  pipe." 

Comment 

For  comments  on  landslides,  refer  to  the  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  of  Geology  and  Soils".  Discussion  is 
found  under  the  subsection  titled  "Slope  Stability  In 
Selected  Areas  Along  The  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline". 


RLMrjw 


PCI)  VCD-27 


Earth  Sciences  Associates 


P( I)  V(l)-28 


PART  i  -  VOLUME  i,  Page  574 
DPI  Statement 


"Where  the  pipeline  crosses  forests  or  woodlands,  there  will 
be  permanent  change  in  vegetation,  because  in  no  case  will 
forest  or  woodland  be  allowed  to  grow  directly  over  the  line." 

Comment 


Applicants  do  not  have  a  policy  against  allowing  forest  or  wood¬ 
land  tc  grow  over  the  pipeline.  In  response  to  Question  No.  54 
propounded  by  DOI/FPC  in  a  letter  dated  March  22,  1974,  Appli¬ 
cants  stated  the  following: 

"There  will  be  no  restrictions  on  natural  regrowth  of 
woody  species.  Plate  32  in  the  Alberta -Cal  i  i'ornia 
Pipeline  System  linvi ronmental  Report  shows  natural  re¬ 
growth  of  a  pine  species  on  the  right  of  way  in  Idaho. 
Plate  35  shows  a  developed  plum  orchard  on  the  right 
of  way  in  California.  The  same  natural  regrowth  poli¬ 
cies  concerning  woody  species  will  be  maintained  after 
the  new  pipeline  is  constructed.  Planting  directly 
over  the  pipeline  will  be  restricted  to  varieties  of 
woody  species  whose  root  structure  will  not  damage  the 
pipeline  or  pipeline  coating." 


PART  1  -  VOLUMi:  1 
DO  I  Statements 


Page  1-457 

"The  lack  of  detailed  information  on  the  exact  location  of  the 
proposed  route,  of  access  roads,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas, 
storage  and  preparation  sites,  etc.,  makes  the  formulation  of 
specific  measures  to  mitigate  fish  and  wildlife  and  other  environ¬ 
mental  losses  very  difficult.  Mitigation  might  best  be  achieved 
by  the  establishment  of  technical  review  teams  and  construction 
monitoring  teams  for  various  stretches  of  the  pipeline.  Such 
teams  should  be  financed  by  the  Applicant.  These  teams  could 
include  State  and  Federal  fish  and  wildlife  biologists,  archaeol¬ 
ogists,  soil  scientists  and  other  resource  personnel  familiar 
with  local  conditions  and  values." 

Tage  1-440 

"The  recommended  technical  review  teams  should  participate  in 
the  selection  of  the  exact  alignment  of  the  route,  in  the  choice 
of  access  routes,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas,  etc.,  and  in  the 
selection  of  land  reclamation  or  resource  replacement  alternatives. 
Since  construction  impacts  can  be  magnified  or  decreased,  depending 
on  the  attitude  of  the  contractor  and  his  employees,  monitoring 
teams  should  work  closely  with  the  contractors  during  construction. 
Careless  action  by  a  single  heavy  equipment  operator  in  fragile 
ecosystems  could  negate  the  most  careful  planning  and  the  best 
intentions  of  the  Applicant." 

Comment 


Applicants  do  not  consider  the  formation  of  technical  review  teams 
as  recommended  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  be  necessary. 

For  mitigation  purposes,  PGT  and  PGandE  will  employ  persons 
knowledgable  in  the  various  environmental  aspects  to  monitor  the 
project  and  keep  the  various  State  and  Federal  agencies  informed 
of  the  construction  progress. 

PGT  and  PGandE  will  also  see  that  the  construction  contractors 
and  their  personnel  are  aware  of  Applicants'  mitigation  measures. 
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PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  523 

DPI  Statement 


"If  failure  occurred  at  a  compressor  station  and  ignition 
occurred,  which  is  likely,  the  entire  station  could  be 
destroyed . " 


Comment 


Applicants  disagree  with  the  portion  of  this  statement  which 
expresses  the  opinion  that  ignition  is  likely  in  the  event  of 
a  compressor  station  failure.  Applicants  have  designed,  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  compressor  stations  on  their  existing 
pipelines  for  many  years  and  consider  ignition  quite  unlikely. 
PGT  compressor  stations  are  designed  and  constructed  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  Paragraph  192.163  of  Title  49  Part  192  of  the  Code 
of  Federal  Regulations  which  states  that  electrical  equipment 
and  wiring  for  compressor  stations  must  conform  to  the  National 
Electrical  Code.  (The  equivalent  codes  used  by  PGandE  are 
California  General  Order  112-C  and  California  Administrative 
Code,  Title  24,  State  Building  Standards.  The  NEC  under  Chapter 
5,  Article  500- Hazardous  (Classified)  Locations  specifies  the 
type  of  electrical  wiring  devices  and  procedures  that  are  to  be 
installed  and  used  for  each  hazardous  classification.  PGT 
classifies  selected  areas  within  each  compressor  station  as  a 
specific  class  group  and  division  of  hazardous  area  as  defined 
by  the  NEC.  In  general  these  specified  areas  fall  under  Class  I 
Group  D,  Division  1  and/or  Division  2.  These  codes  are  utilized 
specifically  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  ignition  within  a  com¬ 
pressor  station. 
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If  ignition  were  to  occur,  a  multitude  of  other  safety  devices 
are  present  to  avoid  the  station  from  being  destroyed.  Also 
attached  is  the  response  to  Question  No.  31  propounded  by 
DOI/FPC  in  a  letter  dated  November  22,  1974,  which  gives  addi¬ 
tional  information  regarding  safety  devices  and  firefighting 
facilities  at  compressor  stations. 


Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
Docket  Number  CP74-24 1 

Question  f!o.  (31)  "'..rat  fire  safety  protection  and  firefighting  facilities 

would  be  present  at  the  compressor  stations?'* 


Response: 

As  detailed  in  Docket  No.  CP74-?4! ,  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
proposes  to  install  one  additional  gas  turbine  driven  centrifugal 
compressor  unit  at  Stations  10,  12,  13,  and  14.  No  additional  tur¬ 
bine  compressor  units  are  contemplated  as  a  part  of  this  project  at 
the  other  twelve  compressor  stations. 

All  proposed  compressor  station  facilities  will  be  constructed  with 
fire  resistant  or  fire  retardant  materials  and  will  be  equipped  with 
automatic  shutdown  and  station  isolation  devices  similar  to  those 
installed  at  existing  compressor  stations.  Gas  detectors,  heat 
detectors,  and  manual  shutdown  devices,  will  be  strategically  loca¬ 
ted  throughout  each  station.  In  the  event  of  fire  or  gas  detection, 
turbine  units  will  automatically  shut  dov/n,  the  compressor  station 
will  be  isolated  from  the  pipeline  and  all  gas  will  be  vented  to 
atmosphere. 

Firefighting  equipment,  such  as  carbon  dioxide  and  dry  chemical 
extinguishers,  will  be  installed  in  conspicuous  and  strategic 
locations  throughout  the  station.  PGT  and  PGandE  personnel  are 
and  will  continue  to  be  trained  in  the  proper  use  of  firefighting 
equipment. 

In  addition  to  the  above  fire  protection  and  firefighting  equipment, 
a  fire  prevention  and  safety  program  is  in  effect  and  will  be  con¬ 
tinued  to  maintain  these  protection  systems,  and  to  eliminate  fire 
hazards.  District  safety  committee  inspections  and  the  insurance 
company's  annual  fire  protection  inspections  are  made  to  identify 
any  potential  fire  hazards.  Corrective  action  is  and  will  continue 
to  be  taken  on  any  potential  fire  hazard  that  is  identified. 
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PART  I  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  1-566 

DPI  Statement 


"No  consultation  is  shown  for  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  for 
Bureau  of  Reclamation." 

Comment 

The  above  statement  is  in  error  because  Section  IX  of  Appli¬ 
cants'  Environmental  Report  indicates  on  the  third  page  of 
Table  I X -  5 ,  Oregon  Permits,  consultations  were  held  and  approval 
was  received  by  PGT  from  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  for  an  ease¬ 
ment  . 
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Part  I,  Volume  1  Section 

1.  This  has  been  clarified  on  page  12  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

2.  Figures  have  been  corrected.  See  Table  l.OV.4-1  on  page  24 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

3.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  42  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

4.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  130  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

5.  This  lias  been  corrected  on  page  131  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  183  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

6.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  107  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

7.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

8.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  113  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

9.  This  comment  was  inadvertently  overlooked  when  revising  the 

Overview  Volume. 

10.  This  has  been  corrected  on  Table  2.0V. 12-1,  page  115  of  the 
Overview  Volume. 

11.  This  has  been  deleted  from  Section  2.0V. 13. 

12.  The  section  on  environmental  noise  has  been  revised  beginning 
on  page  128  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

13.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  183  of  the  Overview 
Volume. 

14.  The  discussion  has  been  revised  and  expanded  on  page  141  of 
the  Overview  Volume. 

15.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  149  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

16.  Additional  recommended  mitigation  measures  have  been  deleted 
from  the  Overview  Volume.  Readers  are  referred  to  geograph¬ 
ic  volumes.  For  an  example  see  page  340  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Volume . 

17.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume.  See  page 
185  for  a  revised  discussion  on  impacts  of  ruptures.  Safety 
devices  are  included  in  mitigation  on  page  198. 

18.  Consultation  and  Coordination  is  no  longer  a  part  of  the 
Overview  Volume:  it  has  been  completely  revised  as  a  sep¬ 
arate  volume. 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 
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DO I  Statements  and  Applicant  Comments  Pages  P(IV)  V(l)-1 

thru  P(IV)  V  ( 1 ) - 34 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  3 

DPI  Statement 


"A6S  is  continuing  to  acquire  gas  from  the  Province  of  Alberta 
and  has  purchased  an  additional  73  billion  cubic  feet  of  gas 
to  come  on  stream  beginning  in  1976." 

Comment 

Because  of  export  restrictions  placed  on  natural  gas  by  the 
Canadian  Government,  Applicant  does  not  know  when  the  above- 
mentioned  quantity  of  gas  may  be  available  to  come  on  stream. 
It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  73  billion  cubic  feet  of  gas 
is  an  annual  rate  and  should  so  be  identified.  j- 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  IV- 5- 6 
DPI  Statement 


Total  reserves,  potential  resources  estimates 


Comment 


The  information  as  stated  in  the  DEIS  concerning  additional 
gas  resources  for  the  PGandE  gas  system  is  obsolete. 


DOI  is  directed  to  Applicants'  filing  to  the  Federal  Power 
Commission,  Docket  CP74-241,  Amended  Application  for  a  Certi¬ 
ficate  of  Public  Convenience  and  Necessity  Pursuant  to  Section 
7(c)  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act  dated  March  3,  1975;  Section 
I(2)(b)  and  I(2)(b)  Alt.;  Supplement  Docket  CP74-241  dated 
July  16,  1975;  and  Application  of  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company  for  authority  to  adjust  its  rates  as  necessary  to  pro¬ 
vide  funds  to  make  the  payments  required  under  a  certain  Fund¬ 
ing  Agreement  related  to  Northern  Alaska  Natural  Gas,  Applica¬ 
tion  No.  5S661,  dated  May  1,  1975. 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 
DOI  Statements 
Page  IV  -  39 

"Figure  1.1. 4. 4-1  -  Federal  Land  Requirement" 

Page  IV-41 

"There  are  five  mainline  valves  on  Federal  land  and  one  on 
Klamath  Indian  Tribe  land  located..." 

Comment 


Figure  1.1. 4. 4-1  is  not  in  agreement  with  Applicants'  submittal 
"Consolidated  Application  of  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 
and  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  For  Right  Of  Way  Permits". 

In  accordance  with  Public  Law  95-102,  the  Klamath  Indian  Tribal 
Lands  have  been  acquired  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture  for 
the  Winema  National  Forest.  On  October  26,  1960,  Pacific  Gas 
Transmission  Company  was  granted  a  100-foot  wide  right  of  way 
easement  across  said  Indian  Lands  by  the  U.S.  District  Court, 
Document  No.  55437,  book  525,  page  216.  On  September  7,  1971, 
Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company  was  further  granted  on  Judg¬ 
ment  No.  70-175L  the  right  to  install  an  additional  (the  pro¬ 
posed)  pipeline  within  the  original  100-foot  right  of  way. 

The  rights  as  granted  by  the  Trustee  for  the  Klamath  Indian 
Tribe  to  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  "run  with  the  land"  and 
therefore  must  be  binding  on  the  Department  of  Agriculture. 

The  permanent  and  temporary  right  of  way  requirements  across 
the  Winema  National  Forest  (Klamath  Indian  Lands)  (line  4  in 
Figure  1.1. 4. 4-1)  should  therefore  be  stricken. 

The  right  of  way  requirements  for  Deschutes  National  Forest  are 
missing:  Distance  161,040  feet,  Permanent  Right  Of  Way  199.64 
Acres,  Temporary  Right  Of  Way  92. 4S  Acres.  The  overall  totals 
should  be  adjusted  accordingly. 

For  further  information  regarding  land  requirements,  see  the 
topical  section  titled  "Discussion  On  Land  Requirements". 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV-41 

DPI  Statement 


"It  will  be  necessary  to  purchase  and  grade  approximately  5 
acres... at  Compressor  Station  7..." 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  IV-69-71 

DPI  Statement 

Discussion  of  slope  stability 


PGT  has  acquired  the  needed  land  at  Station  7  since  the  original 
filing  of  the  Alberta-California  Environmental  Report. 


Comment 

For  comments  on  slope  stability,  refer  to  topical  section  titled 
"Discussion  of  Geology  and  Soils".  Comments  are  found  under  the 
subsection  titled  "Slope  Stability  in  Selected  Areas  Along  the 
Canada  to  Antioch  Pipeline".  ' 
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PART  IV  -  VPLUME  1,  Page  IV-81 

DPI  Statement 

"Bibliography" 

Comment 

Listed  bibliography  should  be  supplemented  by  the  Supple¬ 
mental  Amended  filing  submitted  to  the  FPC  on  July  16,  1975, 
Docket  No.  CP74-241.  Attached  is  a  letter  dated  September  11, 
1975  which  advised  the  DPI  of  these  filings. 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenlngs 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
13th  \  "C"  Streets,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Re:  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company 

FPC  Docket  Nos .  CP74-241,  CP74-242, 
CP71-182  and  CP7S-2S2 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 

Pursuant  to  my  telephone  conversation  with  Mr.  Henry  Noldan 
of  youT  department's  Arctic  Gas  Project  Task  Force,  Pacific 
Gas  Transmission  Company  (PGT)  is  forwarding  twenty-five  (25) 
copies  of  its  Supplement  to  Amended  Application  for  a 
Certificate  of  Public  Convenience  and  Necessity  Pursuant  to 
Section  7(c)  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act.  This  document  has  been 
filed  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission  (FPC). 

Previously,  on  March  3,  1975,  PGT  submitted  an  Amended 
Application  to  the  FPC  to  construct  a  42-inch  pipeline  which 
would  extend  parallel  to  PGT's  existing  facilities  and 
operate  at  a  maximum  operating  pressure  of  1440/1250  psig. 

The  pipeline  was  designed  to  import  an  annual  daily  volume 
of  1,200  MMcf  of  gas.  Since  the  exact  quantities  available 
for  import  were  unknown,  PGT  also  submitted  an  alternative 
36-inch,  1440/1250  psig  pipeline  design.  This  design  would 
import  850  MMcf  of  natural  gas  per  day. 

The  Supplement  to  Amended  Application  forwarded  herewith 
exhibits  two  additional  alternative  pipeline  designs:  the 
"1180  Design"  and  the  "1580  Design".  These  designs  were 
submitted  to  the  FPC  for  consideration  and  are  in  accord 
with  the  minimum  volumes  of  gas  that  are  now  reasonably 
assured  to  become  available  to  PGT  for  delivery  to  Pacific 
Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PGandE)  and  those  volumes  that  may 
become  available  in  the  future.  PGT  has  not  selected,  as  of 
this  date,  a  "primary"  design.  We  believe  that  all  designs 
currently  on  file  are  viable  alternatives. 
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September  11,  1975 
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PACIFIC  GAS  TRANSMISSION  COMPANY 


PACIFIC  C.AS  TRANSMISSION  COMPANY 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
September  11,  1975 
Page  ...  2 . 
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Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
September  11,  1975 
Page  ...  3. 
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The  1180  Design  consists  of  the  partial  looping  of  PGT's 
existing  pipeline.  PGT  would,  under  this  alternative, 
construct  a  total  of  319.6  milos  of  36-inch  pipeline  loops 
at  twelve  locations,  operating  at  a  maximum  pressure  of  911 
psig.  This  design  would  allow  PGT  to  transport  and  sell  to 
PCandE  an  additional  200  MMcf  per  day  of  gas.  This  is  the 
approximate  volume  of  natural  gas  produced  in  Alaska  that 
will  be  available  to  PGandE  through  contractual  arrangements 
with  Exxon  Company,  U.S.A. 

The  1580  Design  consists  of  the  complete  looping  of  PGT's 
existing  pipeline  facilities.  This  alternative  proposal 
requires  the  construction  of  591.9  miles  of  36-inch  pipeline 
operating  at  a  maximum  pressure  of  911  psig.  The  pipeline 
would  transport  and  deliver  600  MMcf  of  natural  gas  per  day 
in  addition  to  the  existing  volumes  transported  by  PGT.  PGT 
believes  that  this  amount  may  be  available  in  the  future 
with  additional  exploration  and  development  of  gas  reserves 
in  Alaska  and  northern  Canada. 

In  addition,  for  information  purposes  only,  PGT  has  provided 
data  regarding  the  maximum  capabilities  of  a  fully  powered 
36-inch,  911  psig  pipeline  design. 

PGT  believes  the  environmental  data  previously  submitted  and 
prepared  is  supportive  of  the  alternative  designs  exhibited 
in  the  Supplement  to  Amended  Application.  As  with  previous 
designs,  the  1130  Design  and  the  1580  Design  would  cause  a 
minimum  of  physical  disruption  of  the  environment.  PGT 
intends  to  use  its  currently  existing  pipeline  right-of-way 
and  existing  compressor  station  properties.  As  with  other 
designs  filed  by  PGT,  only  one  short  segment  of  new  right- 
of-way  would  be  required  to  provide  improved  pipeline  security. 

The  alternative  designs  would  also  allow  PGT  to  utilize  the 
36-inch  pipeline  previously  installed  at  various  major  river 
crossings  pursuant  to  FPC  authorization  thus  decreasing  the 
number  of  new  river  crossings  that  would  have  to  be  constructed. 
The  designs  would  also  promote  security  of  supply  to  the 
California  consumer. 

Finally,  the  alternative  36-inch,  911  psig  designs  in 
combination  with  PGT's  existing  facilities  offer  considerable 
flexibility  and  potential  for  expansion  as  supply  increments 
become  available.  Construction  can  be  staged  to  conform  to 
need  for  additional  delivery  capacity. 


P(IV)  V(l)-8 


If  you  have  anv  questions  on  this  matter  or  require  additional 
copies  of  the  Supplement  to  Amended  Application,  please 
contact  me. 

Very  truly  yours. 


PETER  W.  HANSOfEN 


P(IV)  V (1) -9 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  IV-124,  IV-174,  IV-175  and  IV-177 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  IV-182,  IV-186  and  IV-187 


DPI  Statement 


DPI  Statement 


Discussion  of  volcanic  features 


Discussion  on  soil  impacts 


Comment 

For  comments  on  volcanic  features,  refer  to  the  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  of  Geology  and  Soils".  Comments  are  found 
under  the  subsection  titled  "Volcanic  Features  Along  The  Canada 
To  Antioch  Pipeline". 


Comment 

For  comments  in  soil  impacts,  refer  to  the  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  of  Geology  and  Soils".  Comments  are 
found  under  the  subsection  titled  "Soil  Impacts  Along  The 
Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline". 


P(IV)  V(l)-10 


PCIV)  VCD-11 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUML  1,  Page  IV -233 

DPI  Statement 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV -258 


"Marin  County  communities  obtain  their  supply  largely  from 
local  streams." 


Comment 


The  Marin  County  water  supplies  are  located  approximately  35 
miles  from  the  proposed  pipeline.  The  statement  regarding 
these  water  supplies  is  irrelevant  and  should  be  deleted. 


DPI  Statement 


"The  Snake  River  is  deep,  sluggish,  and  has  a  soft  mud  bottom 
in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  crossing." 


Comment 


PGT's  experience  in  installing  its  second  pipeline  crossing 
the  Snake  River  in  1970  indicates  that  the  river  has  a  hard 
bottom . 


P(IV)  V (1)-12 


P(IV)  V (1) -13 


PART  IV  -  VPLIIMT  1,  Pages  2  93-3''0 

DPI  Statements 


Section  2. 1.4.6  and  Section  2. 1.4.7  on  Vegetation  and 
Wildlife,  respectively. 


Comment 


The  above  sections  are  covered  under  the  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  of  Vegetation  and  Wildlife". 


PART  IV  -  VPLUMb  1 

DPI  Statements  (3  Items) 


Page  IV- 315 

"The  California  Native  Plant  Society  (1971)  has  identified  a 
number  of  California  plants  that  are  considered  to  be  rare, 
or  endangered,  within  the  State.  Those  plants  that  occur  or 
could  possibly  occur  within  the  proposed  pipeline  right-of- 
way  corridor  (based  on  available  information)  are  listed  in 
figure  2. 1.4. 6-9  below." 

Pages  IV -333-353 

"Figure  2. 1.4. 7-1  -  A  list  of  wildlife  species  known  to  exist 
along  the  proposed  pipeline  route." 


Page  IV  -  37  0 

"There  are  approximately  50  species  of  insects,  associated 
with  stabilized  sand  dunes  near  Antioch,  California,  that 
are  in  constant  danger  of  destruction  due  to  residential 
and  commercial  developments.  The  proposed  pipeline  would 
cross  the  Sacramento  River  about  one  to  two  miles  upstream 
from  remaining  sand  dunes." 


Comment 


The  environmental  consultant  retained  by  Applicants  has  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  potential  effect  of  the  pipeline  upon  the 
flora  and  fauna  mentioned  in  the  two  above-quoted  statements 
will  be  negligible  or  non-existent.  For  the  consultant's 
comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  refer 
to  topical  section  titled  "Discussion  of  Vegetation  and 
Wildlife" . 


P(IV)  V(l)-M 


PCIV)  V (1) -15 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  I,  Page  IV -42 5 
DPI  Statement 


DPI  Statements 
Page  IV- 323 

"A  very  important  turkey  habitat  exists  where  the  proposed 
pipeline  would  cross  the  Sacramento  River." 

Page  IV- 561 

"The  California  Yellow-Billed  Cuckoo ...  along  the  Sacramento 
River  near  the  proposed  pipeline  crossing." 

Comment 

The  pipeline  crosses  the  Sacramento  River  at  two  distinctly 
different  locations.  The  above  descriptions  should  be  specific 
as  to  which  is  referenced. 

For  comments  on  wildlife,  refer  to  the  topical  section  titled 
"Discussion  of  Vegetation  and  Wildlife". 


"The  Moyie  River  Road  No.  214.3  serves  Moyie  Valley  area, 
crossing  the  Moyie  River  within  the  influence  of  this  pro¬ 
ject.  Bridges  along  this  route  have  severe  weight  restric¬ 
tions  which  would  limit  loads  of  any  materials  or  equipment. 
The  proposed  pipeline  route  crosses  this  main  artery  of 
transportation  in  the  Moyie  Valley." 

"Railroads  in  the  area  are  the  Spokane  International,  Bur¬ 
lington  Northern  and  Milwaukee  lines.  The  proposed  right- 
of-way  will  cross  all  the  railroad  routes  at  least  once." 

Comment 

.  O  If  a  description  of  Moyie  River  Road  No.  214.3  is  necessary 

/  3  to  describe  the  existing  environment  as  related  to  the  pro¬ 

posed  pipeline  route,  then  a  more  complete  description  seems 
in  order.  Additional  pertinent  information  should  include 
its  total  length  (12  miles  between  U.S.  Highway  95  and  Idaho 
State  Highway  2)  and  its  condition  (non-paved,  with  the  6.5 
miles  between  Meadow  Creek  Campground  and  Moyie  Springs 
predominantly  rutted  and  one  way).  It  should  also  be  noted 
that  the  Moyie  River  is  crossed  7  times  by  roads  within  the 
reach  affected  by  the  pipeline  route. 

Similar  information  should  be  included  for  railroads  within 
the  Moyie  Valley.  The  Spokane  International  Railroad  com¬ 
pletely  traverses  the  valley  from  Moyie  Springs  to  Eastport 
and  crosses  the  Moyie  River  twice. 


P(IV)  V (1 ) -16 


P(IV)  V (1)-17 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV-429 
DPI  Statement 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV-453 
DPI  Statement 


"However,  one  particularly  significant  recreation  resource 
is  involved  when  the  proposed  right-of-way  crossed  the  John 
Day  River,  which  is  a  "National  and  Scenic  River." 


Comment 


The  John  Day  River  is  here  described  as  a  "National  and 
Scenic  River".  As  is  more  accurately  described  in  Section 
5.1.4.13  of  the  DEIS,  the  John  Day  River  was  just  recently 
designated  by  Congress  for  study  as  a  possible  addition  to 
the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System.  This  statement 
should  be  deleted. 


"a)  Highways  and  Roads 

In  this  area,  the  proposed  pipeline  right-of-way  generally 
parallels  U.S.  Highway  97  in  Oregon  for  approximately  120 
miles,  crossing  it  4  times.  Pther  major  highways,  such  as 
U.S.  Highway  20,  Pregon  State  Highways  31,  58  and  232,  and 
California  State  Highways  139,  89,  and  299,  are  crossed 
10  times." 

Comment  fj 

In  order  to  avoid  an  ambiguity,  the  sentence  should  read:  g 

"Other  major  highways ...  are  crossed  a  total  of  10  times."  I 


P(IV)  V (1) -IS 


P(IV)  V(l)-19 
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FART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  IV-4S4 

DPI  Statement 


TART  IV  •  VOLUME  1.  Pages  1V-484  and  1V-48S 


"Figure  2.1.4.13*6  -  Classification  of  the  Aesthetic  Environ¬ 
ment  of  the  Proposed  Pipeline  Route". 


Comment 


This  figure  "provides  a  summary  review  of  the  aesthetic  environ¬ 
ment  of  the  proposed  pipeline  corridor".  The  class  (Variety/ 
Sensitivity)  ratings  are  developed  subjectively  from  landscape 
sensitivity  classes  as  explained  by  Figure  2.1.4.13-4  and  from 
landscape  variety  classes  as  explained  by  Figure  2.1.4.15-5. 
Figure  2.1.4.13-6  tabulates  18  locations  for  classification  but 
it  is  observed  that  6  of  these  locations  are  localized  landscapes 
(o-aile  segments  or  lessl.  It  is  suggested  that  an  alternate 
classification  of  this  subjective  appraisal  might  be  better  sum¬ 
marized  by  tabulating  the  total  distances  involved  in  each  class 
both  by  miles  and  by  percentage  of  the  total  miles  of  proposed 
pipeline  route. 


n 


DPI  Statement 


"Figure  2.1,4.13-6  -  Classification  of  the  Aesthetic  Environ¬ 
ment  of  the  Proposed  Pipeline  Route" 

"The  Movie  River  Valley  1 1 9  Miles) 

The  Moyie  River  Valley  was  classified  Al." 


Comment 


The  discussion  of  the  Moyie  River  Valley  as  to  its  aesthetic 
features  is  incomplete  and  may  lead  to  an  overstatement  of  its 
classification  ot  Al.  No  mention  i <  made  of  the  routing  of  the 
Spokane  International  Railroad  main  line  rails  completely  through 
the  Movie  Valley  from  Moyie  Springs  to  Eastport  (and  northward 
in  British  Columbia)  as  well  as  the  fact  that  the  railroad  makes 
2  crossings  of  the  Moyie  River.  Also,  no  mention  is  made  of  the 
manv  road  crossings  of  the  Moyie  River  by  bridges,  and  the  present 
and  continuing  development  of  residential  sites  for  summer  homes. 
The  annual  vehicle  count  of  1 '5,000  represents  predominantly 
Highway  9S  traffic  which  traverses  only  3  miles  of  the  Valley. 
Based  on  these  factors  an  A2  classification,  at  best,  is  all  that 
seems  justified  for  the  entire  Moyie  River  Valley. 


For  additional  comments  on  the  Moyie  Valley  refer  to  the  topical 
section  titled  "Discussion  of  Moyie  Valley  Route". 


P(IV)  V(l)-20 


P(IV>  V(l)-21 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  1V-48-I  and  iV-487 

DPI  Statement 


"Figure  2.1.4.13-6  -  Classification  of  the  Aesthetic  Environ¬ 
ment  of  the  Proposed  Pipeline  Route". 

"Moyie  Springs  To  The  Pend  Preille  (36  Miles) 

This  type  land  was  classified  Bl" 


Comment 


Discussion  of  the  Moyie  Springs  to  Pend  Oreille  landscape  seg¬ 
ment  as  to  its  aesthetic  features  is  incomplete  and  may  lead 
to  an  overstatement  of  its  classification  Bl.  No  information 
is  supplied  about  the  existing  railroads,  electric  transmission 
lines,  scattered  lumber  mills  and  related  industries  as  well  as 
the  intermixture  of  human  occupancy  and  development  in  the  area 
All  such  components  of  the  landscape  have  an  affect  on  the  sub¬ 
jective  classification  of  the  aesthetic  environment.  Based  on 
these  factors,  a  lowering  of  classification  seems  justified. 


if 


PART  IV  VPLUM1.  1,  Pages  1V-4S4  and  IV -488 
DPI  Statement 

"Figure  2.1.4.13-6  C 1  ass l f lea 1 1 on  of  the  Aesthetic  inviron- 
ment  of  the  Proposed  Pipeline  route" 

"Lake  Per.d  Oreille  (o  Miles) 

The  Pend  Oreille  type  landscape  was  classified  A .. .components . " 


Comment 


Discussion  of  the  Lake  Pend  Oreille  landscape  is  incomplete  and 
may  load  to  ar  overc lassif ication  of  "A".  No  information  is 
supplied  about  the  extent  of  the  c.v  of  S.indpcnt  and  the  subur 
ban  development  around  Lake  Pend  'hii’lc,  noi  about  the  existing 
railroads,  electric  transmission  lines,  roadway  network,  and 
scattered  industrial  and  commercial  activities.  All  such  compo¬ 
nents  of  the  landscape  have  an  affect  on  the  subjective  classi¬ 
fication  of  the  aesthetic  environment.  Based  on  these  factors, 
a  lowering  of  the  subjective  classification  seems  justified. 


P(IV)  V (l)-22 


P(IV)  VCD-23 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Pages  IV-484  and  IV-493 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  1V-S'J3 

DPI  Statement 


DPI  Statement 

"Figure  2.1.4.13-6  -  Classification  of  the  Aesthetic  Environ¬ 
ment  of  the  Proposed  Pipeline  Route  shows  Yonna  Valley  to 
Timber  Mountain  -  Classification  B-3". 


"Yonna  Valley  to  Timber  Mountain  (45  Miles) 

This  type  of  landscape  was  classified  Bl." 


Comment 


The  discussion  of  the  Yonna  Valley  to  Timber  Mountain  landscape 
segment  as  to  its  sensitivity  rating  is  overstated  and  the  Bl 
classification  conflicts  with  that  shown  in  Figure  2.1.4.13-6. 
About  35  miles  of  the  45-mile  segment  is  not  near  Highway  139, 
and  the  remaining  miles  are  not  adjacent,  but  2-8  miles  separated 
The  Bl  classification  seems  overstated.  A  B3  classification 
appears  to  be  more  appropriate. 


"Two  factors  in  this  assessment  which  must  be  considered  (1) 
the  intense,  short  duration  construction  noise  that  extends 
along  the  entire  pipeline  corridor;  and  (2)  the  less  intense 
long  duration  noise  associated  with  the  specific  compressor 
stations  in  the  operation  phase.  These  will  be  discussed  more 
specifically  later." 

Comment 


The  statements  concerning  assessment  of  construction  noise  and 
noise  associated  with  compressor  stations  are  impacts  and  are 
inappropriate  in  the  section  on  description  of  the  environment, 
unless  the  intent  is  to  specifically  identify  activities  and 
noise  generating  facilities  to  be  recognized  in  the  existing 
environment.  If  such  is  the  intent,  then  Figure  2.1.4.15-2 
should  be  expanded  to  include  ambient  data  in  the  vicinity  of 
construction  activities,  near  high  speed  highways,  railroads, 
and  industrial  and  commercial  facilities,  including  pipeline 
compressor  stations.  Data  supplied  in  Appl  icar.t  s  *  Environmental 
Impact  Report  in  Table  1 1  -  6 ,  Page  11-64  will  enable  such  amtient 
sound  levels  to  be  quantified. 

For  comments  relating  to  noise,  refer  to  the  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  On  Noise  Impacts". 


P(IV)  V(l)-24 


P(IV)  V (1) -25 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 
DPI  Statements 
Page  6 

"...gas  maximum  for  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  (EPNG)  to 
2 o  delivery  points..." 

Page  7 

"...  that  EPNG  may  designate."  "...EPNG  would  require  delivery... 
Page  22 

"El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Co." 


Fage  29 

"Northwest  division  of  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company" 
Page  30 

"PGT-EPNG  Delivery. . 

Page  41 

"EPNG ' s  Northwest  Division..." 


Comment 

All  references  to  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  (EPNG)  should 
be  updated  to  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation  (NPC) ,  the  latter 
having  taken  over  the  "Northwest  Division"  facilities  of  the 
former . 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 
DPI  Statements 


Page  13 

". . .at  MP  24.0. . 
Comment 

Should  be,  MP  20.9 
Page  19 


> 


V 


.  .at  MP  917. . 
Comment 

Should  be,  MP  911.4 


P(IV)  V(l)-26 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 

DOI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors)  (cont'd) 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 

DOI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors) 


Page  IV- 27 

"Additional  compressor  units  would  be  added  at  existing  compressor 
stations  to  handle  the  increased  flow  of  gas  from  the  proposed 
pipeline.  Specific  locations  are  shown  in  figure  1.1. 4. 2-7." 


Comment 


The  reference  to  Figure  1.1. 4. 2-7  is  incorrect  since  this  figure 
shows  electrical  transmission  facilities. 

Page  IV- 31 


"The  design  pressures  ...  segments  and  zone  locat ions . . . of  the 
U.S.  Code." 


Comment 

The  word  "zone"  should  be  changed  to  "class". 

Page  I V -  3 1 

"The  mammal  yield  and  ultimate  yield  and  ultimate  strengths..." 


Comment 


The  above  sentence  should  be  changed  to  read:  "The  yield 
strength  and  tensile  strength..." 

Page  IV- 52 


"Average  Ambient  Temperature 
Average  Flowing  Gas  Temperature 

Comment 
Should  read: 

Page  IV- 32 

"The  gas  temperature  ... var ies  from 
immediately. . .winter." 

Comment 

Should  read: 


45 

1/4F 

80 

1/4F 

45 

1/4F 

65 

1  /  4  F ' 

4  S°F 

8  0°F 

4  S°F 

65°F 

120-1/4F. . .months  to..35-l/4F 


120°F  and  35°F 


Page  IV-35 
Figure  1 .  1 . 4 . 3- 1 

"Burney...  19,820" 
"Delevan . .  18 , 500" 

Comment 


Should  read:  Burney....  19,950 

Delevan. . .  18,780 


SI 


Page  IV- S~ 

"Welding  Equipment  would  primarily  be  generated..." 

Comment 

Insert  noise  between  "equipment"  and  "would". 

Pages  I V -  7 1  -  7  2 

"Blowing  the  gas  ...  atmosphere  (reference  section  4  . 1 .4  .7 . B4) ." 
Comment 

The  referenced  section  in  the  above  sentence  is  incorrect.  It 
should  be  section  1.1.4.7.B4. 

Page  IV  -  7 9 


I 


33 


"Other  Approvals  as  Necessary 

-  U.S.  Bureau  of  Reclamat ion- Permits  for  crossing  28 
drainage  canals. 

-  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency- Permits  for 
discharge  of  test  water  and  pollutants. 

-  U.S.  Corps  of  Engineers  -  Permits  to  cross  navigable 
water  bodies  as  follows: 


2  crossings  of  the  Sacramento  River 
2  crossings  of  the  San  Joaquin  River 
1  crossing  of  the  Snake  River 
1  crossing  of  the  Mayberry  Slough" 


Comment 


The  above  listing  should  read  as  follows: 


-P(IV)  V(l)-28 


P(IV)  V(l)-29 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 

DOI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors)  (cont'd) 


2  crossings  of  the  Sacramento  River 
1  crossing  of  the  San  Joaquin  River 
1  crossing  of  the  Snake  River 
1  crossing  of  the  Mayberry  Slough 
1  crossing  of  the  Kalla  Walla  River 

Page  IV- 114 

"The  proposed  gas  pipel ine ...  processes . " 

Page  IV-121 

"The  Arctic  gas  pipel ine ...  of  the  valley  province." 
Comment 


These  statements  are  in  error.  Reference  is  made  to  the 
"Arctic  gas  pipeline"  which  should  read  "Kingsgate  to  San 
Francisco  pipeline". 

Pages  IV - 1 39 - 1 40 

"Figure  2. 1.4. 3-2" 


3/ 


Comment 


PGT  Compressor  Stations  3,  4,  5,  and  6  are  not  located  on  the 
map.  ITA(A)  Stations  1  and  2  should  be  omitted. 

Page  IV- 1 68 


"Figure  2. 1.4. 3-6  is  an  extract  which  indicates...  of  the  pipe- 
1 ine . " 


Cc  mme  n  t 


Table  of  contents  indicates  such  a  figure  but  it  was  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  text. 

Page  I V - 1 6 9 

"Figure  2. 1.4. 4-3,  Severe  Soil  Limitations  and  Hazards" 


Comment 


The  figure  on  Page  IV - 2 1 1  is  also  labeled  Figure  2. 1.4. 4-3, 
"Severe  Soil  Limitations  and  Hazards"  yet  differs  in  content. 

Page  IV- 1 73 

"Large  landslides  and  associated  surface  faulting  may  be  en¬ 
countered  in  the  Tuscan  Formation,  near  the  Sacramento  Valley, 


I 


3* 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 

DOI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors)  (cont'd) 

due  to  failure  in  the  Sacramento  Valley,  due  to  failure  in  the 
underlying  Montgomery  Creek  Formation." 

Comment 

There  appears  to  be  a  typographical  error  in  this  section, 
perhaps  "...due  to  failure  in  the  Sacramento  Valley,  ..." 
should  be  omitted. 

Pages  1 V  -  2 1 3  ,  IV-215  and  IV-217 

"2.1. 5.4-4  (ITA(A)  figure  number)  West  Coast  Portion" 

Comment 

Figure  is  incorrectly  titled. 

Page  IV  -  2 1 1 

"Figure  2. 1.4. 4-3,  Severe  Soil  Limitations  and  Hazards" 

Comment 

The  figure  on  Page  IV- 169  is  also  labeled  "Figure  2. 1.4. 4-3, 

Severe  Soil  Limitations  and  Hazards"  yet  differs  in  content. 

Page  I V  -  2 6 7 

Although  no  samp les ...  and  reareaction  of  a  column .. .much  slower." 
Comment 

"Reareaction"  appears  to  be  a  typographical  error.  Substituting  I 
"reaction"  would  appear  appropriate.  ■ 

Page  IV- 304 

"Construction  activities  ...911  miles,  150  foot  wide ...  proposed 
right  of  way." 

Comment 

The  above  sentence  should  read:  "...911  miles,  100-foot  wide...' 
Pages  IV- 4 00  and  IV-401 

"Figure  2. 1.4. 9-5  Communities  Along  the  Proposed  Pipeline" 

Comment 

This  figure  is  incorrectly  used  for  the  Kingsgate  to  Antioch  (PGT) 


r 
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FART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  1 


DOI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors)  (cont'd) 

pipeline. SinCe  il  is  identified  as  applicable  for  the  ITA (A) 


Page  IV- 459 


"Coeur  d’Alene 
few  miles  east 


Lake  .is  located  south  of  Coeur  d'Alene  a 
of  the  proposed  pipeline  route." 


Comment 


The  above  sentence  should 
Lake... is  located  south  of 
miles  east  of  the  proposed 


read  as  follows:  "Coeur  d'Alene 
Coeur  d’Alene  approximately  20 
pipeline  route." 


Page  I V  -  4  6  0 


"Increased  recreat ion . . . and 
private  land  areas  adjacent 
being  developed.” 


Coeur  d’Alene  Lake  where  certain 
to  the  pipeline  right-of-way  are 


Comment 


This  statement  is  incorrect  since  Coeur  d'Alene 
20  miles  east  of  the  proposed  pipeline  route. 


is 


approximately 


P(IV)  V (1) -32 


DPI  Statements  (13  Items) 

Page  I V  -  5 9 

"A  detailed  study  of  the  effect  of  compressor  stack  emissions 
will  be  required  prior  to  construction  by  the  Applicant." 

Page  IV- 60 

"Should  the  field  investigation  prove  inconclusive,  detailed 
subsurface  investigation  such  as  drilling,  sampling,  testing 
of  slide  materials,  and  installation  of  slide  warning  devices 
would  be  warranted  in  unstable  areas.” 

Page  I V -  6 1 

"Detailed  studies  should  be  conducted  by  the  Applicant  prior 
to  construction  to  define  this  hazard  and  predict  pipeline 
security." 

Page  I V  -  6 1 


"It  is  evident  on  the  basis  of  this  experience  that  further 
study  of  the  scour  potential  of  each  river  crossing  should  be 
made  prior  to  construction  by  the  Applicant  to  assure  that  the 
pipeline  would  not  be  exposed  by  future  flood  scour  or  channel 
migration . " 

Page  I V -  6 9 

"C.  1)  Design  Features  for  Geological,  Meteorological,  and 
Man- Induced  Hazards.” 

Page  IV- 158 

"Glass  Mountain  overlooks  the  proposed  route  eight  miles  away, 
and  pipeline  construction  and  scars  would  be  visible  from  it." 

Page  IV- 1  S3 

"Pipeline  construction  would  not  be  visible  from  the  Monument." 
Page  IV-159 

"...and  the  resulting  scar  would  be  visible..." 

Page  IV-171 


"...can  be  avoided  by  slight  rerouting  of  the  proposed  pipeline." 
Page  IV - 17 3 

"Particular  attention  should  be  taken  there  to  minimize  sur¬ 
face  effects  of  the  pipeline  so  as  not  to  alter  drainage  char¬ 
acteristics  . " 


P(IV)  V(l)-33 


PART  IV  -  YOLUML  1 

DOI  Statements  (15  Items)  (cont'd) 


P..ge  IV- 1"" 

"If  the  proposed  pipeline  were  buried  by  lava  flows,  it  would 
be  inaccessible  for  repair  or  maintenance." 

Page  IV- 358 


"The  sediment  produced  or  distributed  by  pipeline  construction 
~ay  settle  into  and  over  salmonid  spawning  gravel.  The  timing 
of  such  operations  is  critical  if  fish  losses  are  to  be  mini¬ 
mized  .  ” 


Page  I\  -HZ 


"Continuous  noise  effects  occur  in  the  vicinity..." 


Comment 

All  of  the  above  statements  are  related  to  mitigation  or  impact 
subjects  and  are  inappropriate  in  this  section  on  description 
of  the  project.  They  should  be  deleted. 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 
P(IV)  V(2) 


DOI  Statements  and  Applicant  Comments 


Pages  P(IV1  V ( 2) - 1  thru 
p  CIV)  V ( 2 ) - 7 s 


P(IV)  V(l)-3*l 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 518 

DO I  Statement 


"High  winds  across  the  northern  segment  could  cause  delays  in 
construction  of  communication  towers." 

Comment 

As  stated  in  Applicants'  Environmental  Report,  Page  1-12, 
Applicants  have  an  existing  communication  system  which  will 
serve  both  the  existing  pipeline  and  the  proposed  pipeline. 

No  new  communication  towers  are  to  be  constructed. 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  : 
DPI  Statements 


Page  IV- 518 

"Ivith  the  frost  line  down  to  oO'  to  “0"  in  the  more  northern 
segment  of  the  route,  winter  or  early  spring  trenching  coul.l 
be  more  J iff icul  t  .  " 

Page  IV -  3  19 

"Special  provisions  have  to  be  made  in  construction  design  I'oi 
pipe  steel  which  can  stand  up  under  frost  heave  stress  at  ex¬ 
tremely  low  temperatures  in  the  northern  section  of  the  pipe- 
1  ine ..." 

Comment 

\s  a  part  of  the  design  of  the  existing  Alberta -Ant ioc h  pipe¬ 
line  installed  in  1961,  Applicants  investigated  frost  line 
depths  and  winter  ambient  temperatures  along  the  pipeline 
route . 

For  northern  Idaho,  the  frost  line  depths  generally  vary  from 
36  to  48  inches  and  the  average  minimum  temperature  for 
Sandpoint,  Idaho  for  the  month  of  January  is  19  deg.  ! .  For 
buried  pipe  with  these  conditions,  no  special  metal lurg)  or 
welding  procedures  were  deemed  necessary.  For  concrete  founda¬ 
tions  and  aboveground  piping  special  designs  and  materials  were 
used . 

Pipeline  construction  can  and  will,  if  necessary,  take  place 
during  the  winter  months.  However,  a  tractor  ripper  will  be 
needed  to  break  the  frozen  ground  prior  to  trenching. 

Frost  heave  in  the  existing  right  of  way  has  not  been  apparent 
in  the  14  years  of  operation  of  the  existing  pipeline  in  the 
Northern  Idaho  area.  Since  t he  proposed  pipeline  will  be 
located  parallel  to  the  existing  pipeline  and  will  operate  in 
a  similar  mode,  it  is  not  anticipated  that  special  metallurgy 
features  are  needed  to  protect  it  from  frost  heave. 


P(IV)  V (2 ) -1 


P(IV)  V (2 ) -2 


PART  IV  -  \^LUML  1,  Pages  1V-5JP,  IV -524-525,  IV-S26, 

lY-TIff-TTS",  IV-S-4  rrj  anj  fV-^l'nV-T-rranT-rV'^-bS 


DPI  Statements 


Discussion  of  Slope  Stability 


Common  t 


For  comments  on  slope  stability  refer  to  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  Of  Geology  anil  Soils".  Discussion  is 
found  under  subsection  titled  "Slope  stability  In  Selected 
Areas  Along  The  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline". 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV -  520  to  IV -560 

DPI  Statement 


"Sections  3. 1.4. 3,  3. 1.4. 4  and  3. 1.4. 5 
Comment 

lhe  contents  cf  these  sections  are  directed  toward  environ 
mental  impact  of  the  propose.!  project  as  pertaining  to  goal 
ogy,  soils  and  water  resources,  respectively.  Genoially, 
impacts  arc  lisoussed.  However,  intersperse!  with  ‘.'.is  dis¬ 
cussion  there  are  statements  directed  to  the  effect  •  \  the 
environment  upon  the  pipeline.  Generally  these  are  expressed 
as  probability  of  cause  of  damage  to  the  pipeline,  with  the 
degree  of  damage  generally  stated  as  pipeline  rupture.  Appli¬ 
cants  submit  that  these  statements  are  speculative  and  irrele¬ 
vant  to  the  discussion  on  environmental  impacts.  With  adequate 
mitigating  actions  accomplished  by  conforming  to  proven  design 
standards,  inspection  during  construction,  and  maintenance 
during  the  operating  life  of  the  proposed  pipeline  Applicants 
submit  that  such  occurrences  of  damage  will  not  be  likely. 

The  various  statements  directed  to  the  effect  of  the  environ¬ 
ment  upon  the  pipeline  should  be  deleted  from  the  following 
pages : 


IV-  522  , 

para . 

2 , 

I  ines 

3  and  4 

IV- 52 2 , 

para . 

3, 

1  ine 

4 

IV-  522  , 

para  . 

4  , 

1  ine 

1 

IV -  522  , 

para . 

5, 

1  ines 

1  to  IV -  523  ,  para 

IV- 525 , 

para . 

5 , 

lines 

3  and  4 

IV- 526 , 

para  . 

1 , 

1  ines 

6  and  7 

IV- 526 , 

para . 

2, 

1  ines 

7  and  8 

IV-  528  , 

para . 

3, 

1  ines 

8  and  9 

IV- 529  , 

para . 

1 , 

1  ines 

3  and  4 

IV -  531  , 

para . 

2  , 

lines 

2  and  3 

IV -  533 , 

para . 

2, 

1  ine 

3 

IV-  534  , 

para  . 

1 , 

1  ine 

2 

IV- 535  , 

para  . 

1 , 

1  ines 

11  and  12 

IV-  536  , 

para  . 

1 , 

1  ines 

5  and  6 

IV-  537  , 

para . 

1 , 

1  ine 

4 

IV- 537  , 

para . 

2, 

1  ines 

4  to  7 

IV-  537  , 

para . 

2, 

1  ines 

15  and  16 

IV- 539 , 

para . 

2, 

line 

4 

IV-  540  , 

para . 

4  , 

1  ine 

4 

IV- 54 1 , 

para . 

3, 

1  ine 

7 

IV-  544  , 

para . 

4  , 

1  ines 

3  and  4 

IV-  544  , 

para . 

5, 

1  ine 

5 

IV- 546  , 

para . 

1, 

line 

7 

IV- 553 , 

para . 

4, 

line 

2 

IV- 553 , 

para . 

4, 

1  ines 

8  and  9 

IV- 556 , 

para . 

3, 

1  ine 

1 

IV- 558  , 

para . 

2, 

1  ine 

4 

IV- 560  , 

para . 

3, 

lines 

6  to  8 

P(IV)  V(2)-3 


P(IV)  V(2M 
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Part  IV,  Volume 


Pages  IV- 5  20  to  IV -5(30  (cont'd) 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV-S24-52S,  IV-S55-357  and  IV-558 


The  statements  of  probable  pipeline  rupture  from  subsidence, 
probable  release  of  gas,  and  potential  fire  hazard  are  justi¬ 
fied  by  citing  breaks  in  natural  gas  pipelines  alleged  to  have 
occurred  as  a  result  of  the  earthquake  in  San  Fernando  Valley 
on  February  9,  1971.  Applicants  assert  that  it  can  be  demon¬ 
strated  that  the  alleged  breaks  occurred  in  pipelines  of 
different  design  and  different  materials  than  proposed  for 
Applicants'  pipeline. 


f\ 


For  additional  comments  concerning  seismicity  and  the  ability 
of  pipelines  to  withstand  earthquakes,  refer  te  the  section 
titled  Part  1,  Volume  1,  Page  1-367. 


DPI  Statement 

Discussion  on  volcanic  features 
Comment 

For  comments  on  volcanic  features  refer  to  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  of  Geology  and  Soils".  Discussion  is 
found  under  subsection  titled  "Volcanic  Features  Along  The 
Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline". 


& 


P(IV)  V (2)-5 


P(IV)  V(2)-6 


PART  IV  -  VOLUML  2,  Pages  IV-  537  and  IV- 538 

DPI  Statement 


"Local  subsidence  could  be  a  problem  where  the  proposed  route 
crosses  pahoehoe  lavas  because  of  the  potential  collapse  of 
numerous  lava  tubes  and  cavities.  The  proposed  route  passes 
adjacent  to  the  Mayfield  Ice  Cave  at  Indian  Springs  Mountain, 
and  within  a  few  miles  northwest  of  one  of  the  largest  system 
of  lava  tubes  known  (Baer,  197  3)  .  Two  caves  are  shown  on  U.S. 
Forest  Service  Maps  near  the  proposed  route  northwest  of  Timber 
Mountain.  Most  problems  of  lava  tube  collapse  would  likely  be 
encountered  during  construction.  As  an  example,  Half  Mile  Cave, 
a  few  hundred  miles  northwest  of  the  proposed  route  was  dis¬ 
covered  during  road  construction  when  a  caterpillar  tractor  fell 
through  the  roof  (Baer,  1973).  Tubes  could  also  collapse  cata¬ 
strophically  after  the  proposed  pipeline  is  laid,  especially 
during  earthquakes.  Blasting  during  construction  could  weaken 
the  rocks  around  cavities  and  hasten  their  subsequent  collapse.” 

Comment 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV- 542,  IV- 545  and  IV-544 

DPI  Statement 
Discussion  of  Soils 


Comment 


For  comments  on  soils  and  their  impacts  refer  to  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  of  Ceologv  and  Soils".  Discussion  is  found 
under  subsection  titled  "Soil  Impact  Along  The  Canada  To  Antioch 
Pipeline" . 


Si 


No  problems  occurred  during  construction  or  during  the  fourteen 
years  of  operation  of  PGandE's  existing  36-inch  O.D.  pipeline 
that  may  be  attributed  to  lava  tube  subsidence  or  collapse. 
Since  the  proposed  pipeline  will  parallel  the  existing  pipeline 
within  a  common  right  of  way,  Applicants  do  not  anticipate  any 
construction  or  operation  problems. 


P(IV)  V(2)-7 


P(IV)  V (2) -8 


baa 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 


DOl  Statements 


DPI  Statements 


Page  IV- 553 


Page  IV -  553 


"The  aspect  of  burial  depth  at  stream  crossings  versus  maxi¬ 
mum  scour  depth  is  significant  for  both  proposed  pipeline 
integrity  and  effects  on  surface  water.  If  the  proposed 
pipeline  were  to  be  buried  below  scour  depth,  and  weighted, 
the  security  of  the  proposed  pipeline  would  be  enhanced. 
Without  these  precautions  the  proposed  pipeline  could  be 
floated  during  a  major  flood  and  consequently  jeopardized." 

Page  IV-559 

"At  major  river  crossings,  the  proposed  pipeline,  if  un¬ 
weighted  and  not  buried  below  scour  depth,  would  float  out 
of  place  if  the  streambed  scours  during  heavy  runoff.  In 
this  circumstance,  the  proposed  pipeline  and  its  encasement 
would  act  as  a  dam,  partial  or  complete,  against  ground- 
water  underflow". 


3' 


V 


Comment 

Applicants  recognize  the  possibility  of  flotation  of  bouyant 
pipe  and  take  it  into  account  in  the  design  and  construction 
of  river  crossings.  The  trench  depth  will  generally  vary  from 
8  to  16  feet  depending  on  the  scour  and  flow  characteristics 
of  the  stream,  and  the  pipe  will  be  jacketed  with  concrete  to 
provide  a  negative  bouyancy.  (See  PGT/PGandE  Environmental 
Report,  Page  1-13,  2.  Pipeline  Facilities,  Page  1-21,  h. 

River  Crossings,  Page  IV-4,  4.  Safety  g.,  and  XI,  Appendix  B, 
"Putting  A  Pipeline  Back  To  Bed"). 


"Where  an  overhead  crossing  is  cons idered ...  proposed  Snake 
River  crossing." 

Page  IV  -  693 

"If  the  proposed  pipeline  is  suspended  across  the  river, 
there  would  be  a  permanent  adverse  impact." 

Comment 


The  two  statements  referring  to  a  proposed  overhead  crossing 
of  the  Snake  River  should  be  deleted.  PGT  does  not  plan  to 
install  a  suspended  crossing  across  the  Snake  River. 


P(IV)  V(2)-9 


P(IV)  V(2)-10 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  Page  1V-5S7 

DPI  Statement 


PART  TV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 5M 
DPI  Statement 


"Based  on  PGT  estimates,  9  construction  spreads  would  work 
concurrently  over  the  911  miles  for  a  6-month  period." 

Comment 


This  statement  should  be  revised  to  clarify  what  was  said  in 
the  PGT/PGandE  Environmental  Report,  Page  1 1 1  -  2  0  .  In  the  EIR 
it  was  stated  that  if  the  total  pipeline  was  constructed  in 
one  stage,  10  spreads  would  work  concurrently  over  the  917 
miles  for  a  3-6  month  period.  It  is  more  likely  that  the  pipe¬ 
line  will  be  constructed  in  stages  over  a  longer  period  of  time 
with  completion  timed  to  receive  the  initial  volumes  of  Alaskan 
gas . 


/(* 


"The  remaining  2,000  acres  woulJ  result  from  clearing  an 
additional  estimated  50-foot  linear  strip  previously  un¬ 
encumbered  along  the  existing  right-of-way." 

Comment 


The  reference  to  2,000  acres  is  incorrect.  For  comment  on 
land  requirements  refer  to  the  topical  discussion  titled 
"Discussion  Pn  Land  Requirements". 


P(IV)  V(2)-ll 


P(IV)  V(2)-12 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2.  Pages  IV-S61- 1V-614 

DPI  Statements 

Section  3. 1.4.6  and  Section  3. 1.4. 7  on  Vegetation  and  Wild¬ 
life,  respectively. 

Comment 

Comments  on  the  above-mentioned  DEIS  sections  are  covered  I  S'? 
under  the  topical  section  titled  "Discussion  of  Vegetation  I 
and  Wildlife".  ■ 


DPI  Statements  (7  Items) 

Page  IV-562 

"The  existing  right-of-way  skirts  the  small  marshes ...  The 
proposed  pipeline  would  pass  near  but  not  across  these  wet¬ 
lands  . " 

Page  IV-566 

"Lacking  immediate  species  reestablishment,  the  invasion  of 
weed  species  would  occur  on  all  areas  of  the  denuded  right- 
of-way  ...  compet  it  ive  with  native  vegetation,  or  toxic  to 
domestic  animals  or  wildlife.” 

Page  I V -  5 8 1 

"During  concentration  periods  such  as  during  the  migratory, 
mating  seasons ...  injury  to  the  fauna  along  the  route." 

Page  I V  -  5 8 2 

"Related  impacts  are  important.  First,  the  Moyie  River  Valley 
was  the  historic  range  of  the  mountain  car ibou ...  potent ia 1  for 
survival  in  the  basin." 

Page  IV-606 

"Enlargement  of  the  r ight-of -way . . . to  damage  more  vegetation... 
big  game  using  the  right-of-way." 

Page  I V  -  7 8 8 

"Rare  and  endangered  plant  spec ies ...  discussed  in  section 
3. 1.4. 6" 

Page  IV- 790 

"A  loss  of  a  few  acres  of  riparian  habitat .. .would  result  in 
destroying  the  existing  population." 

Comment 

Applicants  have  retained  the  services  of  Mr.  Philip  H.  Arend 
of  Wildlife  Associates  to  critique  and  comment  on  sections 
of  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior's  Alaskan  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
which  involve  his  area  of  expertise.  The  above  statements 
are  extracted  from  these  sections.  For  Mr.  Arend's  comments, 
refer  to  topical  section  titled  "Discussion  of  Vegetation 
and  Wildlife". 


P(IV)  V (2) -13 


P(IV)  V (2) -14 


PART  IV  ■  VOLUME  2 
DPI  Statements 
Page  IV- 568 


"...expansion  of  the  gas  from  the  1,680  psig  pipeline..." 

Page  IV -  7 24 

"Initial  blowdown  from  1,680  psi..." 

Comment 

Applicants  have  noted  two  instances  where  the  DOI  has  referred 
to  a  "1680”  psig  pipeline  in  respect  to  the  Applicants'  pro¬ 
posed  pipeline.  These  statements  are  incorrect.  The  Applicants  fo 
have  several  alternative  designs  filed  with  the  FPC,  but  the  » 

maximum  pressure  of  any  one  of  the  designs  is  1440  psig.  For  a 
tabulation  of  those  designs  filed  with  the  FPC,  refer  to  the 
section  titled  Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Pages  IV-839-840. 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 
DPI  Statements 


Pages  IV  -  6 1 8 -  61 9 

"Total  operations  and  maintenance  personnel  could  number 
about  100." 


Page  IV-621 


'Figure  3. 1.4. 9-2  -  32-person  operation  and  maintenance 
Region  I" 


Page  IV  -  6 2 4 

"Figure  3.1.4. 9-4  -  68-person  operation  and  maintenance 
Region  II" 

"Figure  3. 1.4. 9-5  -  100-person  operation  and  maintenance 
Regions  I  and  II" 

Page  IV-629 

"Figure  3. 1.4. 9-9  -  100-person  operation  and  maintenance 
Regions  I  and  II" 


Comment 

The  subject  figures  state  the  requirement  of  32  permanent 
Operation  and  Maintenance  employees  will  be  required  by 
Applicants  for  the  first  294  miles  of  the  proposed  pipeline 
(Region  I)  and  68  permanent  employees  for  the  remaining  617 
miles  of  the  proposed  pipeline  (Region  II). 

Since  Applicants  will  utilize  existing  personnel,  follow  an 
existing  pipeline,  and  utilize  existing  compressor  station 
sites,  the  additional  operation  and  maintenance  employment 
resulting  from  the  proposed  pipeline  will  be  zero  in  Region  I 
and  a  maximum  of  five  in  Region  II.  The  additional  5  personnel 
would  be  required  for  compressor  station  maintenance  only. 

Any  impacts  which  are  based  on  the  erroneous  assumption  that 
100  additional  operations  and  maintenance  employees  are  required 
by  the  proposed  pipeline  are  not  valid. 


P(IV)  V(2)-15 


P(IV)  V(2)-16 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV-637-638 

DOI  Statement 


"According  to  PGT  and  PGandE,  site  preparation  and  construc¬ 
tion  activities  would  be  constructed  on  approximately  11,000 
acres.  The  major  portion  of  this  undisturbed  acreage  would 
be  on  private  land  which  is  presently  encumbered  with  a 
100-foot  right-of-way  for  the  existing  56-inch  natural  gas 
pipeline.  A  50-foot  right-of-way  was  acquired  across  federal 
lands  for  the  existing  pipeline. 

"The  total  amount  of  new  permanent  right-of-way  which  would  be 
required  for  the  proposed  pipeline  is  about  2,000  acres.  Approx¬ 
imately  970  acres  would  be  on  federally  owned  land,  and  the  re¬ 
mainder  on  privately  owned  land  and  for  a  new  route  through  the 
John  Day  Canyon  area." 

"Approximately  500  acres  of  the  970  acres  of  additional  permanent 
federal  right-of-way  needed  was  previously  disturbed  when  the 
existing  pipeline  was  constructed." 

"In  addition  to  the  area  needed  for  permanent  right-of-way,  it 
would  be  necessary  to  acquire  approximately  700  acres  of  tem¬ 
porary  right-of-way  ranging  from  25-50  feet  in  width  on  federal 
lands  for  construction  access.  In  some  instances,  additional  . 
rights  would  be  acquired  from  private  landowners  to  enable  con¬ 
struction  of  a  second  pipeline  in  the  existing  right-of-way  and 
for  support  needs  for  construction  operations,  such  as  equipment 
storage  . " 

Additional  DOI  statements  are  found  in  Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Page 
IV- 66 1 . 

Comment 

Some  of  the  above  paragraphs  and  statements  are  incorrect. 

For  comments  on  land  requirements  refer  to  the  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  On  Land  Requirements". 


DOI  Statement s 


Page  IV  -  64  9 

"The  proposed  pipeline  could  affect  design  of  the  classifica¬ 
tion  yard  to  avert  conflicts  or  hazardous  conditions  between 
the  two  land  uses." 

Page  IV- 8 50 

"Subsequent  construction  of  platted  subdivisions,  excluding 
the  right-of-way  within  the  currently  zoned  area,  would  be  a 
defacto  irrevocable  land  use  commitment  of  the  strip." 

"Communities  currently  developing  toward,  or  adjacent  to  the 
existing  and  proposed  pipeline  right-of-way,  will  be  inhibited 
by  its  presence." 

Comment 

The  existing  and  proposed  right  of  way  are  one  and  the  same  for 
98  percent  of  the  proposed  project.  An  irrevocable  commitment 
of  the  land  already  exists.  Any  conflicting  conditions  and  in¬ 
hibiting  of  communities'  growth  would  not  be  increased  by  the 
new  pipeline  as  these  conditions  already  exist. 


P(IV)  V (2) -17 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 655 

DOI  Statement 

"It  is  estimated  that  the  worst  case  situation  would  be  when 
crews  of  pipeline  construction,  river  crossings,  compressor 
stations,  and  microwave  towers  would  be  working  simultaneously 
in  a  geographically  constrained  area." 

Comment 

It  is  inappropriate  to  include  construction  of  microwave  towers. I  . 
As  stated  in  PGT/PGandE  Environmental  Report,  Page  1-12,  Appli-  M 
cants  have  an  existing  communication  system  which  will  serve  I 
both  the  existing  pipeline  and  the  proposed  pipeline.  No  addi-  I 
tional  microwave  towers  are  to  be  constructed  for  this  project. 


P(IV)  V (2 ) -18 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 
DOI  Statements 
Page  IV- 663 

"It  is  estimated  that  it  (blowdowns)  could  occur  once  per 
year  on  a  planned  basis  and  whenever  emergencies  occur." 

Page  IV  -  7 65 

"Annual  'blowdowns'  of  mainline  valves  that  are  located  within 
two  miles  of  existing  recreation  areas  should  be  scheduled  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  of  late  fall  to  early  spring." 

Comment 

The  mainline  pipe  between  mainline  valves,  not  the  valves  them¬ 
selves,  may  require  a  blowdown. 

Applicants  stated  in  the  PGT/PGandE  Environmental  Report  that 
12  sections  of  pipeline  have  been  blowndown  in  a  12-year  period. 
This  should  not  be  interpreted  to  mean  that  pipeline  operations 
require  an  annual  blowdown.  Blowdowns  are  only  scheduled  when 
the  pipeline  requires  maintenance,  relocation  or  interconnection 

Blowdowns  of  mainline  segments  will  occur  during  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  Applicants  will  attempt  to 
schedule  these  blowdowns  to  minimize  interference  with  those 
enjoying  recreational  areas. 


P(IV)  V (2) -19 


P(IV)  V(2)-20 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2.  Pages  IV-665  ,  685  .  686,  767  ,  797  ,  813  f,  831 

DPI  Statement 
Moyie  River  Route 
Comment 

For  comments  ol  Moyie  Valley  Route  refer  to  the  topical  section  I  // 
titled  "''is*  :  sion  of  Moyie  Valley  Route".  Additional  comments  I 
may  be  found  on  Pages  lV-425,  484  and  485  of  the  section  titled  I 
Psr '  IV,  Volume  1. 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 
DPI  Statements 
Page  IV -  666 

"If  the  pipeline  route  crosses  such  visible  segments  of  the 
Oregon  Trail,  the  construction  would  destroy  this  non¬ 
renewable  historic  resource  on  that  particular  area." 

Page  IV-694 

"Likewise,  within  this  general  area  the  proposed  route  is 
visible  to  the  64,222  annual  viewers  of  the  Lava  River  Caves 
State  Park.  Any  disturbance  to  the  lava  flows  and  vegetative 
cover  would  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  visual  quality  of 
the  area." 

Page  IV- 809 

"The  losses  of  Archeological  and  historical  values  are  pri¬ 
marily  related  to  the  rapid  pace  of  project  construction..." 

Comment 

If  visual  impacts  or  losses  to  historical  values  occurred, 
they  occurred  during  the  construction  of  the  original  pipe¬ 
line  in  1960.  The  proposed  pipeline  will  be  installed  in 
the  same  right  of  way  and  utilize  the  work  space  that  was 
employed  in  PGT's  1960  construction.  If  there  is  any  addi¬ 
tional  impact,  it  is  only  incremental  to  what  now  exists. 


P(IV)  V (2) -21 


P(1V)  V (2 ) -22 


PART  IV  -  VPLUME  2,  Page  IV- 680 

DPI  Statement 

"...the  proposed  pipeline  could  create  significant  adverse 
impacts  on  aesthetics,  especially  if  the  crossing  is  a  new 
one . " 

Comment 

This  statement  is  misleading.  The  only  new  crossing  location 
would  be  on  the  John  Day  River;  all  others  are  in  the  same 
location  as  the  existing  pipeline  crossings. 


Comment 

Applicants  will  limit  hours  of  blasting  to  those  times  when 
visitors  are  not  present. 

For  further  information  pertaining  to  the  caves,  refer  to  the 
topical  section  titled  "Discussion  Of  Geology  And  Soil".  Dis¬ 
cussion  is  found  under  subsection  titled  "Volcanic  Features 
Along  The  Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline". 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 
DPI  Statements 
Page  IV-671 

"South  of  Bend,  Oregon ...  Lava  River  Caves  State  Park.  Also,... 
the  possibility  exists  that  blasting  would  affect  the  safety 
of  the  64,222  visitors  viewing  the  adjoining  lava  tubes." 

Page  IV -?65 

"b)  where  the  pipeline  right-of-way  passes  within  400  feet  of 
Lava  Caves  State  Park,  blasting  could  endanger  the  safety  of 
visitors  viewing  these  Lava  Tubes.  Therefore,  any  construc¬ 
tion  blasting  should  be  done  during  nighttime  hours  when  caves 
are  closed  to  visitors." 


P(IV)  V (2 ) -23 


P(IV)  V (2)-24 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 693 

DPI  Statement 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV-7Q3,  7Q7,  710,  7 1J ,  713  and  800 

DPI  Statement 


"If  the  proposed  pipeline  is  suspended ...  impact .. .  would 
persist  for  the  life  of  the  project." 

Comment 

For  comments  refer  to  Page  IV-553  under  section  title 
Part  IV ,  Volume  2 . 


Discussion  on  Air  Quality 
Comment 

For  comments  on  air  quality  refer  to  the  topical  section  titled 
"Discussion  of  Air  Quality". 


P(IV)  V (2) -25 

PART  IV  -  VOLUMk  2,  Page  IV- 718 
DPI  Statement 


P(IV)  V (2 ) -26 

PART  IV  •  VOLUM1.  2,  Pages  IV-  720-  7:3 

DPI  Statement 


"The  Applicant  has  provided  no  details  on  equipment  used  nor 
details  on  sound  production;  however,  photographs  in  environ- 
report  show  vehicles  with  no  mufflers  whatsoever." 


Comment 


Table  1-9,  "Typical  Major  Equipment  Used  For  Large  Diameter 
Pipeline  Construction"  was  provided  in  Applicants'  EIR. 
Photographs  in  the  Environmental  Report  are  from  1961,  1970 
and  1972  construction  periods.  Pff-road  construction  equip¬ 
ment  used  prior  to  the  establishment  of  EPA  and  PSHA  was  not 
required  to  have  mufflers. 


7?- 


"1)  Compressor  Station  -  The  major  potential  noise  sources  of 
significance  during  the  operational  phase  of  the  project  are 
the  compressor  stations.  since  the  compressor  stations  will 
be  long  term  continuous  and  fixed  noise  sources,  not  only  must, 
long  term  health  and  welfare  effects  be  considered,  hut  also 
the  range  of  audibility  (.which  is  rather  large  because  of  the 
very  lo^  ambient  noise  levelsj." 

"Although  the  Applicant  has  a  number  of  existing  comp rossor 
stations  on  which  he  could  make  sound  level  measurements... 

The  additions  to  stations  10,  12,  13,  and  14  will  make  them 
the  loudest  (125  dB)  of  those  along  the  line...  The  large 
number  of  people  within  the  range  of  audibility  indicates 
that  there  may  be  some  noise  problems  with  the  surrounding 
populace . " 

Comment 

For  comments  on  noise  refer  to  the  topical  section  titled 
"Discussion  on  Noise  Impacts". 


P(1V)  V (2)-27 


P(IV)  V(2)-28 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 721 

DPI  Statement 

"Figure  3.1.4.15-3  Lstimated  Populat ion  Alonu  the  Pipeline 
Route" 


Comment 


Applicants  are  confused  as  to  what  is  the  intent  of  this  figure 
It  is  not  clear  in  either  the  discussion  on  Page  IV-719-720  or 
the  figure  what  DOT  is  trying  to  convey  to  the  reader.  If  the 
figure  is  an  attempt  to  demonstrate  the  extent  to  which  popu¬ 
lation  within  a  given  distance  of  the  pipeline  route  will  be 
affected  by  construction  noise  then  the  figure  should  he  prop¬ 
erly  labeled,  titled  and  explained  to  the  reader. 


7/ 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 
DPI  Statements 
Page  IV  -  7  2  7 

"Since  the  route  will  parallel  an  existing  line  in  Idaho  and 
part  of  Washington,  there  is  a  possibility  that  blasting  may 
have  severe  adverse  effects  on  that  existing  line.  On  Febru¬ 
ary  21,  1973,  in  Coopersberg,  Pennsylvania,  blasting  nearby 
caused  the  shock  failure  of  a  50  psi,  8-inch  diameter  gas  line 
(Nat.  Trans.  Safety  Board  Report  Par.  74-1).  The  concern  for 
blasting  stems  from  the  fact  that  since  1961,  earth  strains  on 
the  existing  pipeline  have  resulted  in  unknown  weld  stresses 
superimposed  on  construction  induced  stresses  and  known  design 
stresses.  If  these  stresses  have  all  been  positive,  the  dynamic 
blasting  stresses  may  be  sufficient  to  cause  failure.  Although 
the  possibility  exists,  it  is  likely  to  have  low  probability 
of  occurrence." 

Page  IV- 74 5 

"5)  Applicants’  proposal -- Blast ing  will  be  carried  out  in  a 
manner  that  will  cause  the  least  disturbance  to  people  or 
animals.  Appropriate  governmental  agencies  and  landowners 
will  be  notified  in  advance,  overhead  electric  transmission 
lines  and  telephone  lines  will  be  protected  by  the  use  of 
matting  over  the  blasting  areas." 

Analysis- -There  has  been  little  data  supplied  regarding  blast¬ 
ing  precautions.  Blasting  impacts  may  be  mitigated  by  re¬ 
strictions  on  construction  time.  Stream  crossing  construction 
will  usually  be  subject  to  similar  timing  constraints  through 
permits  issued  by  State  Fish  and  Game  Departments." 

"Blasting  on  the  right-of-way  that  may  affect  nesting  birds 
and  other  wildlife  is  subject  only  to  operating  plans  approved 
by  land  managers.  Operating  plans  can  also  restrict  blasting 
to  normal  daytime  hours  in  populated  areas  to  reduce  human 
disturbance . " 

Page  IV -  7  66 

"The  effects  of  blasting  operations  near  an  existing  live  pipe¬ 
line  should  be  evaluated  and  precautionary  measures  shall  be 
listed  before  Applicant  submits  an  operating  plan." 

Comment 

Applicants'  proposed  pipeline  will  parallel  their  existing  pipe-1 
line  for  the  entire  route  except  through  the  John  Day  area. 
Blasting  will  be  required  in  some  areas  to  obtain  a  trench  for  I 
the  proposed  pipeline.  I 


P(IV)  V(2)-29 


Pari  IV,  Volume  P.iKes  ^45  .inj  706 


(cont ' d ) 


P(IV)  V (2) -30 


Applicants  recognize  that  there  are  both  State  and  Federal 
codes  and  regulations  governing  the  use  and  handling  of  ex¬ 
plosives.  Applicants  will  comply  with  all  such  regulations. 


\  combination  of  Jesign,  construction  and  operating  procedures 
will  be  developed  and  employed  to  protect  the  existing  pipeline 
and  other  structures  from  damage.  examples  of  such  protective 
procedures  are  as  follows:  (1)  The  proposed  pipe  will  be  off¬ 
set  by  30  feet  in  rock  areas.  (Normal  offset  would  be  20  feet). 
Such  increased  spacing  provides  an  added  safety  factor  during 
blasting  operations.  (2)  F.xplosive  charges  will  be  loaded 
"light"  and  will  be  timed  for  delayed  shots.  This  will  minimize 
the  shock  exposure  to  the  existing  pipeline.  (3)  The  pipeline 
pressure  may  be  lowered  to  reduce  internal  hoop  stress  during 
the  blasting  operations.  (4)  A  full  time  inspector,  employed 
by  Applicants,  will  monitor  all  blasting  operations.  The  use 
of  sei smographic  equipment  may  be  used  to  monitor  vibrations 
created  by  the  blasting.  (5)  Mats  will  be  used  to  protect  over¬ 
head  structures  and  those  portions  of  the  existing  pipeline  ex¬ 
posed  to  deflect  impact  of  flying  projectiles,  particles  and 
rocks . 


During  1970,  approximately  40  miles  of  pipeline  looping  was  in¬ 
stalled  next  to  the  existing  pipeline.  (Refer  to  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Report,  Page  1-14).  Blasting  was  used  to  break  rock  in 
the  trench  where  conventional  trenching  equipment  could  not 
excavate  or  break  out  the  rock.  In  most  instances  this  blasting 
occurred  within  20  to  30  feet  of  the  existing  pipeline  which  was: 
pressurized  and  operational.  There  was  absolutely  no  damage  or 
interruption  of  service  to  the  existing  pipeline. 


In  Applicants'  opinion,  the  NTSB  Report  74-1  concerning  the 
Coopersberg,  Pennsylvania  failure  is  an  inappropriate  comparison 
to  the  existing  PGT/PGandE  pipeline.  There  are  almost  no  simi¬ 
larities  except  that  blasting  will  be  employed  near  a  gas  line. 

Attached  is  a  comparison  of  these  two  pipelines. 


COMPARISON  BETWEEN  NTSB  REPORT  74-1 
AND  APPLICANTS'  3b- INCH  PIPELINE 


Year  Installed 
S  i  re 

Girth,  holding  Method 
External  Pipe  Coating 
Cathodic  Protection 
Leak  History 

Location  Class 


Blasting  Location 
in  Relation  to 
Gas  Line 


NTSB 
192  4 
8" 

Avety  1  ene 
None 

Yes -Corros ion- 1 6  Leaks 
in  3-1/2  Years 


APPLICANTS 

1961 

36" 

Arc  Welded 
Aspha 1 t 
Yes 
None 


95%  Class  I 
5%  Class  II 
Buried  in  "Open 
Countrv", Generally 
No  Dwellings  Close 
To  Pipeline 

20-30  Feet 


IV 

Buried  in  Congested  Street, 
Homes  6  Apartments  Within 
20  Feet  From  Pipeline 


10  Feet 


P(IV)  V(2)-31 


P(IV)  V(2)-32 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV-751-732 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 


DOi  Statement 


Downstream  of  the  one  initial  compressor  at  M.P  762  the 
temperature  would  be  above  100  deg.  P  during  the’initial 
operation  which  would  keep  the  ground  unfrozen  and  melt 
any  snow  along  the  route.  This  could  produce  a  much  higher 
water  content  in  the  soils  adjacent  to  the  pipeline  and 
greater  runoff  along  the  pipeline  route,  which  would  induce 
mass  wasting  and  erosion  problems." 

Comment 

Applicants  believe  that  the  above  quoted  statement  is  in 
error.  Since  no  compression  is  to  be  installed  on  the  pipe- 
Station  14,  M.P.  600,  the  temperature  at  M.P. 
will  not  reach  100  deg.  F  under  normal  operation  condi- 
tions.  Furthermore,  the  mean  annual  snowfall  at  Red  Bluff 
California  (approximately  8  miles  north  of  M.P.  762)  is  2 
inches  (see  DOI  DEIS  Part  IV,  Volume  1,  Page  IV-91).  With 
this  minor  amount  of  snowfall,  it  is  doubtful  that  the  in¬ 
creased  water  content  from  melt  would  induce  mass  wasting 
and  erosion  problems.  These  problems  have  not  occurred  on 
Applicants'  existing  pipeline  system. 


DOI  Statements 
Page  IV -7 55 

"Any  break  in  a  pipeline  at  1400  psi  w  i  i  1 ...  role..  >c  ...  high 
pressure  gas ...  Under  ideal  condition.-  it  would  ichiovo  a 
temperature  of  less  than  -vm  j0};,  r  ,u.;lr  t|,0  j  ;  t,!lV  :  .u  r  , 
point.  The  6js  would  be  nu  three  times  heavin'  th.n 
air..." 

Page  1 V  -  S  1)  1 

'2  iabatie  e  pans  ion  md  c  1 114  c<  .  i  :  ....  K1  t  he  rvli* *. 
methane  more  dense  than  air..." 

Co  111  men  t 

Ihe  statements  regarding  the  expansion  of  high  pre.-s..rc  gas 
to  atmosphere  are  in  error.  The  expansion  of  natur.il  gas  at 
t-C  deg.  F  and  1  440  psig  to  atmosphere  would  not  be  "ideal" 
as  defined  by  the  laws  of  thermodynam ie s .  SucTT  an  expansion 
l  t’oin  either  a  break  or  normal  blowJown  would  result  in  relcas 
ing  lighter  than  air  gas  at  -30  dog.  F. 

If  a  911  psig,  36- inch  pipeline  is  built  as  proposed  in  Appl j 
cants1  Supplement  to  Amended  Application  tor  a  Certificate  of 
Public  Convenience  and  Necessity,  Docket  No.  CP74-241,  the 
expansion  would  release  lighter  than  air  gas  at  +10  deg.  F . 
Thus,  the  entire  set  of  impacts  listed  on  pages  IV  “53  and 
IV-801  are  erroneous. 


P(IV)  V (2) -33 


P(IV)  V(2)-34 


PAR!  11  -  VQl.UMI-  2.  Page  IV--45 
DPI  Statement 


’lhe  Applicants  will  be  requireJ  to  submit  n  detailed  plan 
tl  .h^„r°STyt  Kr  tcsTing  ijnJ  ":jtigaticn  to  the  Department  of 
tik  rttMoi  for  approval  prior  to  commencement  of  such 
opera  t : ep s . " 


Coiiimcn  t 


ilni /rr,tLj  ‘ lu?  re?Pcnsc  1°  Question  No.  3  propounded  bv  the 
1,1  in  rcMUfc,-',t  letter  dated  December  12,  1974,  j  hvdrotest 
adequately  he-  prepare.!  until  the  final  scope  of  the 
prcjt.t  and  the  construe  1 1  on  scheJuU'  is  determined  Sul  li  * 
plan  till  include  withdrawal  and  discharge  points,  mitigation 
.1.C.1SUICS  to  reduce  interference  with  aquatic  life  and  deduce 
erosion  potent, al,  metering  and  filtering  facilities,  criteria 
SPCL  1 1  Hit  ions  tor  holding  ponds,  and  detailed  safety  nro- 
cedures  to  protect  woikers.  7  ' 


PART  IV  -  VQLUMi:  2,  Page  IV- 751 

DOI  Statement 

"2 1  Applicants'  proposal  - -As  per  landowner/tenant  or  agency 
agreements,  topsoil  in  selective  areas  will  he  stripped  and 
stockpiled  separately  during  grading.  Following  cons t rue r  i  oi. , 

•  U  fci 1 1  •  >urag«  regrowth  w 

leduue  erosion.  Cultivated  land  that  has  been  compacted  w;li 
be  loosened  by  use  ot  a  ripper,  disk,  harrow,  or  uthci  suitable 
equ  i  pin  eft  t .  " 


Ana  lysis -- I  he  \pplivants  do  not  say  how  much  topsuil  is  to  hr 
stripped  and  >tockj  mi,  .'Stockpiling  of  the  \  and  '  her  is 
should  it  specified.  liven  with  careful  stockpiling,  there  will 
be  inevitable  nixing  of  upper  and  lower  soil  horizons  during 
b a c k i ill ing.  Ibis  will  cause  redistribution  of  nutrients 
lower,  inaccessible  zones.  Restoration  of  natural  fertility 
can  take  up  to  500  years  for  soils  to  redevelop  completely  to 
full  productivity..." 

'The  Applicants  do  not  mention  compaction  of  backfills.  These 
should  be  compacted  to  the  density  of  surrounding  undisturbed 
soils . " 

Comment 


The  practicality  of  soil  separation  and/or  compaction  will  de¬ 
pend  on  the  type  and  the  depth  of  existing  topsoil.  In  certain 
areas  it  would  not  be  practical  to  attempt  soil  separation  or 
compaction.  For  example,  where  there  exists  only  2  inches  of 
topsoil  over  a  basalt  rock  strata,  soil  separation  and  com¬ 
paction  is  not  realistic.  Applicants  recognize  the  need  to 
implement  mitigating  measures  in  order  that  crop  production 
taking  place  on  the  pipeline  right  of  way  can  continue  to  pro¬ 
duce  at  the  highest  possible  levels  . 

Additional  comments  on  soil  regeneration  are  contained  in  the 
section  titled  "Discussion  of  Geology  and  Soils".  Discussion 
is  found  under  the  subsection  titled  "Soil  Impacts  Along  The 
Canada  To  Antioch  Pipeline". 


■P(IV)  V (2) -35 


P(IV)  V (2) -36 


b4b 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2.  Page  IV- 756 

DPI  Statement 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-756 


"The  proposed  pipeline  kill  cross  under  a  number 
electrical  transmission  lines  which... will  resul 
c-rated  corrosion  and  potential  leaks  unless  the 
provided  proper  cathodic  protection.” 


of  large 
t  in  accel- 
pipeline  is 


Continent 


applicants  fuliv  intend  to  follow  good  engineering  practice 
ana  place  the  proposed  pipeline  under  proper  cathodic  pro¬ 
tect  ion  i  n  add  1  t  ion  to  applying  an  external  coating  to  the 

;  Applicant  *  pro{  sod  pipeline  will  be  adjacent  to  their 
existing  pipeline  and  will  pass  under  the  same  electrical  trans¬ 
mission  lines.  Applicants'  existing  pipeline  has  operated  under 
c  iodiv  protection  for  nearly  fourteen  years  without  leakage 
caused  by  corrosion.  Based  on  these  results,  it  is  not  antici¬ 
pated  that  electrical  transmission  lines  will  cause  corrosion 
or  leakage  in  the  proposed  pipeline. 


DPI  Statement 


"The  Applicant  should  develop  specifications,  stipulating 
the  composition  and  properties  of  the  gas  which  will  be 
accepted  for  input  into  the  pipel ine . . . The  Applicant  should 
also  define  the  methods  of  monitoring  gas  operating  condi¬ 
tions  such  as  flow  rate,... and  the  procedure  to  be  employed 
to  correct  out  of  specification  conditions  should  also  be 
defined . " 

Comment 


Applicants  have  defined  all  referenced  specifications,  methods, 
conditions,  and  procedures  in  the  section  entitled  "General 
Terms  and  Conditions"  of  their  proposed  FPC  Gas  Tariff  as  filed 
in  Volume  2,  Exhibit  P(i)  of  Applicants'  Amended  Application 
for  a  Certificate  of  Public  Convenience  and  Necessity  Pursuant 
to  Section  7(c)  of  the  Natural  Gas  Act,”  Docket  No.  CP74-241. 


P(IV)  V (2) -37 


P(IV)  V (2 ) -38 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV- 756-75'’ 

DPI  Statement 


"Also,  an  investigation  of  the  material  properties  of  API  X-65 
steel  sou  Id  be  undertaken  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  meaningful 
allowable  operating  stress.  The  allowable  stress  should  provide 
an  adequate  factor  against  all  potential  failure  modes.  The 
Applicant  should  determine  by  conservative  procedures  the  stress 
and  temperature  levels  at  which  small  flaws  in  either  the  basic 
material  or  in  the  welds  will  precipitate  failure.  Specifica¬ 
tion  criteria  should  be  developed  for  minimum  acceptable  fracture 
toughness  of  the  material;  inspection  criteria  for  welds  should 
be  established  such  that  all  flaws  above  the  critical  size  are 
detected;  and  a  proof  test  requirement  should  be  developed  which 
will  specify  the  test  medium  temperature  as  well  as  pressure  and 
the  duration  of  loading." 


Comment 


It  is  not  appropriate  at  the  present  time  for  Applicants  to 
proceed  with  detailed  engineering  work  related  to  specific 
designs  and  specifications  for  material  purchases,  construction, 
maintenance  and  operation.  This  was  stated  in  response  to 
Question  No.  4  of  the  additional  questions  propounded  by  DOI/FPC 
on  December  12,  1974. 


PGT  has  on  file  with  the  FPC  four  pipeline  design  alternatives 
which  demonstrate  the  flexibility  that  it  has  to  determine  the 
optimum  pipeline  design  configuration  once  the  final  volumes 
of  natural  gas  available  for  import  are  established.  When  the 
exact  volume  is  determined  and  the  specific  design  configura¬ 
tion  is  selected  (pipe  diameter,  maximum  allowable  operating 
pressure,  looping  lengths,  and  compressor  station  additions), 
PGT/PGandE  will  finalize  and  refine  the  design  of  the  pipeline 
system. 


Applicants,  having  designed,  installed  and  operated  an  existing 
pipeline  through  the  same  terrain  that  is  proposed  for  the  new 
pipeline  are  well  acquainted  with  those  factors  which  require 
additional  stress  analysis  and  utilization  of  added  safety 
factors.  Applicants  also  recognize  that  these  safety  factors 
differ  and  are  highly  dependent  on  the  design  pressures  and 
temperatures  of  the  pipeline. 


Line  pipe  will  be  selected  and  specified  utilizing  the  following 
regulations  and  codes  as  a  minimum  standard: 


Department  of  Transportation, 
Minimum  Federal  Safety  Standards 


The  California  Public  Utilities  Commission 
General  Order  112-C 

API  Specification  For  High  Test  Line  Pipe 
(API  Spec.  5LX-65) 


P(IV)  V (2)-39 


Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Pages  IV-7S6-7S7  (cont'd) 


Fracture  toughness  of  the  steel,  inspection  criteria  and 
methods  of  testing  will  be  specified  and  included  in  material 
purchase  specification. 


Applicants,  in  recognition  of  the  foregoing,  intend  to  utilize 
their  own  knowledge  of  the  terrain  and  expertise  of  pipeline 
design,  existing  codes,  guides  and  regulations,  expertise  of 
steel  suppliers  and  manufacturers,  and  literature  developed 
?y  industry  technical  committees  and  research  organizations 
in  order  to  accomplish  the  final  design  and  specifications 
tor  the  pipe. 


P(IV)  V(2)-40 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-757 

DPI  Statement 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-759 

DPI  Statement 


"The  Applicant's  statement  of  weld  inspection  'either  visually 
or  radiographically'  should  be  stated  as  'visually  and  radio¬ 
graphically'  to  meet  Federal  requirements." 

Comment 

Pipeline  welds  will  be  inspected  either  visually  or  radiograph¬ 
ically  in  accordance  with  sections  192.241  and  192.243  of  the 
Department  of  Transportation  Minimum  Federal  Safety  Standards 
within  the  States  of  Idaho,  Washington,  and  Pregon  and  sections 
192.241  and  192.243  of  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commiss¬ 
ion  General  Prder  No.  112-C  within  the  State  of  California. 

Neither  code  requires  100%  radiographic  inspection  for  pipelines 
within  Class  I  or  Class  II  locations.  The  word  "and"  as  stated  DOT  49  CFR  192,  Paragraph  192.605(c)  and  Paragraph  192.615 

above  should  be  "or".  require  each  company  to  prepare  Pperations,  Maintenance  and 

Emergency  plans  which  include  specific  programs  to  advise  the 
public.  Both  PGT  and  PGandE  are  currently  in  compliance  with 
these  specific  regulations  plus  all  other  applicable  PPS  regu¬ 
lations  for  the  operation  of  the  existing  Alberta  to  California 
pipeline  system.  For  the  proposed  pipeline  Applicants  will 
continue  to  comply  with  these  regulations. 


"7)  Applicants'  proposal -- Proper ty  owners,  tenants,  and  local 
officials  will  continue  to  be  contacted  periodically  to  keep 
them  aware  of  the  presence  of  the  pipeline  and  informed  as  to 
whom  to  call  in  an  emergency." 

Analysis- -Regulations  do  not  require  a  periodic  contacting  of 
property  owners,  tenants,  and  local  officials  regarding  loca¬ 
tion  of  the  proposed  pipeline  and  emergency  procedures.  This 
is  a  desirable  procedure  but  difficult  to  maintain." 

Comment 


P(1V)  V(2)-<tl 


P(IV)  V(2)-<t2 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV-761  and  IV-767 

DPI  Statement 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-762 

DPI  Statement 


John  Day  River  Route 


Comment 


For  comments  on  John  Day  River  Route,  refer  to  the  topical 
section  titled  "Discussion  Of  The  John  Day  River  Route". 


"5)  Water  resources  -  a)  The  use  of  chemical,  self-contained 
toilets  in  all  construction  operations  other  than  preliminary 
route  surveys  would  prevent  contamination." 

Comment 


Applicants'  pipeline  contractors  must  and  will  provide  chemi¬ 
cal,  self-contained  toilets  in  accordance  with  OSHA  regulations. 


P(IV)  V(2)-43 


P(IV)  V (2) -44 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV- 763 


PART  IV  •  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-763 
DPI  Statement 


DPI  Statement 


"f)  Ground  water  should  be  protected  from  pollution  at  sites 
such  as  the  Spokane  River  crossing  by  (1)  policing  the  con¬ 
struction  site  against  accumulated  waste  products,  (2)  main¬ 
taining  a  small  negative  head  within  the  proposed  pipeline 
excavation  and  pumping  from  that  excavation  as  long  as  it 
remained  open." 

Comment 

The  meaning  of  the  second  (2)  mitigation  measure  is  unclear. 


"Applicants  should  be  required  to  make  a  predesign  route  sur¬ 
vey  of  the  entire  pipeline  right-of-way  by  qualified  biologists 
...identify  spawning  areas  within  one  mile  downstream  of  pro¬ 
posed  crossings ...  each  existing  raptor  nest  within  the  right- 
of  way .. .approximate  location  of  any  rare  or  endangered  raptor 
nests  within  one  mile  of  the  r ight -of -way . . . Such  a  report  should 
be  used  in  developing  the  scheduling  and  operating  plan  for 
construction  which  is  also  to  be  approved." 

Comment 

Applicants  will  perform  a  predesign  route  survey  by  qualified 
biologists  of  the  entire  pipeline  right  of  way.  Such  a  survey 
will  identify  fish  spawning  areas  at  stream  crossings,  location 
of  raptor  nests,  and  locations  of  rare  and  endangered  species, 
if  any.  This  predesign  survey  will  be  used  to  develop  a  con¬ 
struction  plan.  In  addition,  as  stated  in  the  PGT/PGandE 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  a  biologist  will  be  available  to 
monitor  construction  activities  in  order  to  protect  the  above- 
mentioned  wildlife. 

The  fact  that  Applicants  will  be  utilizing  an  existing  right 
of  way  will  greatly  reduce  the  impact  on  birds  of  prey  and 
rare  or  endangered  species. 


P(IV)  V(2)-45 


P(1V)  V<2)-46 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-765 

DPI  Statement 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-767 
DPI  Statement 


"Right-of-way  edges ...  should  be  'feathered'  to  avoid  'tunnel' 
ef  f ects . " 

Comment 


"A  pipeline  precision  inside  gauge  (PIG)  incorporating  a 
coating  gap  indicator  could  be  used  to  insure  that  internal 
pipeline  coating  is  continuous  during  the  construction  phase 
and  periodic  during  the  operation  and  maintenance  phase." 


Applicants  intend  to  utilize  the  minimum  possible  width  of 
right  of  way  necessary  for  construction.  Feathering  of  the 
right  of  way  would  result  in  a  larger  removal  of  vegetation, 
greater  visual  impact,  greater  disturbance  to  people  and 
wildlife,  etc.  Considering  that  Applicants  intend  to  utilize 
an  existing  right  of  way,  it  is  Applicants'  opinion  that 
'feathering'  is  both  unwise  and  unwarranted. 


Comment 


The  pipe  will  be  inspected  prior  to  shipment  to  the  construe 
tion  site  insuring  proper  internal  pipe  coating. 


Since  the  purpose  of  the  internal  pipe  coating  is  to  reduce 
the  friction  factor  and  thus  increase  the  efficiency  of  the 
pipeline,  continuity  is  not  critical.  The  internal  coating 
will  be  continuous  everywhere  except  at  weld  areas  and 
valves.  Hence,  checking  the  continuity  of  this  coating  with 
a  precision  inside  gauge  during  construction  or  operation 
serves  no  useful  purpose. 


P(IV)  V(2)-47 


■P(IV)  V(2)-48 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 


,  Pane  IV - 7 68 


DO I  Statement 


"It  appears  preferable  to  move  the  Tehema  Colusa  Canal  over¬ 
head  crossing  approximately  75  feet  upstream,  placing  it 
parallel  to  the  existing  crossing." 


Comment 


Applicants  will  work  closely  with  the  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
during  the  design  and  construction  phases  of  the  project  to  in¬ 
sure  that  the  overhead  crossing  at  the  "Tehema"  Colusa  Canal 
does  not  interfere  with  the  mobile  gravel  baffle  cleaner. 

The  location  of  the  new  Tehema  Colusa  Canal  crossing  relative 
to  the  existing  crossing  is  not  yet  finalized,  contrary  to  the 
DOI  Statement  found  on  Page  IV-597,  Figure  3. 1.4. 7-4. 

The  current  plan  is  to  construct  the  crossing  upstream  of  the 
existing  crossing. 


Applicants  will  attempt  to  locate  and  construct  this  crossing 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service . 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  IV-768-773 

Geotechnical  Considerations 

DOI  Statement 

"Except  for  negative  bouyancy  specifications  for  stream  and 
river  crossings,  there  is  little  information  provided  by 
Applicants  to  show  how  external  environmental  stresses  on 
the  pipeline,  including  mass  soil  movement  from  heaving, 
earthquake  occurrence,  and  soil  chemical  reactions,  have  been 
specifically  evaluated  in  pipeline  design.  The  following 
additional  measures  would  reduce  probabilities  of  pipeline 
damage  and  resulting  environmental  impacts.  (The  13  specific 
measures  as  stated  on  Pages  IV-769-773  are  extracted  from  the 
Aerospace  Report  No.  ATR-75 (7493) -3 ,  "Arctic  Gas  Pipeline 
Project-San  Francisco  Pipeline  Geotechnic  Evaluation")." 

Comment 

It  is  not  appropriate  at  the  present  time  for  Applicants  to 
proceed  with  detailed  engineering  work  related  to  specific 
designs  and  specifications  for  material  purchases,  construc¬ 
tion,  maintenance  and  operation.  This  was  stated  in  response 
to  Question  No.  4  of  the  additional  questions  propounded  by 
DOI/FPC  on  December  12,  1974. 

PGT  has  on  file  with  the  FPC  four  pipeline  design  alternatives 
which  demonstrate  the  flexibility  that  it  has  to  determine  the 
optimum  pipeline  design  configuration  once  the  final  volumes 
of  natural  gas  available  for  import  and  transport  are  estab¬ 
lished.  When  the  exact  volume  is  determined  and  the  specific 
design  configuration  is  selected  (pipe  diameter,  maximum 
allowable  operating  pressure,  looping  lengths,  and  compressor 
station  additions),  PGT/PGandE  will  finalize  and  refine  the 
design  of  the  pipeline  system. 

Applicants,  having  designed,  installed  and  operated  an  existing 
pipeline  through  the  same  terrain  that  is  proposed  for  the  new 
pipeline  are  well  acquainted  with  those  factors  which  require 
additional  stress  analysis  and  utilization  of  added  safety 
factors.  Applicants  also  recognize  that  these  safety  factors 
differ  and  are  dependent  on  the  design  pressures  and  tempera¬ 
tures  in  addition  to  external  stresses  and  public  exposure. 

The  "geotechnical  considerations"  raised  in  the  DEIS  are  all 
points  which  have  been  given  careful  consideration  in  previous 
or  current  studies  and  will  be  carefully  evaluated  during  the 
normal  sequence  of  design  and  construction  of  the  pipeline. 

Applicants  will  use  prudent  engineering  to  evaluate  the  "geo¬ 
technic  considerations"  and  will  incorporate  all  reasonable 
considerations  into  a  physical  design  that  will  maximize  the 
pipeline  system's  reliability  and  safety. 


P(IV)  V (2)-49 


P(IV)  V (2)-50 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-781 

DOI  Statement 


"Overall,  approximately  388  miles  of  the  right-of-way  or 
4,600  acres  are  subject  to  severe  wind  erosion.  The  most 
severe  area  would  be  the  windswept  Columbia  Basin  with  its 
dry  loose  soils  which  are  subject  to  an  estimated  17,000 
tons  per  year  loss  in  the  first  year." 


Comment 


For  comments  on  soils  refer  to  the  topical  section  titled 
"Discussion  Of  Geology  And  Soils".  The  discussion  is  found 
under  the  subsection  titled  "Soil  Impacts  Along  The  Canada 
To  Antioch  Pipeline". 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 
DOI  Statements 
Page  IV-784 

"Potential  for  low-level,  long-term  turbidity  and  sediment 
transport  may  be  indirectly  increased  by  the  access  provided 
to  off-road  vehicles  along  cleared  pipeline  corridor." 

Page  IV  -  8 1 3 

"In  areas  previously  inaccessible  to  motor  vehicles,  the  long 
term  effects  could  be  significant." 

Page  IV- 8 31 

"Pipeline  right-of-way  and  accompanying  access  roads  will 
provide  off-road  vehicles  access  into  previously  inaccessible 
or  relatively  undisturbed  lands." 

Comment 

The  construction  of  the  original  pipeline  fifteen  years  ago 
opened  up  to  off-road  vehicles  previously  inaccessible  areas. 
Some  forest  areas  have  revegetated  since  the  original  con¬ 
struction,  but  much  of  the  existing  right  of  way  corridor  is 
still  accessible  to  such  vehicles.  This  reopening  of  the 
revegetated  areas  will  be  relatively  insignificant  when  com¬ 
pared  to  the  original  pipeline  construction  or  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  a  pipeline  in  new  right  of  way. 

For  additional  comments  on  off-road  vehicle  usage  of  the 
corridor,  refer  to  the  topical  section  titled  "Discussion  of 
Vegetation  And  Wildlife". 


P(IV)  V(2)-51 


P(IV)  V(2)-52 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-78S 


DPI  Statement 

"Test-water  release  with  coloration,  containing  a  signifi¬ 
cantly  high  content  of  iron  oxide  and  other  metals  or  sus¬ 
pended  solids,  will  be  unavoidable." 

Comment 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Pages  787-790 

DPI  Statements 

Section  5. 1.4. 6  and  Section  5. 1.4.7  on  Vegetation  and 
Wildlife,  respectively. 


Pipe  to  be  installed  by  Applicants  will  contain  an  internal 
epoxy  coating  which  will  prevent  the  formation  of  iron  oxide 
Iron  oxide  produced  at  weld  areas  or  valves  should  be  rela¬ 
tively  insignificant. 


Comment 

The  above  sections  are  covered  under  the  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  of  Vegetation  and  Wildlife". 


P(IV)  V (2) -53 


P(IV)  V(2)-54 


PART  IV  -  VPLUME  2,  Page  IV-788 


FAR  1  IV  -  VULUMt 


DPI  Statement 

"...the  Applicants  have  not  proposed  to  limit  revegetation  to 
locally  adaptable  native  vegetation." 

Comment 

As  stated  in  Applicants'  response  to  Question  No.  34  as  pro¬ 
pounded  by  the  DPI/FPC  on  November  22,  1974,  Pacific  Gas 
Transmission  Company  and  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
will  seek  recommendations  from  local,  state,  and  federal 
agencies  which  have  expertise  and/or  regulatory  jurisdiction 
in  areas  where  reseeding  may  be  necessary.  Applicants  will 
attempt  to  follow  their  recommendations  as  to  the  selection 
of  types  of  seeds  used  in  reseeding  programs. 


DPI  Statements 
Page  IV  -  797 

"...pipeline  construction  could  cause  unavoidable  impact  on 
the  aesthetic  environment." 

Page  IV  -  8  1 3 

"Pn  mountain  slopes  and  at  pipeline  crossings,  segments  of 
the  right-of-way  would  be  visible..." 

Comment 


For  comments  pertaining  to  aesthetics  refer  to  the  topical 
sections  titled  "Discussion  of  Moyie  Valley  Route",  "Dis¬ 
cussion  of  John  Day  River  Route",  and  the  section  titled 
Part  IV,  Volume  1,  Pages  IV-425,  IV-484,  IV-485,  IV-487  and 
IV- 4  8  8 . 


P(IV)  V(2)-55 


PCIV)  V (2) -56 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 


Page  IV- 800 


PART  IV 


VOLUME  2 


Page  IV - 8 00 


DPI  Statement 

"Exhaust  gases  from  compressor  stations  contain  levels  of 
nitrogen  oxides  (NOx)  that  could  cause  concentrations  in 
violations  of  national  and  state  standards.  Annual  average 
levels  will  contribute  only  about  10  percent  of  the  amount 
equivalent  to  the  National  Air  Quality  Standard,  but  short¬ 
term  point  concentrations  may  be  sufficient  to  exceed  the 
standard . " 

Comment 

For  comments  on  air  quality  refer  to  the  topical  section 
titled  "Discussion  Of  Air  Quality". 


DOI  Statement 


"...there  will  be  no  means  of  preventing  dust  release  in  the 
event  of  high  winds  during  construction." 

Comment 

This  statement  is  contrary  to  the  statement  on  Page  IV-748 
of  the  DEIS: 

"Wetting  down  construction  areas  to  control  dust  is  commonly 
used  and  generally  is  an  effective  process." 

From  past  construction  experience,  Applicants  believe  that 
wetting  down  of  the  construction  area  is  effective  in  dust 
control . 


P(IV)  V (2 ) -57 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-808 
DOI  Statement 

"Rare  and  endangered  plants  along  the  proposed  pipeline 
(10  species)  would  be  destroyed  during  construction,  but 
probably  would  reestablish." 

Comment 

Applicants  assume  the  statement  belongs  under  Vegetation 
heading  rather  than  Fish  and  Wildlife  and  that  it  addresses 
itself  only  to  plants  within  the  proposed  right  of  way. 

The  fact  that  the  proposed  and  existing  rights  of  way  are 
one  and  the  same  indicates  that  these  plants  are  fully 
capable  of  reestablishing  themselves. 

For  additional  comments  pertaining  to  vegetation  refer  to  the 
topical  section  titled  "Discussion  Of  Vegetation  And  Wildlife". 


P(IV)  V (2 ) -58 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 
DOI  Statements 
Page  IV-808 

"With  the  exception  of  a  21.4  mile  crossing  of  the  John  Day 
River  in  Oregon ,... dedicate  an  additional  parallel  strip  of 
land  approximately  100  feet  wide  for  917  miles  to  a  new  and 
exclusive  use." 

Page  IV- 829 

"An  alteration  in  the  route  of  one  or  two  miles  near  Antioch, 
California  may  destroy..." 

Comment 

Statements  regarding  the  dedication  of  additional  parallel 
strip  and  alteration  in  the  route  near  Antioch  are  in  error. 
PGT/PGandE's  proposed  pipeline  will  be  within  the  existing 
right  of  way  which  is  already  dedicated  to  use  for  the  exist¬ 
ing  pipeline.  No  alteration  of  route  is  proposed  near  Antioch 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-817 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-830 


DPI  Statement 


"Wild  and  scenic  river  values  destroyed  would  be  lost  indef¬ 
initely  to  present  and  future  generations." 

Comment 


Jo^ 


For  comments  refer  to  topical  section  titled  "Discussion  of 
John  Day  River  Route"  and  "Discussion  Of  Moyie  Valley  Route". 


DPI  Statement 

"Leap-frogging  of  the  strip  will  break  the  logical  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  community." 


Comment 


Such  a  statement  implies  a  barrier  to  community  development. 
The  right  of  way  does  not  affect  development  of  roadways, 
open  space,  parks,  etc.  Any  logical  development  would  con¬ 
sider  all  aspects  of  the  community  surroundings,  including 
the  pipeline  right  of  way. 

Since  the  proposed  pipeline  will  be  in  the  same  right  of  way 
as  an  existing  natural  gas  pipeline,  the  impact  of  development 
prohibitions  has  already  been  estabished. 


I 0 


S 


For  additional  comments  refer  to  section  titled  Part  IV, 
Volume  2.  See  Pages  IV-649  and  IV-830. 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  IV-851 
DPI  Statement 

"Construction  of  the  existing  pipeline  and  the  proposed 
project  will  irreversibly  and  irretrievably  commit  the 
Moyie  to  a  lesser  classification  and  the  wild  and  scenic 
values  would  be  destroyed  and  lost  forever." 

Comment 

As  fully  explained  above  in  the  topical  section  titled 
"Discussion  Of  Moyie  Valley  Route",  the  construction  of 
the  proposed  pipeline  parallel  to  the  existing  line  through 
the  Moyie  Valley  will  not  result  in  a  lesser  classification 
for  the  affected  portion  of  the  stream  under  the  Wild  and 
Scenic  Rivers  Act.  This  portion  of  the  stream  with  its  many 
roads,  railroads,  and  recreational  homes  and  other  man-made 
features  is  already  properly  classifiable  as  "recreational", 
and  placement  of  the  proposed  pipeline  would  not  change  this 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2,  Page  1V-837 
DPI  Statement 

"Figure  8. 1.4. 1-1  Maximum  Design  Capacities  of  the  Proposed 
42-Inch  and  Alternate  36-Inch  Diameter 
Pipel ine 


Locat 

ion  - 

Mile 

Design  Capacity 

MMcf/D 

Descr i 

pt  ion 

Post 

4 2 -  Inch 

56  - 1 nch 

Kingsgate , 

B.C. 

o 

o 

1259 

896 

California 

-Oregon 

612 

1245 

882 

Antioch,  C 

a  1  ifornia 

917 

* 

* 

Compressor 

Fuel 

(4  units) 

14 

14 

*Data  for  pipeline  from  M.P.  612  to  M.P.  917,  indicates 
that  design  of  this  section  is  for  a  higher  capacity. 

Comment 


Applicants'  have  revised  the  subject  figure  to  include  the 
36-inch,  911  psig  MAOP  alternatives  recently  filed  with  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  as  a  supplement  to  Docket  No. 
CP74-241.  Applicants'  revised  figure  is  attached. 

Refer  also  to  Applicants'  comments  concerning  Part  IV, 
Volume  2,  Pages  IV-839-840. 
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Pages  IV-839  and  IV-840 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2, 

DPI  Statement 


"The  proposed  42-inch  pipeline  is  designed  for  a  maximum  flow 
of  1259  MMcf/D  with  four  compressor  stations.  The  pipeline 
pressure  at  Mile  Post  (M.P.)  0.0  of  1409  psig  is  allowed  to 
expand  to  830  psig  at  M.P.  568  (Compressor  Station  10)  before 
the  gas  is  recompressed  to  1042  psig.  This  initial  5~9  psi 
pressure  drop  represents  the  extraction  of  energy  which  would 
be  stored  in  the  gas  by  compressor  stations  on  the  Canadian 
side  of  the  border.  Thus,  the  fuel  consumed  by  Compressor 
Stations  10,  12,  15,  and  14  would  not  be  a  true  measure  of  the 
fuel  used  for  transportation  over  the  917-miie  length  of  pipe¬ 
line.  The  pressure  at  the  outlet  ol  Station  13  would  be  identi¬ 
cal  to  the  pressure  out  of  Station  10  (1042  psig).  Therefore, 
the  6 . b4  MMcf/D  consumed  at  Stations  12  and  13,  to  raise  the 
pressure  to  1042  psig  at  Station  13,  would  be  a  true  measure  of 
the  fuel  cost  to  transport  the  gas  from  M.P.  568.5  to  M.P.  599.2 
a  distance  of  250.9  miles.  Using  this  value  as  an  approximation 
of  the  transportation  costs,  the  true  amount  of  gas  used  for 
compressor  fuel,  to  transport  the  nominal  1200  MMct’/D  the  917 
miles  from  Kingsgate,  B.C.,  to  Antioch,  California,  would  lie 
approximately  26.1  MMcf/D.  This  represents  2  percent  of  the  gas 
received  at  the  Canadian  Border." 

"From  data  supplied  by  the  Applicants,  the  comparisons  in  Figure 
8. 1.4. 1-1  show  that  tile  56- inch  alternative  consumes  the  ident  i 
cal  amount  of  fuel  needed  to  transport  the  nominal  8?U  MMcf/D 
to  Antioch,  California.  This  implies  that  the  pipeline  would  be 
sized  for  the  same  "head  loss"  at  the  lower  flow  rate  resulting 
in  a  transportation  fuel  cost  to  Antioch,  California,  of  approx¬ 
imately  5  percent  of  the  total  gas  received  at  the  Canadian 
Border.  This  would  be  a  f»n  percent  increase  in  fuel  cost  while 
the  sice  and  number  of  compressor  stations  remain  the  same. 

This  appears  to  be  a  very  significant  factor  which  has  not  been 
fully  analyzed  by  the  Applicants.  The  Applicants  should  perform 
further  investigations  and  studies  to  determine  the  optimum  pipe 
sice  and  initial  cost  versus  operating  cost  tc  determine  if 
significant  savings  in  natural  gas  resources  could  he  made  over 
the  projected  life  of  the  pipeline." 

Comment 


These  interpretations  and  conclusions  made  of  Applicants'  filings 
with  the  FPC  are  not  valid. 

Applicants  have  filed  before  the  Federal  Power  Commission  four 
alternative  proposals  for  the  delivery  of  Arctic  Gas  to  the 
Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company.  These  alternative  designs  of 
pipe  size,  amount  of  pipe  installed,  operating  pressure,  and 
amount  of  compressor  facilities  installed  demonstrate  the  flex¬ 
ibility  to  determine  the  optimum  pipeline  design  once  the  final 
volumes  of  natural  gas  available  for  import  are  established. 
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Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Pages  IV-839  8  IV-840  (cont'd) 


Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Pages  IV-839  6  IV-840  (cont'd) 


Applicants  believe  that  the  proposals  tabulated  below  represent 
the  least  cost  for  the  delivery  volumes  filed.  However,  as  of 
this  date,  a  "primary"  design  has  not  been  selected. 

PROPOSED  DESIGN'S  AS  FILED  WITH  THE  FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSI  ON 


pel ine 
Size 

Designed  Flow 
Rate  For 
Combined  Exist¬ 
ing  &  Proposed 
Systems  (MMcf/D) 

MAOP 

Psig 

PGT/PG8E 
Pipel ine 

To  Be 
Installed 
Miles 

PGT/PG8E 
Compressor 
Station 
Additions 
No.  Of 
Units 

Flow 
Capac  l  • 
(MMcf/1 

42" 

2180 

1440/1250/1040 

917.0 

4 

1,200 

56" 

1830 

1440/1250/1040 

917.0 

4 

850 

36" 

1180 

911/975 

458.4 

None 

200 

56" 

1580 

911/1040/975 

873.5 

None 

600 

56"  * 

2080 

911/1040/975 

873.5 

32 

1,100 

*This 

design  was  provided 

to  the  FPC  for 

informat  ion 

only  to  illustrat 

the  ultimate  capacity  of  a  36"  -  911  psig  design. 

The  design  for  the  proposed  42-inch  pipeline  will  transport  an 
additional  1200  MMcf/D.  However,  this  is  not  the  full  capacity 
if  further  compression  were  to  be  installed.  Similarly,  the 
alternative  56-inch  pipeline  is  designed  to  transport  850  MMcf/D 
with  the  same  amount  of  compression  as  proposed  for  the  42-inch 
pipeline.  However,  this  is  not  the  full  capacity  for  a  36-inch 
pipeline  if  further  compression  were  to  be  installed. 


A 


The  more  recent  filings  by  Applicants  propose  other  36-inch  dia¬ 
meter  pipeline  alternatives.  These  designs  propose  transport  of 
200  MMcf/D  and  600  MMcf/D.  As  can  be  noted  in  the  above  Table, 
if  the  56-inch,  bOO  MMcf/D  design  is  supplemented  with  32  addi¬ 
tional  compressors,  a  transport  capacity  of  1,100  MMcf/D  can  be 
achieved . 


The  capital  costs  and  operating  and  maintenance  costs  (of  which 
fuel  is  the  major  portion)  are  two  of  the  most  important  factors 
in  the  selection  of  an  optimum  design  for  a  specified  delivery 
volume . 

Other  factors  which  enter  into  the  optimization  and  must  be  con¬ 
sidered  are: 


a . 

b. 

c . 

d. 

e . 

f . 
g- 


compatibility  with  the 
compatibility  with  the 
compatibility  with  the 
present  gas  supply, 
future  gas  supply, 
cost  of  the  fuel  gas. 
cost  of  pipe  material. 


Canadian  system, 
existing  system, 
terminal  facilities. 


The  first  item  above,  compatibility  with  the  Canadian  system, 
dictates  the  pressure  at  the  beginning  of  Applicants'  proposed 
system.  At  the  higher  volumes  of  the  42-inch,  2180  design  and 
the  36-inch,  1830  design,  Applicants  utilize  pipe  friction  to 
drop  the  pressure  so  it  will  be  compatible  with  existing  termi¬ 
nal  facilities  at  Antioch.  Hence,  this  design  does  not  require 
compression  until  Station  10  in  Oregon.  Charging  Applicant  with 
a  fictitious  compressor  fuel  usage  is  incorrect  and  leads  to  in¬ 
correct  conclusions. 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 


PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 

DPI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors) 

Page  IV- 520 

"...discussed  in  Section  3. 3. 4. 3." 

Comment 

This  does  not  appear  in  the  text. 

Page  IV- 523 

"...is  in  Section  3.1.5.16" 

Comment 

This  is  a  reference  for  ITAA.  PGT/PGandE  reference  should 
be  3.1.4.16. 

Page  IV- 525 

"...hazards  Section  2. 1.5. 3" 

Comment 

This  is  a  reference  for  ITAA.  PGT/PGandE  reference  should  be 
Section  2 . 1 . 4 . 3 . 

Page  IV- 552 

"...in  Section  2. 1.4. 6" 


Comment 

Water  resources  are  in  2. 1.4. 5. 

Page  IV-606 

"...in  Section  2.1.4.  1-5" 

Comment 

This  is  not  a  section  on  noise  but  a  figure  showing  precipitation 

Page  IV-633 

"...  Section  2 . 1 . 5 . 9" 

Comment 

This  is  an  ITAA  reference.  PGT/PGand  E  reference  should  be 
Section  2 . 1 . 4 . 9 . 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 

DPI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors)  (cont'd) 

Page  IV-726 
"(4,5,6,?)"  "(8)" 

Comment 

These  numbers  are  not  identified. 

Page  IV -  7  2 7 

"...discussed  in  Chapter  4.1.4" 

Comment 

Incorrect  reference. 

Page  IV  -  7  2  ? 

"...see  Section  3.1.4.2B" 

Comment 

No  such  section  exists. 

Page  IV-736 

"...  Appendix  Card  Section  3. 1.4. 6" 

Comment 

The  location  of  this  reference  is  not  identified. 
Page  IV-742 

"...in  Section  4.1.4.14" 

Comment 

This  section  does  not  exist. 


DOI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors)  (cont'd) 

Page  IV -  67 6 

"...  Section  4.1.4. 13" 

Comment 

This  section  does  not  exist. 

Page  IV -  699 
"Figure  3.1.4.13-3" 

Comment 

This  figure  is  missing. 

Page  IV-699 
"Figure  3.1.4.13-4" 

Comment 

This  figure  is  missing. 

Page  IV-699 

"Figure  3.1.4.13-5;  Figure  3.1.4.13-6" 

Comment 

No  reference  can  be  found  to  these  figures  in  the  text. 
Page  IV  -  7  0 2 
"Figure  3.1.4.13-7" 

Comment 

No  reference  can  be  found  to  this  figure  in  the  text. 
Page  IV  -  7 02 

"Figure  3.1.4.13-8  Photograph" 

Comment 

This  photograph  is  not  a  PGT/PGandE  Compressor  Station. 
Page  IV- 7 1 2 

"Reference  Section  3.1.4.A-1" 

Comment 

This  section  does  not  appear  in  text. 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 

DOI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors) 

Page  I V  -  5 6 1 

"The  proposed  pipeline  would  make  26  river  crossings  on 
19  rivers ..." 

Comment 

Should  read  -  26  river  crossings  on  18  rivers. 

Page  IV - 5~6 

"The  five  actions..." 

Comment 


Should  read  -  six  actions. 


Page  I V  -  6 0 7 

"The  attraction  of  deer  to  this  winter  food  supply..." 
Comment 

The  statement  implies  a  new  adverse  impact.  PGT/PGandE  are 
paralleling  an  existing  pipeline  and  no  new  adverse  impacts 
will  occur  since  the  impact  already  exists. 


Page  IV - 609 

"...except  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  compressor 
stations ..." 


Comment 


The  statement  implies  a  new  adverse  impact.  PGT/PGandE  are 
only  expanding  existing  compressor  stations  and  no  new  adver 
impacts  will  occur  since  the  impact  already  exists. 

Page  IV  -  7  07 

"...obtained  values  ...  and ...  the  horizontal ...  coefficients . " 


Comment 


Values  are  missing. 

Page  IV -  709 

"...two  segments  ... suscept ible  to... wind  eros ion ...  Columbia 
River  region ...  and ...  near  Bend,  Oregon..." 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 

DOI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors)  (cont'd) 

Comment 

These  statements  appear  to  be  in  conflict  with  statements  in 
Section  2. 1.4. 4  Soils. 

Page  IV - ? 26 

"Traffic  Induced .. .mot ion  in  medieval  cathedrals..." 

Comment 

This  statement  is  not  relevant  to  this  report  and  should  be 
deleted . 

Page  I V -  7  4 8 

"Operating  plans..." 

Comment 

Should  read  -  "Construction  plans..." 

Page  IV  -  7 66 

"...an  operating  plan." 

Comment 

Should  read  -  "...construction  plan." 

Page  I V- 7 7 3 

"...the  additional  hazard  mitigation..." 

Comment 

Should  read  -  "...the  additional  mitigation  measures..." 

Page  IV-T’Sl 

"...approximately  388  miles  are  subject  to  wind  erosion." 
Comment 

This  statement  is  not  consistent  with  Section  2. 1.4.4. 

Page  IV-817 

"...supply  of  1,200  million  MMcf/d  of  natural  gas  to  the 
service  area  of  ITA(A)  SoCal..." 

Comment 

The  statement  should  read  -  "...supply  of  1,200  MMcf/d  of 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 

DOI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors)  (cont'd) 

natural  gas  to  the  service  area  of  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company ..." 

Page  IV-833 

"More  than  8,090  of  the..." 

Comment 

Should  read  -  "More  than  8,090  acres  of  the..." 
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PART  IV  -  VOLUME  2 

DOI  Statements  (Miscellaneous  Errors) 
Page  IV- 676 

"Of  the  total  911  miles..." 

Comment 

Should  read  -  "...917  miles..." 

Page  IV  -  7  0 1 

"Sacramento  River  (M.P.  755  to  905)" 
Comment 

Should  read  -  "...(M.P.  755  and  906)" 
Page  IV-841 

"...a  total  distance  of  911  miles" 
Comment 

Should  read  -  "...917  miles" 


/{eifCise.  to  Cornrr)t n't  <  or,  , 


Part  IV,  Volume  1  and  Part  IV,  Volume  2  Sections 

1.  This  was  corrected  on  pages  1,  2  and  11  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

2.  This  has  been  clarified  on  page  11  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

3.  This  was  corrected  on  pages  16-19  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

4.  This  has  been  corrected  on  pages  18-20  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

5.  See  No's.  34-38  on  page  6  of  Geology  and  Soils  Section. 

6.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  37  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

7.  See  No's.  24-25  on  page  5  of  Geology  and  Soils  Section. 

8.  See  No's.  26-31  on  page  5  of  Geology  and  Soils  Section. 

9.  Correction  was  inadvertently  overlooked  in  the  Final  EIS. 

10.  Correction  was  inadvertently  overlooked  in  the  Final  F.IS. 

11.  See  No's.  5-23  in  the  Vegetation  and  Wildlife  Section. 

12.  See  No's,  6,  8  and  9  in  the  Vegetation  and  Wildlife  Section. 

13.  See  No's.  19  and  21  in  the  Vegetation  and  Wildlife  Section. 

14.  This  discussion  was  revised  on  pages  206,  216,  294,  296  and 
298  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

15.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  205  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

16.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  206  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume.- 

17.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

18.  See  #17  above. 

19.  See  #17  above. 

20.  See  #17  above. 

21.  This  discussion  was  substantially  revised  on  pages  230  and 
231  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 
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22.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  303  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

23.  This  has  been  corrected  on  pages  1-20  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

24.  Correction  was  inadvertently  overlooked  in  the  Final  EIS. 

25.  See  #24  above. 

26.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  9  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

27.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  11  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

28.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  15  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

29.  See  #28  above. 

30.  See  #28  above. 

31.  This  was  corrected  on  page  10  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

32.  This  discussion  was  revised  on  page  23  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

33.  This  discussion  was  revised  on  page  33  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume . 

34.  This  was  partially  revised  on  page  35  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

35.  This  was  corrected  on  pages  53  and  57  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

36.  Correction  was  inadvertently  overlooked  in  the  Final  EIS. 

37.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  73  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

38.  This  discussion  was  revised  on  page  78  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume . 

39.  This  was  corrected  on  page  76  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

40.  This  was  corrected  on  page  53  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

41.  See  #38  above. 

42.  This  was  corrected  on  page  135  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 


65.  The  first  statement  has  been  revised  on  page  298  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume  and  the  second  lias  been  deletd. 

66.  See  responses  #39-41  on  the  Moyie  River  Route. 

67.  This  discussion  has  been  partially  revised  on  pages  218, 

222,  243  and  313  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

68.  This  discussion  lias  been  clarified  on  pages  76,  78,  248-251, 
317  and  330  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

69.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  300  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

70.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

71.  This  discussion  has  been  substantially  revised  on  pages 
301-303  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

72.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

73.  See  #71  above. 

74.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  303  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

75.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  304.  317  and  333 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

76.  This  discussion  has  been  substantially  revised  on  page  130 
of  the  Overview  Volume  and  page  344  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

77.  See  #76  above. 

78.  This  discussion  was  clarified  on  pages  313,  315  and  316 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

79.  This  discussion  has  been  partially  revised  on  pages  313 
and  322  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

80.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

81.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  11  and  326  of  the 
San  Francisco  Volume. 

82.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  326  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 


43.  This  was  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

44.  This  discussion  was  revised  on  page  173  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

45.  This  was  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

46.  See  #45  above. 

47.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  243  and  313  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

48.  This  was  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

49.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  244  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

50.  See  No's.  34-38  in  Ceology  and  Soils  Section. 

51.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  243  and  313  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

52.  See  No's.  24  and  25  in  Ceology  and  Soils  Section. 

53.  See  No's.  26  and  28  to  33  in  Geology  and  Soils  Section. 

54.  See  pages  263-270,  San  Francisco  Volume,  for  the  revised 
discussion  on  impacts  on  water  resources. 

55.  This  was  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

56.  This  has  been  corrected  on  page  269  of  die  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

57.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  271  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

58.  See  No's.  5-23  in  Vegetation  and  Wildlife  Section. 

59.  See  No's.  5-23  in  Vegetation  and  Wildlife  Section. 

60.  This  was  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

61.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  284  of  tile  San 
Francisco  Volume. 

62.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  16-19,  and  294 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

63.  This  has  been  clarified  on  pages  294,  296  and  297  of  the 
San  Francisco  Volume. 

64.  This  was  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 


83.  This  discussion  has  been  clarified  on  page  326  and  357  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

84.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  326  and  327  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

85.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  327  and  328  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

86.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  6,  7,  205,  229, 
247,  249,  299,  318  and  330  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

87.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

98.  This  has  been  clarified  on  page  331  of  the  San  Francisco 
Volume. 

89.  Comment  was  considered  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

90.  See  #89  Above. 

91.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

92.  This  discussion  was  partially  revised  on  page  334  of  the 
San  Francisco  Volume. 

93.  This  discussion  was  revised  on  pages  334  and  358-359  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

94.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  30,  78,  93,  254, 
261,  330  and  338  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

95.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  338,  342  and  354 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

96.  This  discussion  was  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

97.  This  discussion  was  revised  on  pages  339  and  340  of  the 
San  Francisco  Volume. 

98.  This  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

99.  See  #98  above. 

100.  This  discussion  has  been  partially  revised  on  page  343  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

101.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  343  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 
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102. 


This  was  corrected  on  page  346  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 
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103.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  346  and  354  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

104.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  pages  342  and  343  of 
the  San  Francisco  Volume. 


DOI  Statements  and  Applicant  Comments  Pages  P(VI)  V ( 1 ) - 1  thru 

P (VI )  V ( 1 ) - 6 

106.  See  #105  above. 

107.  This  discussion  has  been  substantially  revised  on  page  357 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

108.  This  discussion  Las  been  substantially  revised  on  pages 
357-365  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

109.  The  Final  EIS  has  been  substantially  revised.  New  infor¬ 
mation  has  been  included  and  it  was  shortened  by  elimination 
of  some  duplication  and  omission  of  some  non-essential 
material . 

110.  See  #1  above. 

111.  See  #1  above. 

112.  See  #1  above. 

113.  See  #1  above. 

114.  See  #1  above. 


105.  This  discussion  has  been  revised  on  page  354  of  the  San 
Francisco  Volume. 


PART  VI  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  VI -11 
DOI  Statement  (Miscellaneous  Errors) 

"If  the  right-of-way  permits  are  denied,  the  impacts  to  the 
environment  that  would  result  from  construction  and  mainten¬ 
ance  of  the  pipeline  as  described  in  Part  V,  West  Coast, 
would  not  occur." 

Comment 


The  reference  to  Part  V  is  incorrect; 


it  should  read  Part  IV. 


PART  VI  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  VI -12 
DOI  Statement  (Miscellaneous  Errors) 

"The  impacts  of  these  alternatives  are  discussed  in  detail 
in  Part  V." 

Comment 

The  reference  to  Part  V  is  incorrect;  it  should  read  Part  IV. 
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P(VI)  V(l)-1 


P(VI)  V(l)-2 
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P(VI)  V(l)-3 


P(VI)  V(l)-4 


PART  VI  -  VOLUME  1 


DPI  Statements 


PART  VI  -  VOLUME  1,  Page  VI -426 


Page  VI-425 

"The  alternative  36-inch  diameter  pipeline  to  the  San 
Francisco  area  is  designed  to  transport  a  maximum  of  0.85 
Bcfd.  The  proposed  42-inch  pipeline  would  transport  1.2 
Bcfd  at  full  capacity." 

Page  VI-426 


DPI  Statement 

"For  the  pipeline  from  Kingsgate,  B.C.  to  the  San  Francisco 
area,  the  number  of  compressor  stations  required  for  the  36- 
inch  alternative  size  is  the  same  as  for  the  42-inch  proposed 
pipeline . " 

Comment 


"For  the  pipeline  from  Xingsgate,  B.C.  to  the  San  Francisco 
area,  the  number  of  compressor  stations  required  for  the 
36-inch  alternative  size  is  the  same  as  for  the  42-inch  pro¬ 
posed  pipeline." 

Comment 


The  Applicants  have  filed  several  alternative  designs  with 
the  FPC.  The  transport  capacity  of  each  design  is  different 
to  illustrate  a  flexibility  for  determining  the  optimum  pipe¬ 
line  design  once  the  final  volumes  of  natural  gas  available 
for  import  are  established.  The  number  of  compressor  station 
additions  will  be  dependent  upon  which  design  is  selected. 

For  further  comment  regarding  the  alternative  designs  refer 
to  the  response  made  to  Part  IV,  Volume  2,  Page  IV-837, 
and  Pages  IV-839-840. 


Applicants  have  filed  the  following  alternative  designs  with 
the  FPC: 


ieline 

iize 

Designed  Flow 
Rate  For 
Combined 
Existing 
and  Proposed 
Systems (MMcf /D) 

MAOP 

Psig 

PGT/PG8E 
Pipeline 
To  Be 
Installed 
Miles 

PGT/PGSE 
Compressor 
Sta . 

Additions 

No.  Of 
Units 

Flow 

Capacity 
(MMcf /D) 

42" 

2180 

1440/1250/1040 

917.0 

4 

1200 

36" 

1830 

1440/1250/1040 

917.0 

4 

850 

36" 

1180 

911/975 

458.4 

None 

200 

36” 

1580 

911/1040/975 

873.5 

None 

600 

As 

can  be  seen,  the 

number  of  compressor  station  additions 

will  be  dependent  on  which  design  is  selected. 
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DR.  WALTERS:  Yes. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Dr.  Walters  will  be  our  first 
speaker,  representing  the  Southern  California  Gas  Company. 

DR.  WALTERS:  I  have  written  comments.  I  have 
written  my  name,  and  address,  on  the  first  copy.  If  that 
will  be  adequate? 

JUDGE  STEINER:  How  many  copies  do  you  have, 

Dr.  Walters? 

DR.  WALTERS:  There's  21  there.  I  think,  20  was 
requested . 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Very  veil,  thank  you. 

DR.  WALTERS:  My  name  Is  Arden  Walters.  I'm  with 
Pacifie  Lighting  Gas  Development,  representing  Interstate 
Transmission  Assoelates  (Artie),  the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline 
Project. 

The  ITA(A)  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity 
to  state  that  its  comments  on  the  Department  of  Interior's 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  will  be  submitted  in 
a  written  form  within  the  time  alloted  for  written  comments. 
We  are  not  submitting  any  written  comments  today. 

Our  comments  will  relate  to  Part  I  the 
Overview,  Part  IV  the  West  Coast  Section,  and  Part  VI,  the 
Alternatives.  Other  comments  will  come  from  other  partlel- 
pants  in  the  project. 

We  would  also  like  to  take  the  opportunity  to 
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indicate  a  slight  revision  In  the  proposed  facilities  for 
ITA(A).  We  are  looking  at  the  amount  of  gas,  which  we 
reasonably  expect  to  have,  as  being  approximately  600  million 
standard  cubic  feet  per  day.  Based  on  that  volume,  we  are 
proposing  facilities  starting  at  the  U.S.  -  Canadian  border 
at  Kings  Gate,  and  running  to  Stanfield,  Oregon,  all  in  the 
alined  and  original  proposal.  And,  then,  running  from 
Stanfield,  Oregon,  parallel  to  the  Northwest  Pipeline 
Corporation  line  to  Rye  Valley,  Oregon. 

We  are  making  deliveries  for  transportation 
to  California  through  the  PGT  System  at  Stanfield,  and  to 
the  Northwest  Pipeline  Company  for  transportation  to 
Ignacio,  Colorado,  and,  then,  via  the  El  Paso  System  to 
California. 

In  addition,  there  will  be  a  delivery  in  the 
Pacific  Northwest  to  the  Northwest  Pipeline  Company  for 
their  customers. 

We  are  not  proposing  at  this  time,  therefore, 
to  extend  the  line  south  from  Rye  Valley,  Oregon,  through 
Southern  Oregon,  Nevada,  and  into  California.  That  pipe¬ 
line  will  be  built  at  such  time  as  we  have  larger  volumes 
of  gas  that  would  justify  the  economics  of  such  a  line. 

So,  we  are  saving  that  as  a  possible  future  extension  of 
the  ITA(A)  transportation  system. 

We  are  also  changing  the  alignment  in  Idaho, 
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slightly,  from  our  original  proposed  alignment.  We  are 
suggesting  to  move  the  pipeline  out  of  the  Moyle  River 
Valley  in  Idaho  into  the  Kootenai  River  Valley,  in  order 
to  avoid  some  of  the  environmental  concerns  which  were 
expressed  in  putting  the  pipeline  through  the  Moyie. 

Okay.  I  think,  that  concludes  my  statement. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Does  the  panel  have  any  questions? 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  I  have  a  question,  Dr.  Walters. 

You  say,  you  are  holding  the  line  as 
originally  proposed  from  Rye  Valley  south  to  Cajon,  as  a 
future  possible  alternative,  when  more  gas  supplies  become 
available;  is  this  correct? 

DR.  WALTERS:  This  is  correct. 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  Then,  will  your  comments  on  the 
existing  EIS  address  themselves  to  the  way  that  is  written? 

DR.  WALTERS:  Yes.  On  the  EIS  will  relate  to  the 
EIS,  as  written,  and  will  include  the  line  south  from  Rye 
Valley,  through  Nevada,  and  into  California. 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  Thank  you. 

MR.  HAMERS KI :  Dr.  Walters,  I  would  like  to  know 
whether  your  company  will  submit  an  environmental  assessment 
along  with  your  revision  of  your  advocation? 

DR.  WALTERS:  We  are  preparing  a  supplement,  as  is 
identified  in  the  written  comments  we  are  submitting  today, 
an  environmental  supplement  that  includes  the  revision  from 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


u 


the  Moyie  River  Valley  into  the  Kootenai  River  Valley. 

This,  we  are  preparing  to  submit  about  the  middle  of 
October  with  the  revised  description  of  the  proposed 
facilities  for  the  ITA(A)  System.  That  is  the  only  change, 
environmentally,  in  the  project,  from  the  way  it  has 
already  been  described. 

MR.  HAMERSKI:  Thank  you. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Thank  you,  Dr.  Walters. 

DR.  WALTERS:  Thank  you. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Is  Mr.  Hanschen  present? 

MR.  HANSCHEN:  Yes. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Mr.  Hanschen,  will  you  spell  your 
name  for  the  reporter,  please? 

MR.  HANSCHEN:  My  name  is  Peter  Hanschen, 
H-a-n-s-c-h-e-n.  I'm  an  attorney  for  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company,  and  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Transmission. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  take  this 
opportunity  to  thank  you,  and  to  present  a  brief  statement 
on  behalf  of  Pacific  Gas  Transmission  Company,  and  Pacific 
Gas  and  Electric  Company  on  the  Department  of  the  Interior's 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System. 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  Pacific  Gas 
Transmission  Company  and  their  affiliates  have  for  many 
years  played  an  important  role  in  the  development  of  gas 


Response  ,  to  comments  received 
from  Pacific  Lighting  Gas  Development 
at  the  Sacramento  Public  Hearting 
dated  September  29  and  30,  1975 


The  EIS  has  been  amended  so  that  the  Final  EIS  reflects  the 
Applicants  revised  application.  The  original  application  that 
proposed  a  route  from  Kingsgate  to  Cajon  has  been  addressed  in 

two  separate  parts;  Kingsgate  to  Rye  Valley,  Oregon,  then  Co  Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 

Ignacio,  Colorado  with  the  second  part  discussing  what  is  now 

considered  the  proposed  future  expansion,  i.e.,  from  Rye  Valley,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Oregon  to  Cajon,  California. 

Octbher  2,  1975 
by  Mr.  J.  David  Mann 
representing 
Penn  Fuel  Gas 
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STATEMENT  OF  J.  DAVID  MAUN 
;  FUEL  CAS 

ll R.  MANN  r  Judge  Cook  (:nd  numbers  of  tha  Parrel ,  I  am 
J.  David  Maun  of  tha  law  firm  of  Morgan,  Lewi a  &  Bockius ,  and 
we  are  at  1300  M  Street,  IJ.VJ. ,  Washington,  D.  C. 

Wo  have  for  many  years  represented  Penn  Fuel  Gas, 
Incorporated.  Penn  Fuel  is  a  company  which  owns  and  operates 
some  24  very  rmiali  gee  distribution  systems  in  central  and 
southern  Pennsylvania , 

Perm  Fuel  is  a  customer  of  Texas  Eastern  Transmission,! 

whom  Mr.  V7c.il or  represented  hare  today.  It  also  buys  a  vast 

:!  ! 
?!  quantity  of  its  gas  from  CclurCria  Gas  Transmission .  Columbia  i 

.I  is  also  an  interested  party  and  cosponsor  of  this  project,  end 

•  I  believe  you  heard  from  Columbia's  representatives  in  Chicago 

My  remarks  arc  directed  solely  to  Part  VI  of  the 

|j  Report,  which  doalc  v;ith  alternatives,  and  my  remarks  deal  also 

j 

!i  with  alternatives  only  insofar  as  they  relate  to  the  market 
ij  area. 

Penn  Fuel  is  perhaps  a  very  good  example  of  vxhat 

happens  v:ith  what  is  currently  happening  to  the  cos  distribution 

!«  '  ! 

..business  as  a  result  of  a  nationwide  gas  shortage.  Mr.  MaXlr.nov > 

‘  1 

Mr.  Wsiler  an:'.  Ill*.  Brackott  have  talked  with  you  thia  morning , 


i 


'>1 


j 


tier;  about  the  overall  naticnaJ  shortage  oi  natural  gar.. 

I  would  just  like  to  tell  you  ;>  few  tilings  nbsut  what 


that  shortage  m.ians  in  terms  of  somebody  v.T  o  han  to  pul*,  gas 
out  on  the  town,  as  it  wore,  and  keep  industry  going.  Thu 
remarks,  eg. -in,  arc  directed  to  alternative  :i . 

The  alternatives,  in  out*  judgment,  are  net  realin- 
tic  »r;  they  s;:o  reflected  in  the  Draft  Report,  and  it  would 
be  i'.._*  hope  that  perhaps  when  the  final  report  is  prcpri  t, 
the  sort  of  thing  I  have  to  nay  and  bopafully  others  hr.-;* 
said  similar  things,  will  per  surds  you  that  the  final  repart 
ought  co  reflect  rather  lore  realism. 

What  I  mean  is,  in  a  nutshell,  there?  ir.  no  vi.  ;*lc 
alternative  to  this  project.  Am.\r;.ean  industry  is  dependant 
in  very  largo  measure  upon  natural  gas.  Penn  Fuel  serves, 
for  example,  coco  230  industrial  custonars  of  varying 
freni  the  major  appliance-  such  ?.c  Alcoa  might  have,  to  and 
including  the  many  brick  manufacturing  concerns ,  integral 
parts  of  tho  industrial  conrlc::  of  this  country. 

Last  year  Fonn  Fuel  was  curtailo d  some  27  percent 
by  Columbia.  ’  It  expects  tills  winter  to  be  curtailed  4  2  parcel  t 
by  Columbia,  with  comparable  levels  from  Texas  Eartorn. 

What  to  you  do  to  meet  that  curtailment  and  ki.sp 
industry  going?  What  l-crni  Fuel  did  last  year  v?ns  to  purchase 
synthetic  nr.t.uval  gas  that  ranges  in  prices  from  $4.16  a 
thouucud  up  to  $7>.  30  £*.  thousand  cubic  feet. 

It  j.n  <li/ficult  for  industry  to  lr’.hn  compotiaivo 
if  it  her.  to  pay  that  kind  of  eric.':  for  its  ^energy.  This  y.-nv, 


'*  i‘  for  oxa mole,  Venn  Fro!  would  like  to  have  ::omo Lhin-f  in  the  ord 
! 

*•  of  £90,000  tfiil.’  -•o.'s  of  propane  Lo  off  not  certain  ocher  expect c.i 
Z  curtailment  snertageo.  Tho  ' 3A  hnn  taken  a  dim  view  of  gun 
d  •  dintribu.-.ion  companies'  efforts  to  gat  propane  to  off  rot  their 
: '■  .  shortage  of  n.  aural  gar;.  FEA,  in  brief,  h*is;  taken  tho  view 

v  •  that  gas  distributing  .cc .pardei  should  ir.da-i-i  to  entitled  to  yitra: >s 

•4 

V  1  to  rr.aot  tha  winter  rftck.r:  "hie*'  th ay  have  and  have  had,  end 

h  jj  tho  trouble  is  uhat.  they  base  their  analysis  rot  on  today's 


t 

:  v  r 


i expected  winter  peak  requirements,  but  rather  upon  tho  require 

;■!  '!  msnts  of  1  972,  1973;  u  «r arm  v/inter,  incidentally,  when  there 
ji 

•was  plenty  of  natural  rnn  available. 

I  &  ;j  So  there  is  no  way  in  the  world  in  which  Penn  Fuel 


'3  I  is  going  to  he  authorized  to  receive,  at  least  in  my  judgment, 

| j  the  3 Q 0 , 0 0 0  gallons  of  propane  it  would  have  to  have.  Tho 

7;„  !' alternatives,  in  other  words,  are  not  viable  alternatives. 

.1  !;  Synthetic  gar;  at  $4  and  $5  —  pro;ane,  which  you  can't  got  and 

?! 

'*<  'j  if  you  could  would  coot  $4  —  there  is  nothing  in  the  world 
\q  j{ v/hich  can  meet  the  energy  rcqui.rew.nts  of  a  company  ouch  as 
.£  jJPenn  Fuel,  upon  which  industry  so  heavily  depends,  other  than 
-  '  j natural  gas. 

;  >  !;  You  might  say  r.hat  about  synthetic  gas  or  coal  or 

•  >  ,‘mntha.no.l?  I  can't  give  precise  figures.,  but  I  can  tc.ll  you 

that  ono  company  with  which  I  cm  familiar  him  considered  the 

•  i possibility  of  dove loping  methanol  from  coal;  then  using  the 
, methatol  perhaps  to  directly  fi.ro  industrial  requirements  or 


to  gor.ei*; -.:*■*.  synthetic:  gee. 

In  a  nutr.ii'?!!,  the  i.eth-.nol  plant  aloe.*  v:culd  cul.ro 
capital  t‘..o  end-a-hclf  time:;  that  corimoy's  total  ore*  ^ at 
capitalisation.  Tlvrr o  is  no  way  in  which  they  can  do  .it,  and  I 
I  sir. ply  give  you  these*  few  brief  illustrative?  examples  iu 
tho  hope  th;  when  the-  final  report  is  prepared,  greater  ■  m  >ha- 
si i?  will  bo  put  on  tho  raa.l  down-to-cr.rth  basic  fact  rcu?  ity 
;  that  for  ::ric.-.n  iufiuxtvy  near  ter,;i,  there  is  absolutely  no 
al t Grant ivo  but  to  get  ’.'.itcvar  natural  g-s  we  can  possibly 
'  got  from  the  Forth  Eloao,  r.r.u  aven  that,  as  yon  heard  this 
looming,  wall  do  nothing  core  than  enable  us  to  barely  k.  ep 
•  up  \/ith  our  high  priority  needs. 

I  will  be  glad  to  answer  questions.  Otherwise, 
k  thank  you  very  much. 

JUDGE  CCOKs  Are  there  any  questions? 

MR.  SCViL:  This  xxy  be  c.n  v\:?fair  question  of  you,  so 
if  you  don't  feel  you  can  field  it,  don’t  --  but  I  notice  a 


! 

Y.‘  ;  tenor  hern  and  in  other  testimony  at  otb.&r  hearings  that  t):e 
7*:  companies  in  the  north;  in  time  east,  view  our  alternatives  as 
r;:  ;  unrealistic.  They  agree  with  tho  comoanien  in  the  couth  and 
west  that  there  in  a  very  bad  shortage  that  needs  to  be  cur¬ 
ry.  tailed. 

t 

X  am  noting  a  tendency  of  tho  companies  in  the  couch 
end  west  to  any  the  alternative  otnirco.o  of  fuel  you.  propose 
are  not  really  alternatives;  they  are  supplemental  sour or; . 


SG2 


I'n  voiiil-xri Ttij  if  vl.jit;  is  any  ror.rosi  for  this  — 
t»hac  appeals  co  Li  z  ,c?>or.-.l  r..zir.r.c--  in  views  on  wi.rther 
«£*•-*  of  th.."  this;*;*;  arc  iaprfcctlsjil,  XiJ:o  coal  for 

.pic? 

KH.  I  c»on't  borer- tly  hnc/,  befc  I  c*n  eeriest 

v  I -ar.aib'Yr'y  t-ist  ic  f.s  cciccivc^ilo  tbar  cci.pa.oicc  in  the 

'  •  ;  ci — h  !>-•:. t  ; .//  r;  g  v'«  coal  s  ia>rc  vxcJL»la  cr._*  rci-Jil} 

“  •  ■•vci  I.'-IjIc  «.I  iemr;ivi»  sour  re  of  caurcrv  clv.n  trovld  cc.rpa*' 

'  Jj 

*  »  ir.  tho  ezut  f.,.-  cocl.  ;•  vc  an2 

''  2  thiiLi  it  cavlc  ooECtivrbly  bo  fcr.sad  or,  the  rocirn 


’«  '•  that  they  hr v  :  cjrb 


a . '-ass  to  lever  co:;t  cccl  production. 


C  :  r  v ,1  t;  .c,  I  car/t  ir  diet  to  co  to  vhr.;  the*  L-oiu  fc 
-v  ..  I  fct*i<3  ccrt^i-ly  egreo  tier,  your  insggaatic.a  tVa*  f:  y 
ere  r.ubatltutco  for  natural  c^:  if  they  do  rrict  at  c»li,  -;k- 


Tv  r-s  Y 1  vc  tric-d  to  roi:.t  ert,  they  are  substitutes  V.-tch  .  ay 
•not  be  t/tild’le  in  forr.s  cf  to 3:  -» 


r 


! 


csor.cr-icc. 

I  honestly  believe,  r_~,5  I've  v-or&Ad  in  this  business 

i  ever  z5r:cc  I  emo  -o  '.:  *  kiugtcoi  seva  30  y.-rre  sco  —  I  honestly 

'heliavfe  fcivit:  vt  could  .ofc  evt  cut  ecajccy  going  today,  all  of":  * 

'  Idiir.ys  Kir.g  v;rrl,  si-  >ly  beet  vs  a  era  don't  havs  the  energy  to 

•  :  \  gt*fc  is  Moving. 

-j 

V.'a  con's  have  the  nufvr.vl  gas  to  power  otr  industry 
up  to  the  jroii.t  viKii..:  it  •  ill  e  rry  /orvaia  anr.  flow  &s  va  hsva 
;  |  to  huve  it  f  Ivj .  It's  no  rcl  to  sty  you  cm  use  co  -  ■  <-  -_;iii- 
c  '.i  ion  or  pro  -n~.  They  ;iu.;  reu'e  awll.-bUs. 


JO'JCi  C9GX:  .*ciy  cthc*::  questions? 

rrr.  f*’£R&£J:  Ur.  Harm,  you  ware  speaking  about  viable 
.alctr/r.t' v  a,  and  \ou  vcrc  wJcing  the  point  of  the  cost  of 
ry.-t  .jstic  gesrer.  You  bulk  about  you  couldn't  get  the  p:op:r.a. 

:  C.  r»  you  glva  *j»  a  range  of  vhat  is  an  acceptable  cost  cf 
natural  car  ?  ’.fn^c  ir  its  vc  :  :h  on  the  market  today? 

; 

.  .  r"  :  rail,  it  ir  r-y  unc'erctsr.dinq  that  natural 

’  gas  in  the  tvi-rtatc.-  r  . r'.sfc  i.-  currently  rolling  for  corrr-trir.g 
.  in  a  range  of  £1.25  to  $3  plus.  In  the  Southwest,  v.-hich  ia 


'  ?s:.»3  and  Tot-xvia:.;;  :  -  ere  vr  therasbouts,  you  would  have  -O 

I 

add  ao  tl?ac  tea  transportation r  of  course,  to  rat  it  to  the 

l‘: 

.lortheasa  or  the  v if. lie  Atlantic  Regions  —  that  would  vs  the 

S3 
:• 

?y 
is 


■  ravge  today. 

Vhat  it  cay  btcor.e,  r.obciy  kr.ovs.  The  Federal  Fever 
•  Cor:  lire  ion,  as  you  Ts-.c.;r  I  cuv.;oco  has  established,  currently 
at  least,  a  calling  prica  of  rov.e  $.5?  per  thou.oar.d  cubic  feet 


y  ,  for  the  natural  gas  coving  in  interstate  tunnels. 

23  I  'In  consequence,  it  is  contended  by  iron’/  that  natural 

ii 

:v  gas  itself  ir  not  really  available  today  in  the  inter eta to 
;  .  .  asrket  fce.c.vao  it's  being  bought  up  by  the  intras  :nte  carkot 
-  :  at  pricer  ?  ;v  •:  bants  a  i  v  above  '.52. 

:  \  rjl.  KIR?j:3:  thasd;  you. 

;  •  JTJDCd  CC07-:  iTc  tt  re  any  other  quc.sti.0r3?  Thank  you 

**  v<,;ry  tv -eh,  .’Ir.  Hasan. 

Gas*  reset  upaxhor  is  'I:.  Paul  Hannun.  Is  he  h'-re? 

(Sfcr  .r  !j.=5Ttt  fol  L«s;.r.) 


lesponst-  to  0«n-nt »  rot  *  i vtrd 
from  Pet in  F«»«rl  Cm 

at  the  Vnshin^trm.  D.C.  Pufel ‘  Hearing 
Orcober  2.  1975 


Present  an.:  anticipated  ‘•Jture  p*-**ible  *h.>rtages  of  natural 
s^*s  and  rur tail nents  on  it*  use  in  the  ronterairn..^  United 
States  have  becoee  the  Subjects  •  f  vital  ronrern  not  only  to 
Penn  Fuel  Has  but  also  t"  neabers  of  Congress,  nany  zas  roapanies 
and  distributors,  and  eustcu*«r*  needing  the  gas  for  industrial  or 
residential  use.  This  has  been  part  i-  ularly  true  of  gas  supplies 
allocated  for  the  nortb---entral  and  northeastern  pares  of  che 
country.  Most  ot  those  concerned  believe  that  *nie  of  the  alter¬ 
native  energy  sources  proposed  to  the  Draft  and  Final  F.IS  .  an  be 
r«eu*idered  truly  viable  sitbstitutes  for  the  *as  to  be  supplied  by 
the  Alaska  Natural  r.as  Transportation  System  vithtn  the  time  frame 
of  the  proposed  project.  The  fa-  t  that  the  alternative  energy 
sources  sight  supply  the  same  amount  of  energy  as  the  Alaska  gas 
would  not  »an  that  they  would  be  readilv  substitutable  in  tfcany 
or  all  of  its  uses.  The  Alaska  gas  supply  would  be  considered  only 
a  partial  solution  t<-  present  or  future  gas  shortages  and  should  be 
augmented  by  other  sourres  of  Supply  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

These  problems  have  beer.  -  j-csidered  in  the  Final  E1S  in  the  Alter¬ 
natives  Vo  1  use  in  Section  *J-A-3.  Postpose  Decision  on  Application, 
pages  5-7.  Secti-  '  A-B.  United  States  Fnergv  ReS-  ';rces.  pages  9-1$, 
and  Section  8-C.  Alternative  Domestic  Natural  Cas  Supply  System, 
especially  pages  18-40. 


Testiaony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Chicago,  Illinois 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
by  Mr.  Joseph  P.  Thomas 
representing 
North  Shore  Cas  Company 
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DY  JOSEPH  P.  THOMAS 

Good  rornin",  gentlemen.  I  expressly 
Rpprec.'ate  our  beinp  allowed  to  make  our  view  knov:n 
here  today. 

My  name  Is  Joseph  P.  Thomas.  My 
business  address  is  122  South  Michigan  Avenue, 
Chicago.  Illinois.  I  am  Vice  President  ar.d  Director 
of  both  the  People's  Gas,  Light  and  Coke  Company 
ond  the  North  Shore  Gas  Company. 

My  responsibilities  include  the 
coordination  and  direction  of  the  activities  ond 
policies  of  both  People's  and  North  Shore,  in  the 
areas  of  economic  planning,  market  research,  rote 
administration  and  other  regulatory  matters  nut.lcct 
to  the  .lurisl !  cti  on  of  regulatory  agencies,  including 
the  Federal  Power  Commission.  Additionally  I  serve 
as  Chairman  of  People's  am1  North  Shore's  Gas 
Supply  and  Market  Community,  wnich  hos  4ts  primary 
function  in  the  formulation  of  chort  and  loom  term 
policiea  for  the  economic  e.lonclnr  or  available  and 
future  mas  supply  with  market  rcou i rements . 

People's  and  North  Shore  are 
corporations  organized  and  exist  in r  under  the  laws 
of  t: e  State  of  Illinois  and  ere  public  utilities 
and  we  feel  certain  points  must  be  made  at  theae 
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hearings  concerning  the  environment  and 
of  our  service  territory  as  affected  by 


economy 
the  proposed 


pipeline. 


The  Draft  Envl ronmento 1  Impact 
Statement  concerns  itself  with  the  environmental 
»3nects  of  producing  and  transporting  natural  ras 


along  its  route  without  civ?  nr  ndrouete  attention 
to  the  env i ronmental  and  economic  impacts  of  not 
obtainin'"  this  enerev  for  our  service  area.  Let 
me  remind  you  that  President  Ford  in  his  last  State 
of  the  Union  Tics  same  warned  us  all  to  make  an 
env  ronmental  studv  to  do  so.  giving  some  wei;ht 
to  the  economic  effects  of  the  environmental 
studies  as  well. 


The  draft  environmental  statement 
does  not  fully,  we  feel,  evaluate  t  h  "  imoortance 
of  natural  ras  supplies  to  the  Chicago  area.  Over 
sixty  three  prccent  of  the  energy  needs  of  the 
final  consumer  in  the  Chicago,  exclusive  of 
transportation  use,  ore  satisfied  by  natural  res. 

The  inability  or  our  pipeline  suppliers  to  maintain 
the  present  deli vcrobil  it.v  would  seriously  efrect 
the  enerry  supply  in  our  area. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  does  not  odeauately  evaluate  the  importance 
52 


of  natural  gas  supplies.  For  example,  In  our 
service  area  over  eighty  percent  of  the  residential 
dwell] nr  units  ore  heated  by  Fas.  In  order  to 
illustrate  the  importance  of  "as,  one  should  be 
aware  that  the  typical  six  room  home  in  Chicago, 
without  nir  conditioning,  obtains  ninety  one 
percent  of  its  energy,  ninety  one  percent  is  a 
substantial  amount,  from  natural  ros  and  nine 
percent  from  electricity. 

Gas  costs  to  the  consumer,  however, 
represent  only  fifty  nine  percent  of  his  total 
energy  cost.  The  translation  la  a  comparative 
efficiency  of  the  natural  ras.  A  coin,  a  typical 
six  roo'*’  house  t :at  has  essentially  operated  air 
conditioning  unit  powered  by  electricity,  ras  still 
supplies  eirh.tv  six  percent  of  the  energy  r„-aui  remrr.t 
at  only  forty  eipht  percent  of  the  total  energy 
cost  is  "as. 

Failure  in  the  lone  run  to  fir.d 
additional  ros  supplies  inevitably  will  force 
curtailment  of  hirh  prloritv  uses.  It  is  axiomatic 
that  individual  home  owners  w*ll  be  ill  eouiped  to 
finance  the  acquisition  of  alternative  heating  systems. 

Incrcrfcd  curtailment  will  impose 
a  heavy  financial  burden  on  commercial  and  industrial 
53 
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users  and  will  he  inflationary  to  the  economy. 
Further,  many  indust  ri.nl  customers  of  natural  -nr 
could  find  it  technically  infcnsnfclp  to  convert 
their  ros  fired  equipment  to  an  altrrnatv"  fuel 
even  if  alternative  furl  v:crc  available,  and  this 
is  a  very  serious  oucstlqr. 

The  ceoro'!c  dislocation  cr rated  by 
the  Ir.creos’n"  curtailments  of  natural  -as  ir.pvitcHy 
will  be  flowed  throurn  the  consumer  in  the  form 
of  hirher  unemployment  and  higher  prices  a®  well 
as  all  the  social  costs  associated  with  the  poor 
air  duality  standard. 

People's  and  North  Shore  have  under¬ 
taken  measures  to  maximize  use  or  their  existing 
supplies  end  to  ohtn'r  supplies  from  supplc-enial 
sources.  Gas  sales  to  int erruot able  ond  clectro- 
senerotion  customers  have  been  curtailed  severely. 

We  have  also  diminished  our  obligation  to  render 
firm  off  peek  service  by  reducing  the  off  reak 
season  snd  hove  diminished  our  obliret'on  to  lar^e 
firm  industrial  customers  durir.r  extreme  cold 
seasons.  Gas  which  previously  served  the  electric 
g.ereration  stations  and  other  large  volume  markets, 
now  cope  into  storage  during  off  peek  months  in 
order  to  serve  the  needs  of  the  high  priority  winter 
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space  heating  customers. 

To  provide  peak  day  and  sens  oral 
capabilities,  we  have  accelerated  development  o'*  our 
Mario ve  gas  storarp  field  in  Mahomet,  Illinois,  that 
Is  down  near  Srrlrv'ficld  --  or  Champaign.  --  excuse 
me.  In  oddlllon  we  have  constructed  fncillticc  at 
Mnnlove  for  liauif icatlon,  storage  nr.d  vaporlretion 
of  liouifled  natural  -as.  The  peak  day  capacity 
of  thin  facility  is  three  hundred  thousand  Kef 
per  day  and  the  function  of  this  facility  is  to 
allow  us  to  operate  the  field  end  annually  take 
more  from  it. 

In  1972  People's  sterted  to  construct 
a  substitute  notural  r.os  plant  which  i3  designed  to 
produce  pipeline  quality  res  from  liouid  hydrocarbor r 
such  as  naphtha.  The  plant  is  expected  to  supply 
over  thirteen  percent  of  our  supply  in  1976  and 
over  sixteen  percent  of  our  supply  in  1977.  Th*s 
plant,  wth  ten  year  feed  stock  contracts,  is  a 
short  term  solution  for  supplemen  1 1  nr  our  current 
^as  supply  volumes.  New  "as  supply  sources,  such  as 
Arctic  Gas,  will  be  reouired  if  our  principal  pipe¬ 
line  supplier.  Natural  Gas  Pipeline,  's  to  maintain 
our  current  supply  level.  Even  more  ros  supplier, 
will  be  necessary  in  the  future  includin'*  thene 
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from  the  coal  gasification  projects. 

Since  1971 ,  People's  and  North  Shore 
have  invested  fifty  million  dollars  in  exploration 
and  development  activities  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico. 

It  Is  anticipated  that  these  investments  will  bo 
successful  in  providing  additional  volumes  of  ras 
to  our  major  pipeline  supplier,  but  we  feel  th«se 
additional  volumes  will  not  offset  the  rapidly 
declining  *fl3  reserves  projected  by  our  major 
pipeline  supplier. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  notes  that  deregulation  of  interstate 
.an 3  prices  would  increase  the  ova '1  able  natural 
ras  supply  to  the  interstate  -arket.  We  agree  that 
deregulation  would  have  th'3  effect.  However,  when 
one  reviews  the  actions  or  interactions  of  comm’tecr 
in  Congress  in  decline  w*th  enerny  legislation,  the 
best  one  can  sav  rerardine  the  prospects  of  de¬ 
regulation  is  ttnt  it  has  less  than  a  slim  chance 
of  ever  reaching  a  votinr  stage.  But,  assuming  that 
d^re/rulet  1  on  were  to  occur,  increased  ras  supplies 
from  the  lower  forty  eieht  states  ns  well  as  from 
Alaska  will  be  needed  to  continue  servin’  the  hi ~  h 
priority  user. 

The  simple  fact  of  the  ener-v  matter 


in  the  lor,/  run  is  that  all  merry  forms  will  be 
in  short  supply  and  it  Is  totally  unv;arrnntcd  for 
anyone  to  conclude,  as  has  been  the  case  in  the  nest, 
that  the  shortage  of  one  energy  source  will  be 
automatically  replaced  by  another. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  should  rive  weight  to  the  value  of  natural 
gas  as  a  pollution  free  fuel  source.  If  the  use 
of  natural  ras  as  a  fuel  source  diminishes,  the 
nation  looses  the  environmental  benefits  derived 
from  the  us-c  of  natural  ras  will  be  substantial. 

Chicago,  essentially,  is  an  apartment 
house  community.  A  uniaue  community  in  terms  of 
cities  8S  they  ere  constructed  end  bv  accomodations 
to  the  residents.  We  are  located  near  the  Southern 
Illinois  Coal  Fields,  West  Kentucky  Coal  Fields. 

Most  of  the  building  In  Chcago  was  done  in  the  late 
•  20 ' s  and  corly  '30's  and  essentially  mostly  small 
anartment  buildings  and  the  chief  source  of  energy 
at  the  time  vies  coal.  Chicaro  relied  vrrv  heav  ly 
on  cool  ond  we  had,  in  1970  when  wc  were  impacted  by 
curtailment  by  the  pipeline  companies,  saw  the 
problems  vie  were  facing  in  the  Ion-  run  of  future. 

We  were  also  impacted  at  the  same  time  bv  all  the 
regulations  dealinr  with  clearing  the  environment, 
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which,  of  course,  wc  supported. 

In  the  face  of  lesser  sunplv  wc 
actually  made  extraordinary  efforts  to  move  our 
supply  from  one  part  of  the  year  to  the  other  part 
of  the  year  to  allow  the  user  of  coal  to  convert 
to  natural  "as  os  the  low  reou’red.  Wc  have 
converted  all  of  the  residential  bull  dir. -s  in 
Chicago  during  n  period  o'*  shortages  but.  bv 
extraordinary  efforts  or  our  nort  such  as  ctora-c. 
SKG,  ond  what  have  you.  The  Commissioner  Foston. 
head  of  the  Ch 1 cr  ~o  Department  of  Environmental 
Control  has  notified  us  this  year  that  this  is  the 
first  year  that  Chicaro  is  able  to  meet  the  national 
air  ouelity  standards  and  we  are  pleased  that  vie 
were  a  factor,  "ns  was  0  substantial  port  in  that 
particular  effort. 

In  five  years  the  conversion  of 
coal  to  ros  in  the  smaller  build* n~  has  eliminated 
seventy  f:ve  thousand  tons  o  year  o<*  pollutants 
from  the  environment  in  Chicago.  This  1c  somethin’ 
vi e  should  take  very  seriously. 

Conversion  from  *ns  to  other  fucl3 
which  are  dependent  upon  foreign  sources  for 
supply  also  jeopardise  our  foreign  exchange  balance, 
our  national  security  and  permits  arbitrary 
59 
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aboration  in  our  economic  well  bein^. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  in  considering  alternative  energy  sources 
and  alternate  methods  of  transport  •' nm  enemy  should 
recognize  the  inherent  efficiencies  of  gas  os  an 
energy  form,  its  source  may  be  manufactured  or 
netural:  It  is  efficiently  transported  and 
distributed  and  its  storage  characteristics  are 
unioue.  All  of  these  things  translate  into  lower 
cost  to  the  consumer  and  more  efficient  use  of  a 
very,  very  clean  enemy  source.  It  should  also 
recognize  the  remarkable  past  safety  and 
environmental  record  of  natural  rac  pipeline 
companies.  We  in  Chicago  have  been  here  for  one 
hundred  twenty  five  years  and  we  have,  I  think, 
a  very  remarkable  safety  record.  One  can  examine 
very  closely  the  records  of  the  pipeline  industry, 
consider  the  amount  of  energy  and  pov;er  that  is 
distributed  throughout  the  nation,  it  has  an 
extremely  f’ne  record. 

We  ask  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
not  only  to  be  concerned  with  the  wildlife  along 
the  pipeline  route,  but  also  to  be  concerned  with 
the  environmental  and  economic  well  being  of  the 
residents  of  our  cities  who  also  deserve  an  acceptable 
h9 

I 

i 

gas,  distribute  that  to  the  customers  and  in  the 

I 

time  of  short  supplv  distribute  a  gae  from  another 
source,  such  as  the  coal  fields  of  North  Dakota 
which  this  pipeline  will  cross? 

MR.  THOMAS:  Well,  there  arc  certain 
technical  problems  and  I  am  willinr  to  share  with 
you  some  of  the  knowledge  T  have  concerning  some 
of  these  things .  As  we  looked  at  waste  eas  from 
citv  dumps  which  provides  two  hundred  to  three 
hundred  BTU ' s  Quality  of  gas  with  the  pipeline 
is  a  thousand  BTU 1 s .  The  Quantity  is  extremely 
small  and  the  energy  it  consumes  to  move  the  ges 
to  the  pipeline  is  not  warranted  beervf e  of  the, 
by  the  magnitude  of  the  supply.  To  bring  it 
directly  into  the  city  gives  U3  serious  problems 
because,  assuming  the  Quantity  is  constant  we  have 
to  keep  in  mind  the  customer's  demand,  hour  bv  hour 

I 

and  day  by  day,  is  not  constant.  We  have  no  way  of 
measuring  how  much  two  hundred  BTU  res  and  how  muck 
a  thousand  BTU  gas  may  be  used  a  half  hour  later, 
for  example. 

There  are  some  things  that  we  have 

I 

done,  methods  we  are  working  with  right  now.  We 
arc  doing  an  in  depth  study  concerning  producing 
gas  in  a  low  BTU  project,  low  BTU  gasification,  snd 


1 

air  ouality  standard  as  well  as  an  economically 

2 

viable  environment. 

3 

Gentlemen.  I  thank  you  verv  much 

4 

for  your  attention. 

5 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Thomas. 

6 

Any  Questions  from  the  panel? 

7 

MR.  TULLOSS:  No. 

8 

MR.  SEDGLEY:  None. 

9 

MR.  SOWL:  I  have  one  Question,  Mr.  Thomas. 

10 

You  appear  to  be  at  the  distribution  level  right 

11 

before  the  customer,  is  that  correct? 

12 

MR.  THOMAS:  Yes. 

13 

MR.  SOUL:  I  tend  to  a^rce  with  the 

14 

people  here  who  bring  forth  the  so-called  alternative 

15 

sources  of  fuel,  synthetics  or  supplemental  fuel. 

16 

I  detect  a  reluctance  of  most  of  them  to  consider 

17 

and  you  are  the  first  one  Ahat  actually  shows  you 

18 

are  using  these  fuels. 

19 

What  I  wondered  is:  Is  there  a 

20 

technical  reason  that  you  can't  mix  different  types 

21 

of  gas,  say  from  natural  gas,  r as  der-'ved  from 

22 

coal,  gas  derived  from  or* ante  waste,  and  transmit 

23 

these  together?  I  realize  you  have  different  fuel 

24 

values,  but  is  there  any  technical  reason  why  you 

25 

can't  --  when  you  have  an  adcouate  supply  of  natural 

6  0 

1 

while  it  would  be  technically  feasible  as  hi*rh  BTU 

2 

gas  projects.  We  do  1  avo  un.inuc  marketing  situations 

3 

in  Chicago.  We  have  large  mosses  of  industrial 

4 

complexes,  substantial  projects,  for  us  to  provide 

5 

low  BTU  gas  to  those  industrial  complexes  renuircs 

6 

us  to  study  the  feasibilltv  of  segmenting  nnrt 

7 

of  our  system  to  serve  onlv  those  eomrlr-xos  and 

8 

producing  a  different  Quality  of  gas  for  them. 

9 

which  may  have  a  lower  hpetinr  value  is  n  kind  of 

10 

fuel  that  they  have  o  coDncitv  and  sk^ll  to  be  able 

11 

to  deliver  and  work  with. 

12 

There  are  serious  limitat  ons  ar.ri 

13 

even  the  SCR  plants  arc  talkin"  about  it.  We  don't 

14 

have  a  certain  type  of  material,  that  -a'-  rave  a 

15 

lovjcr  BTU  gas,  maybe  only  nine  hundred  fiftv  BTU '  r 

16 

where  our  pipeline  Quality  ms  runs  about  a  straight 

17 

ten  forty  three,  we  will  mix  the  tv;o  of  them,  no 

18 

problem  in  doing  that.  With  certain  tyres  of 

19 

propane  you  have  to  get  to  a  certain  ratio  beforn 

20 

you  start  running  into  safety  problems  and  we  are 

21 

verv,  verv  conscious  of  safety  as  a  concern  to  the 

22 

customer, 

23 

MR.  SOWL:  Thank  you. 

24 

JUDGE  COOK:  Are  there  any  other  Quest' or s? 

25 

( No  respons  e . ) 
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JUDGE  COOK:  Tr.ank  you  very  much,  Mr. 

1 

this  eight  years,  and  this  is  a  figure  we  did  not 

ThomBs. 

2 

Ret  from  Northern  Border  but  got  from  Arctic  Gas 

Any  other  speakers  here  at  the 

3 

System  itself,  is  through  their  construction 

present  time  who  would  like  to  ~ade  a  presentation? 

4 

schedule,  and  this  includes  the  design  phase, 

All  right,  I  take  it  then  --  Mr.  Arr. 

5 

particularly  wJth  Northern  3order  in  our  hearings 

MR.  ARR:  May  I  speck  to  Mr.  Soul's 

6 

and  we  did  get  with  the  companies,  ns  you  may  be 

ou  eat  ion  on  schedulin'1.? 

7 

aware,  and  asked  the  question  earlier  in  conjunction 

JUDGE  COOK:  Yes. 

8 

with  PPC ,  but  we  got,  particularly,  the  Impression 

MR.  ARR:  I  am  not  sure  where  you  rot 

9 

from  Northern  Border  that  they  have  not  really 

the  :  n  format  ion  on  the  time  required  for  the 

10 

embarked  on  design.  This  design  phase  could  be 

construction  of  the  facilities  but  our  contention 

11 

already  taken  care  of  and  port  of  the  system. 

still  cnr.t  erp  la  t  es  19cO  delivery  of  gas  to  the 

12 

MR.  ARR:  Well,  we  are  at  the  point  now 

United  St  a'  es . 

13 

to  substantiate  or  repent  what  Mr.  Callahan  said. 

MR.  S OW I. :  Isn't  this  contrary  to  the 

14 

We  are  at  the  point  right  now  that  if  we  had  a 

overall  construction  schedule  that  we  received? 

15 

certificate  we  would  contract  and  build  the  pipeline. 

MR,  TULLOSS :  There  ore  several  kinds  of 

16 

MR.  SOV/L:  This  probably  relates  to  the 

information  --  you  know  --  in  volume  ore  of  our 

17 

large  volume  of  experience  that  you  people  down  here 

North  Border,  you  might  say,  by  3  980  the  first 

18 

have  in  building  pipelines. 

line  down  to  Illinois  would  be  ready  by  '  8  0 .  We 

19 

MR.  ARR:  That  is  involved,  certainly  a 

also  heard  the  eight  year  figure. 

20 

part  of  it.  We  have  preliminary  specifications  and 

MR.  ARR:  Well,  that  may  relate  to  the 

21 

wc  could  get  very  Quickly  into  the  final  design 

build  up  of  volume  but  initial  delivery  there  will 

22 

stage.  The  thing  that  would  take  the  most  time 

be  a  continuous  pipeline  delivering  r. as  into  the 

23 

would  be  right  of  way  acouisition. 

United  States  In  1980. 

24 

MR,  SOV/L:  This  bothers  me. 

MR.  SOUL:  One  of  the  things  included  in 

25 

MR.  ARR:  It  does  me  too  beceuGe  I  am 

63 

64 

concerned  about  where  the  information  come  from 

1 

number  of  locations  and  it  won't  be  n  matter  of 

because,  again,  I  would  repeat,  it  is  our  intention 

2 

starting  here  and  building  n  pipeline  down  to 

and  our  filing  of  the  apDlicoti. on  we  have  on  file 

3 

here.  There  will  be  several  segments  proceeding 

is  to  have  the  gas  flow! nr  in  1980. 

4 

simultaneously  in  the  construction  of  the  piepllnc. 

MR.  SOV/L:  This  is  something  we  need  to 

5 

Just  the  statement  thst  we  still 

have  straightened  out. 

6 

plan  delivery  in  1980,  there  needs  to  be  some 

MR.  ARR:  It  needs  to  be  clarif'cd  and 

7 

clarification  of  this. 

perhaps  we  nre  plannin"  another  meeting.  The 

8 

MR.  SOV/L:  That  is  right. 

Arctic  Gae  people  will  be  at  Washington. 

8 

JUDGE  COOK:  Any  other  Questions? 

MR.  SOWL:  T  suspect  they  will  be.  I 

10 

(No  response.) 

will  be  at  that  meeting,  too.  Maybe  somebody  will 

11 

JUDGE  COOK:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Arr. 

have  that  answer  for  me  by  then. 

12 

If  there  are  no  other  speaker  at 

MR.  ARR:  If  you  could,  sometime,  get  to 

13 

this  time  we  will  take  a  fifteen  minute  reces6  ard 

me  that  area  where  the  confusion  is  I  certainly  will 

14 

reconvene  at  11:15. 

attempt  to  ret  the  information  that  will  clarify 

15 

(Whereupon,  a  recess  was  taken.) 

it  for  you. 

16 

JUDGE  COOK:  The  hearing  will  come  to 

HU.  SOWL:  As  I  -ecsll.  that  Information 

17 

order . 

came  out  of  the  conceptual  construction  spread 

18 

As  I  understand  it,  there  are  ro 

that  v;as  laid  out  in  one  of  the  applieetiono  and  was 

19 

other  speakers  at  this  time  that  wish  to  be  heard. 

not  Norther  Border's  application,  it  was  either 

20 

Therefore,  wc  will  recess  amain  until  twelve,  and 

Canadian  Arctic  Gas  or  Alaskan  Arctic  Gas. 

21 

then  if  there  are  no  speakers  at  twelve,  we  will 

MR.  ARR:  So-neth'.mas  there  is  the  mistaken 

22 

recess  for  lunch  until  1:30.  At  this  ti.me  we 

notion  because  of  the  length  of  the  pipeline 

23 

will  be  in  recess  until  twelve. 

neglecting  the  fact  that  construction  w  11  be  pro- 

24 

(Whereupon,  a  recess  W8S  taken.) 

ceedinr  simultaneously  on  a  r. umber  of  spreads  in  a 

25 

JUDGE  COOK:  Since  it  is  twelve  o'clock, 
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we  will  reconvene  at  this  ti-^e  for  the  purpose  of 

1 

may,  in  addition,  file  a  written  statement. 

recessing  for  lunch.  There  have  been  no  speakers 

2 

However,  in  view  of  the  fset  that  there  may  not 

that  have  come  in  since  the  last  recess,  however. 

3 

be  any  other  speakers  her°  I  am  sure  you  can  spesfc 

we  do  believe  there  is  one  speaker  on  i he  schedule 

4 

as  long  as  you  like. 

this  afternoon.  We  will  be  in  recess  at  this  time 

5 

Any  written  statement  that  you  would 

until  1:30. 

6 

like  to  leave,  you  should  leave  with  the  clerk,  or 

(Whereupon,  a  lunch  recess  was  taken.) 

7 

you  can  nail  them  to  the  Task  Force  in  Washington, 

JUDGE  COOK:  The  hearing  will  come  to 

8 

D.C.,  and  the  clerk,  of  course,  has  the  address 

order . 

9 

for  that  Task  Force. 

We  at  this  t ime  expect  that  there 

10 

Now,  since  one  of  the  functions  of 

i  will  be  one  or  two  people  who  will  speak,  however. 

11 

the  panel  is  to  clarify  things  which  appear  on 

they  have  not,  as  yet,  arrived.  We  will  ”0  into 

12 

the  record  so  that  anybody  rending  the  transcript 

a  recess  at  this  time  until  the  individuals  arrive 

13 

will  understand  it,  after  vou  conclude  your  remarks 

and  our  clerk  will  inform  us  when  that  occurs.  We 

14 

they  may  wish  to  ask  some  ouestions. 

will  be  recessed. 

15 

Now,  at  this  time,  we  v  11  hear  ^rom 

(Whereupon,  a  recess  v:as  taken.) 

16 

our  next  speaker  who  is,  as  I  understand  it, 

JUDGE  COOK:  The  hearing  will  core  to 

17 

represents  the  Illinois  State  Department  of 

order. 

18 

Conservation,  Miss  Holderman. 

Before  ve  proceed  with  our  next 

19 

speaker,  I  would  like  --  I  probably  should  explnin 

20 

s ome  of  the  t hints  we  explained  this  morn ins  since 

21 

the  present  speaker  was  not  here  then. 

22 

We  have  requested  the  speakers  to 

23 

maintain  a  time  of  limit  of  approximately  fifteen 

24 

minutes,  with  the  understanding,  of  course,  that  you 

25 
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Chicago,  Illinois  September  25,  1975 

BEFORE  THE  UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR 

STATEMENT  OF  JOSEPH  P.  THOMAS  WITH  RESPECT  TO 
THE  ALASKAN  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 

Mv  name  is  Joseph  P.  Thomas.  My  business  address  is 
122  South  Michigan  Avenue,  Chicago,  Illinois  60603.  I  am 
Vice  President  and  Director  of  both  The  Peoples  Gas  Light 
and  Coke  Company,  to  which  I  shall  hereafter  refer  to  as 
"Peoples"  and  North  Shore  Gas  Company,  to  which  I  shall 
hereafter  refer  to  as  "North  Shore". 

My  responsibilities  include  the  coordination  and 
direction  of  the  activities  and  policies  of  both  Peoples  and 
North  Shore,  in  the  areas  of  economic  planning,  market  research, 
rate  administration  and  other  regulatory  matters  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  regulatory  agencies,  including  the  Federal 
Power  Commission.  Additionally,  I  serve  as  Chairman  of  Peoples' 
and  North  Shore's  Gas  Supply  and  Markets  Committee,  which  has 
as  its  primary  function  the  formulation  of  short  and  long-term 
policy  for  the  economic  balancing  of  available  and  future  gas 
supply  with  market  requirements. 

Pursuant  to  the  Notice  of  Locations  and  Dates  of  Public 
Hearings  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  August  15,  1975, 


Peoples  and  North  Shore  hereby  submit  their  comments  concerning 
the  draft  environmental  impact  statement. 

Peoples  and  North  Shore  are  corporations  organized 
and  existing  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Illinois  and  are 
public  utilities  within  the  meaning  of  an  Act  of  the  State  of 
Illinois  entitled  "An  Act  Concerning  Public  Utilities"  approved 
June  29,  1921,  as  amended.  Peoples  and  North  Shore  are  engaged 
in  the  business  of  producing,  purchasing,  storing  distributing 
and  selling  gas  in  Northeastern  Illinois.  Their  service  area 
covers  the  City  of  Chicago  and  46  other  communities  with  an 
estimated  population  of  over  3.7  million.  The  companies  serve 
over  one  million  customers  with  over  300  billion  cubic  feet  of 
natural  gas  annually.  Peoples  purchases  its  natural  gas  supplies 
from  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  Company  of  America,  to  which  I  shall 
hereafter  refer  to  as  "Natural"  and  Midwestern  Gas  Transmission 
Company,  to  which  I  shall  hereafter  refer  to  as  "Midwestern". 
North  Shore  purchases  its  natural  gas  supplies  solely  from 
Natural . 

Peoples  and  North  Shore  feel  certain  points  must  be 
made  at  these  hearings  concerning  the  environment  and  economy 
of  our  service  area.  The  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
concerns  itself  with  the  environmental  aspects  of  producing  and 
transporting  natural  gas  along  its  route  without  giving  adequate 
attention  to  the  environmental  and  economic  impacts  of  not 
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obtaining  this  energy  for  our  service  area.  Let  me  remind  you 

axiomatic  that  individual  homeowners  will  be  ill  equipped  to 

of  President  Ford's  recent  State  of  the  Union  message  which 

finance  the  acquisition  of  alternative  heating  systems. 

warned  us  not  to  make  an  environmental  study  without  consider¬ 

Increased  curtailment  will  impose  a  heavy  financial 

ing  the  economic  affects  as  well. 

burden  on  commercial  and  industrial  users  and  will  be  infla¬ 

The  draft  environmental  statement  does  not  fully 

tionary  to  the  economy.  Further,  many  industrial  consumers 

evaluate  the  importance  of  natural  gas  supplies  to  the  Chicago 

of  natural  gas  could  find  it  technically  infeasible  to  convert 

area.  Over  63?,  of  the  energy  needs  of  the  final  consumer  in 

their  gas-fired  equipment  to  an  alternate  fuel  even  if  altern¬ 

Chicago,  exclusive  of  transportation  use,  are  satisfied  by 

ative  fuels  were  available.  The  economic  dislocation  created 

natural  gas.  The  inability  of  our  pipeline  suppliers  to  main¬ 

by  the  increasing  curtailments  of  natural  gas  inevitably  will 

tain  the  present  deliverability  would  seriously  effect  the 

be  flowed  through  to  the  consumer  in  the  form  of  higher  unem¬ 
ployment  and  higher  prices  as  well  as  all  the  social  costs 

energy  supply  in  our  service  area. 

associated  with  a  poorer  air  quality  standard. 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  does  not 

fully  evaluate  the  importance  of  natural  ;as  supplies.  For 

Peoples  and  North  Shore  have  undertaken  measures  to 

example,  in  our  service  area  over  SC'',  of  the  residential  dwell¬ 

maximize  use  of  their  existing  supplies  anc  to  obtain  supplies 

ing  units  are  heated  by  gas.  In  order  to  illustrate  the  import¬ 

from  supplemental  sources .  Gas  sales  to  interruptible  and 

ance  of  gas,  one  should  be  aware  that  a  typical  six  room  house 

electric  generation  customers  have  been  curtailed  severely. 

in  Chicago,  without  air  conditioning,  obtains  91%  of  its  energy 

We  have  also  diminished  our  obligation  to  render  firm  off-peak 

requirements  from  natural  gas  and  9%  from  electricity.  Gas 

service  by  reducing  the  off-peak  season  and  have  diminished 

costs  to  the  consumer,  however  represents  only  59%  of  his  total 

our  obligation  to  large  firm,  industrial  customers  during  extreme 

energy  cost.  Even  if  the  typical  six  room  house  adds  electric¬ 

cold  seasons.  Gas  which  previously  served  the  electric  gener¬ 

ally  operated  central  air  conditioning ,  gas  still  supplies  66% 

ation  stations  and  other  large  volume  markets,  now  goes  into 

storage  during  the  off-peak  months  in  order  to  serve  the  needs 

of  the  energy  requirements  at  only  45%  of  the  total  energy  costs . 

of  the  high  priority  winter  space  heating  customers. 

Failure  in  the  long  run,  to  find  additional  gas  supplies 

inevitably  will  force  curtailment  of  high  priority  uses.  It  is 

To  provide  greater  peak  day  and  seasonal  capabilities, 

we  have  accelerated  development  of  our  Manlove  gas  storage  field 
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at  Mahomet,  Il*.tnois.  In  addition,  we  have  constructed  facil¬ 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  notes  that 

ities  at  Manlove  for  iiqueiactior. ,  storage  and  vaporization  of 

deregulation  of  interstate  gas  prices  would  increase  the  avail¬ 

liquefied  natural  gas.  The  peak  day  capacity  of  this  LNG 

able  natural  gas  supply  to  the  interstate  market.  We  agree 

facility  (300,000  Met)  will  reduce  our  peak  day  reliance  on 

that  deregulation  would  have  this  effect.  However,  when  one 

the  Manlove  Storage  Field  and  thereby  permit  us  to  raise  the 

reviews  the  actions  or  inactions  of  committees  in  Congress  in 

level  of  seasonal  withdrawals . 

dealing  with  energy  legislation  the  best  one  can  say  regarding 

In  1972  Peoples  started  to  construct  a  substitute 

the  prospects  of  deregulation  is  that  it  has  less  than  a  slim 

chance  of  even  reaching  a  voting  stage.  3ut .  assuming  that 

natural  gas  plant  (  SNG)  which  is  designed  to  produce  pipeline 

deregulation  were  to  occur,  increased  gas  supplies  from  the 

quality  gas  from,  liquid  hydrocarbons  such  as  naphtha.  The  plant 

lower  46  states  as  well  as  from  Alaska  will  be  needed  to  con¬ 

is  expected  to  supply  over  13%  of  our  gas  supply  in  1976  and 

tinue  serving  the  high  priority  user. 

over  16%  of  our  gas  supply  in  1977.  This  plant,  with  10  year 

feedstock  contracts,  is  a  short-term  solution  for  supplementing 

The  simple  fact  of  the  energy  matter  in  the  long  run 

our  current  gas  supply  volumes.  New  gas  supply  sources,  such  as 

is  that  all  energy  forms  will  be  in  short  supply  and  it  is 

Arctic  gas,  will  be  required  if  our  principal  pipeline  supplier, 

totally  unwarranted  for  anyone  to  conclude,  as  has  been  the  case 

Natural,  is  to  maintain  our  current  supply  level.  Even  more  gas 

in  the  past,  that  the  shortage  of  one  energy  source  will  be 

supplies  will  be  necessary  ir.  the  future  including  those  from 

replaced  by  another. 

coal  gasification  projects 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  should  give 

Since  1971,  Peoples  and  North  Shore  have  invested  al¬ 

weight  to  the  value  of  natural  gas  as  a  pollution-free  fuel 

most  $50  million  ir.  advance  payments  and  equity  investments  for 

source.  If  the  use  of  natural  gas  as  a  fuel  source  diminishes, 

the  exploration  and  development  of  natural  gas  in  the  Gulf  of 

the  nation  loses  the  environmental  benefits  derived  from  the  use 

Mexico.  It  is  anticipated  that  these  investments  will  be  success¬ 

of  this  clean  burning  fuel. 

ful  and  provide  additional  volumes  of  gas  to  our  major  pipeline 

A  substantial  amount  of  pollutants  have  been  removed 

supplier,  but  we  feel  these  additional  volam.es  will  not  offset 

from  Chicago's  atmosphere  as  a  result  of  conversions  from  coal 

the  rapidly  declining  gas  reserves  projected  by  our  major  pipe¬ 

to  gas.  Continuing  declines  in  deliverability  of  gas  supplies 

line  supplier. 
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will  negate  these  gains  in  air  quality.  Natural  gas  is  the 
most  environmentally  acceptable  fuel  in  the  country  today. 
Commissioner  Poston  of  the  Chicago  Department  of  Environmental 
Control  has  indicated  that  this  year  Chicago  has  exceeded  the 
Federal  Air  Quality  Standards  for  the  first  time  since  these 
standards  were  established. 

Conversion  from  gas  to  other  fuels  which  are  depend¬ 
ent  upon  foreign  sources  for  supply  also  jeopardize  our  foreign 
exchange  balance,  our  national  security  and  permits  arbitrary 
aberration  in  our  economic  well-being. 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  in  consider¬ 
ing  alternate  energy  sources  and  alternate  methods  of  transport¬ 
ing  energy  should  recognize  the  inherent  efficiencies  of  gas  as 
an  energy  form  (its  sources  may  be  natural  or  manufactured) ;  it 
is  efficiently  transported  and  distributed  and  its  storage  char¬ 
acteristics  are  unique.  It  should  also  recognize  the  remarkable 
past  safety  and  environmental  record  of  natural  gas  pipeline 
companies.  Gas  companies  have  operated  thousands  of  miles  of 
pipeline  for  many  years  with  an  excellent  safety  and  environ¬ 
mental  record.  No  other  energy  form  is  as  environmentally  accept¬ 
able  as  natural  gas. 

No  ask  the  Department  of  Interior  not  only  to  be  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  wildlife  along  the  pipeline  route  but  also  to 
be  concerned  with  the  environmental  ar.d  economic  well-being  of 
residents  of  our  cities  who  also  deserve  an  acceptable  air 
quality  stancard  as  well  as  an  economically  viable  environment. 


BEFORE  THE  UNITED  STATES 
DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

COMMENTS  OF  PUBLIC  SERVICE  ELECTRIC 
AND  GAS  COMPANY  ON  THE  DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
RELATING  TO  THE  ALASKA  NATURAL 
GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 

Public  Service  Electric  and  Gas  Company  (PSE&G)  hereby  submits 
its  comments  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  PSE&G' s  comments 
are  restricted  to  the  need  for  bringing  Prudhoe  Bay  Field  gas 
to  the  Eastern  Coast  states  as  expeditiously  as  possible. 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation,  one  of  the  consortium 
of  27  companies  in  the  Arctic  Gas  Project,  is  a  major  supplier 
of  natural  gas  to  PSE&G. 

PSE&G  is  a  large  combined  electric  and  gas  utility  company.  Its 
gas  operations  are  conducted  entirely  within  the  state  of  New 
Jersey.  PSE&G' s  gas  service  territory  covers  approximately  2,350 
square  miles,  extending  from  the  northeast  corner  of  New  Jersey 
adjacent  to  the  Hudson  River  diagonally  across  the  state,  to  a 
point  south  of  the  city  of  Camden,  New  Jersey.  The  population 
of  the  264  municipalities  served  by  PSE&G  is  approximately  five 
million  persons,  approximately  two-thirds  of  the  population  of 
New  Jersey.  The  average  number  of  gas  customers  served  by  PSE&G 
at  the  end  of  1974  was  approximately  1.29  million 

PSE&G's  principal  suppliers  of  natural  gas  are,  and  have  been 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Peoples  Gas  Light  and  Coke  Co.  and 
the  North  Shore  Gas  Company 
at  the  Chicago,  Illinois  Puble  Hearing 
September  25  and  26,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 
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for  a  number  of  years,  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line  Corporation, 
Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation  (an  Arctic  Gas  Project 
participant),  and  Tennessee  Gas  Pipeline  Company.  The  Company 
purchases  gas  from  these  suppliers  under  long-term,  high-load 
factor  contracts,  storage  service  contracts,  and  peak  shaving 
and  liquefied  natural  gas  contracts.  During  the  period  1966 
through  1971,  at  least  99  percent  of  the  gas  sent  out  to  PSE&G 
customers  was  natural  gas  purchased  from  these  suppliers. 

Since  the  latter  part  of  the  1960's,  PSE&G's  pipeline  suppliers 
have  not  been  able  to  provide  sufficient  supplies  of  natural 
gas  to  meet  PSF.&G's  market  requirements.  Not  only  have  additional 
supplies  been  unavailable,  but  curtailments  of  supplies  purchased 
under  long-term  contracts  certified  by  the  FPC,  began  in  late  1971. 
Since  that  time,  the  curtailment  of  these  traditional  sources  of 
natural  gas  has  steadily  increased  to  the  point  where  PSE&G 
estimates  that  it  will  receive  only  72  percent  of  the  natural 
gas  in  1975  that  it  had  under  contract  and  actually  purchased 
prior  to  curtailment. 

As  a  result  of  the  inability  of  pipeline  suppliers  to  provide 
additional  volumes  of  gas,  and  faced  with  curtailments  of 
existing  supply,  PSE&G  embarked  on  a  program  to  obtain  its  own 
supplemental  supplies.  The  Company  arranged  to  purchase  a 
year-round  supply  of  refinery  gas,  committed  to  the  construction 
and  operation  of  two  synthetic  natural  gas  plants,  entered  into 
a  joint  drilling  and  exploration  program  for  natural  gas  in 
the  Southwest,  and  through  a  joint  venture,  is  engaged  in  a 
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major  effort  to  import  LNG. 

Despite  the  actions  taken  by  PSE&G  to  increase  the  available 
supply  of  gas,  increasing  curtailments  of  pipeline  supplies 
of  natural  gas  have  prevented  PSE&G  from  meeting  the  gas  require¬ 
ments  of  its  franchised  service  territory  and  have  necessitated 
the  imposition  of  a  series  of  increasingly  severe  restrictions 
on  sales  starting  back  in  June,  1970.  Since  October,  1974, 
the  Company  has  not  been  accepting  any  new  commitments  for  gas 
service  to  any  type  of  customer.  In  addition,  gas  service  to 
existing  interruptible  customers  has  been  severely  curtailed. 

Based  on  all  of  the  information  available  to  PSE&G  from  its 
pipeline  suppliers,  and  from  other  sources,  a  continually 
increasing  rate  of  pipeline  curtailment  is  likely  in  the  upcoming 
years.  This  continuing  steady  decline  in  available  traditional 
pipeline  supply  will  necessitate?  the  addition  of  new  sources  of 
supply  in  order  to  meet  the  essential  gas  requirements  of  PSE&G' s 
existing  customers.  In  spite  of  its  own  on-line  supplemental 
supplies,  a  complete  moratorium  on  load  additions  and  the  pro¬ 
motion  of  conservation  efforts,  PSE&G  will  not  be  able  to  meet 
all  its  customers'  essential  requirements  and  a  widespread 
curtailment  cf  service  to  industrial  customers  could  result. 

PSE&G  sells  gas  to  approximately  4,600  industrial  customers, 
the  majority  of  which  are  very  small  industrial  plants  with  no 
installed  alternate  fuel.  The  largest  548  of  these  4,600  customers 
directly  employ  approximately  223,000  people.  In  addition  to 
these  direct  employees,  an  untold  number  of  additional  people 


are  employed  by  business  providing  services  to  and  dependent 
upon  these  industries.  The  exact  extent  of  the  economic  dis¬ 
ruption  that  would  result  from  the  curtailment  of  a  large  segment 
of  the  entire  industrial  community  in  the  State  of  New  Jersey 
is  difficult  to  forecast,  but  it  appears  obvious  that  the 
consequences  would  be  catastrophic.  New  Jersey  is  already 
suffering  severely  from  the  effects  of  the  recession  and 
currently  is  experiencing  an  unemployment  rate  of  13  percent 
according  to  the  State  Department  of  Labor  and  Industry,  one 
of  the  highest  in  the  nation.  The  deterrent  to  new  industry 
or  expansion  by  existing  industry,  as  a  result  of  the  restrictions 
on  industrial  sales  that  have  been  in  effect  for  the  last  five 
years/  has  already  adversely  affected  the  economy  of  New  Jersey. 
The  acceleration  of  programs  to  bring  Arctic  gas  and  other 
sources  of  supply  to  the  East  Coast  markets  are  absolutely 
necessary  to  prevent  a  much  more  serious  disruption  that  would 
result  from  a  widespread  curtailment  of  industrial  customers. 

In  summary,  Arctic  gas  along  with  other  sources  of  supply  are 
critically  needed  for  the  East  Coast  markets.  It  is  essential 
that  all  the  necessary  governmental  actions,  including  the 
issuance  of  final  environmental  impact  statements,  are  completed 
as  soon  as  possible  in  order  to  have  final  approval  of  a 
transportation  system  for  the  Arctic  gas. 


October  27,  1975 
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Respectfully  submitted 


/John  L.  Ewald 

Manager  -  Gas  Supply 


Public  Service  Electric  and  Gas  Company 
80  Park  Place 
Newark,  New  Jersey 


Responses  to  Comments  received 
from  Public  Service  Electric  and  Gas  Company 
dated  October  27,  1975 


Present  and  anticipated  future  possible  shortages  of  natural  gas 
and  curtailments  on  its  use  in  the  conterminous  United  States  have 
become  the  subjects  of  vital  concern  not  only  to  the  Public  Service 
Electric  and  Gas  Company  but  also  to  members  of  Congress,  many  gas 
for  industrial  or  residential  use.  This  has  been  particularly  true 
of  gas  supplies  allocated  for  the  north-central  and  northeastern 
parts  of  the  country.  Most  of  those  concerned  believe  that  none  of 
the  alternative  energy  sources  proposed  in  the  Draft  and  Final  EIS 
can  be  considered  truly  viable  substitutes  for  the  gas  to  be  supplied 
by  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  within  the  time 
frame  of  the  proposed  project.  The  fact  that  the  alternative  energy 
sources  might  supply  the  same  amount  of  energy  as  the  Alaska  gas 
would  not  mean  that  they  would  be  readily  substitutable  in  manv  or 
all  of  its  uses.  The  Alaska  gas  supply  would  be  considered  only  a 
partial  solution  to  present  or  future  gas  shortages  and  should  be 
augmented  by  the  other  sources  of  supplv  as  rapidly  as  possible. 


These  problems  have  been  considered  in  the  Final  EIS  in  the 
Alternatives  Volume  in  Section  8-A-3,  Postpone  Decision  on 
Application,  pages  5-7,  Section  8-B.  United  States  Energy 
Resources,  pages  9-18,  and  Section  8-C,  Alternative  Domestic 
Natural  Gas  Supply  Systems,  especially  pages  18-40. 
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'Ihc  next  speaker  wiJJ  be  the  represent  at  i  vo  of 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Reno ,  Nevada 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Mr.  Kldon  T.  Dobyns 
represent ing 

Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 
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Sicrra's  service  area,  rise  „  a:,,,,!  has  incrcas. 

steadily  and  is  expected  to  continue  in  the  future. 

Number  two,  if  the  natural  gas  j  not  supplied  by 
the  proposed  K  tng.sgat  o- to-I.os  Angeles  pipeline,  it  is  evident 
that  another  pipeline  may  be  required  to  bring  needed  natural 
gas  to  serve  the  needs  of  Nevada.  The  obvious  initial  impact 
of  sucii  aii  alternative  i.ould  be  a  near  duplicate  of  tile 
environmental  impact  and  commitment  of  Net  ado's  natural 
resources  as  will  bo  expended  hy  the  proposed  project. 

Number  three,  as  addressed  in  the  Draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement  the  proposed  project  will  cross  323 
miles  of  Nevada  land  requiring  315  acres  of  cropland  and 
3,Si>7  acres  of  range  and  pastureland,  for  a  total  right -of-v.ay 
area  of  3,912  acres,  which  is  more  acreage  committed  than  any 
oth.i  western  states  involved  in  the  proposed  project, 

It  is  anticipated  that  the  unavoidable  environmental 
impact  predicted  by  the  proposed  project  would  be  similar  for 
any  future  pipeline. 

Number  four.  Sierra  Pacific  natural  gas  requirements 
are  supplied  exclusively  by  Southwest  Gas  Corporation  through 
its  16-inch  Northern  Division  pipeline  which  runs  across  N'eva.b 
from  the  Idaho  border  to  Ucno-Sparks.  Southwest  Gas 
Corporation  receives  all  of  its  gas  from  the  Northwest  Pipe] in. 
Corporation  with  a  stipulated  daily  contract  demand  quantity. 
During  the  latter  part  of  1974  and  first  part  of  1975 
Southwest  experienced  curtailments  below  the  contract  quantity. 

Number  five,  it  is  then  obvious  that  in  the  event 
gas  is  made  available  from  the  proposed  Natural  Gas 
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Sierra  Pacific  Power,  Mr.  1.1  Jon  Dobyns. 

j:  1.1)0:.'  T.  DOBY  ;.s 
Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 

MU.  RATZMW:  Would  you  please  state  your  address, 

Mr.  Dobyns. 

MU.  DOBYNS:  Thank  you.  My  name  is  FI  Jon  T.  Dobyns. 
My  title  is  Supervisin';  Gas  ami  Water  engineer  for  Sierra 
Pacific  Power  Coi.ip.-iny,  Post  01  f ice  Box  10100,  Bono,  N'evaJa 
80510.  I  be  following  is  a  statement  by  Sierra  Pacific  Power 
Company . 

1  would  like  for  the  record  to  reflect  that  I  have 
handed  four  copies  of  this  statement  to  Mrs.  Killians  for  dis 
iribution  to  the  officials  of  the  hearing. 

MU.  UAT-MAN:  Thorn-  statements  have  been  distributed  1 
to  the  I ‘.me  1  . 

MU.  DOBYNS:  I'liank  you. 

Having  reviewed  the  Draft  i.nv i  ronr.icnfn  1  Impact 
Statement  for  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Has  Transportut i on 
System  and  specifically  the  Kings gate- to- Los  Angelos  pipeline, 
which  crosses  most  of  the  length  of  t  he  State  of  Nevada,  it  wa 
distressing  to  learn  that  in  light  of  the  unavoidable  environ¬ 
mental  impacts  the  people  of  the  State  of  Nevada  will  not  be 
supplied  with  any  of  the  natural  gas  transported  through  the 
State.  In  a  time  in  which  the  demand  for  natural  gas  in  Wvada ! 
is  rapid! •>  exceeding  the  supply  avail. Hue,  Sierra  Pacific  a  1 
retail  supplier  of  natural  gas  is  deeply  concerned  about  the 
future  availability  ol  this  important  energy  source  throughout  ; 

RICHARD  TL'TTI  I'.  A  V.sni  IUiS 
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,  Transportation  System  another  pipeline  to  fill  the-  needs  ol  ( 

2  Nevada  will  lie  required.  From  an  envi  roninen  l  a  1  .Mtindpo  ini 

3  this  a  1  lorn  a  l  i  ve  seems  hardly  justified,  since  ::as  could  he 

4  provided  by  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportut i eu  System  lo 

5  meet  the  needs  of  Nevada's  residents, 

6  Number  six.  Sierra  i’acific  Power  Company  lias  no 

7  objections  to  the  approval  of  this  project  along  the  route 

8  selected.  However,  we  lieiieve  t lie  unstable  posture  of  the 

9  present  supply  demonstrates  a  need  for  an  additional  reliable 


10 

supply  source  for  Nevada,  hr  also  believe  the  commitment  of 

n 

Nevada's  natural  resources  fur  this  project  should  he  com pen 

12 

sated  hy  an  additional  supply  of  natural  gas  Tor  Nevada  lr< 

13 

the  pipeline. 

14 

Sierra  Pacific  Dower  Company  by  Max  ]..  Jones,  Jr., 

15 

Engineering  Manager. 

16 

Thank  you. 

17 

MR.  RATZMAN :  |i0  any  of  the  Panel  members  have 

18 

questions  of  Mr.  Dobyns? 

19 

MR.  CIIAMUFUS:  No  (pics t ions. 

20 

MR.  RATZMAN :  Thank  you,  Mr.  Dobyns. 

21 

Is  Mr.  tinge  1  of  the  State  Highway  Engineer's  office 

22 

in  the  hearing  room  this  morning? 

23 

Is  Mr.  Conrad  in  the  hear  in.;  room? 

24 

Ihe  other  prospective  witnesses  have  indicated  that 

25 

they  wish  to  testify  at  a  time  later  than  the  morning  of  the 

26 

first  day. 

27 

Is  there  any  other  person  in  the  hearing  room  who 

" 

wishes  to  make  an  oral  statement  relating  to  the  adequacy  of 
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1 

the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Alaskan  Natural 

1 

MR.  DOBINS:  I  realize  there  is  a  commitment  to 

2 

Gas  Transportation  System? 

2 

Northwest  Pipeline,  and  we  agree  that  this  would  be  beneficial. 

3 

There  being  no  response,  we  will  recess  until  11:50 

3 

since  Southwest  Gas  buys  their  supply  from  Northwest  Pipeline, 

4 

a.m. 

4 

this  would  be  of  some  benefit  to  Northern  Nevada. 

5 

(A  recess  was  taken.) 

5 

One  of  the  points  that  I  wanted  to  make  here  in  this 

6 

MR.  RATZMAN*.  The  hearing  will  resume. 

6 

statement,  though,  is  the  fact  that  this  area,  Northern  Nevada, 

7 

Panel  Member  Chambers  has  asked  that  Mr.  Dobyns 

7 

is  presently  served  from  a  single  source  of  supply  by  a  single 

8 

return  to  the  speaker's  podium,  and  lie  would  like  to  ask  a 

8 

transmission  line  from  Mountain  Home,  Idaho,  to  this  area, 

9 

question  that  occurred  to  him  during  the  recess. 

9 

which  could  put  us  in  a  position,  if  there  was  ever  a  major 

10 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Dobyns . 

10 

disruption  of  that  line,  we  felt  that  with  a  line  running 

1 1 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  Yes.  Mr.  Dobyns,  in  your  opening 

n 

through  the  State  it  could  be  possibly  an  alternate  supply. 

12 

statement  you  made  reference,  "It  was  distressing  to  learn 

12 

The  other  point  I  wanted  to  make  is  the  fact  that 

13 

that  in  light  of  the  unavoidable  environmental  impacts  the 

13 

the  line  that  does  supply  this  area.  Southwest's  line  from 

14 

people  of  the  Stale  of  Nevada  will  not  be  supplied  with  any  of 

14 

Mountain  Home,  Idaho,  is  nearing  its  limit  for  carrying 

15 

the  natural  gas  transported  through  t lie  State." 

15 

capacity,  and  if  and  when  it  docs  reach  its  limit,  if  there  is 

16 

Would  you  care  to  elaborate  on  that? 

16 

additional  supply  required  for  this  area  and  available,  it 

17 

MR.  DOBYNS:  The  meaning  of  this  statement  is  that 

17 

would  almost  certainly  require  the  building  of  another  parallel 

18 

it  is  my  belief  you  could  not  build  a  pipeline  across  almost 

18 

pipeline  from  their  supplier  in  Mountain  Home,  or  some  other 

19 

the  full  length  of  the  State  of  Nevada  without  there  being 

19 

point . 

20 

some  disruptions  to  the  environment,  and  in  view  of  this  we 

20 

This  seems  a  little  bit  unnecessary,  since  there  is 

21 

felt  that  there  should  be  provisions  made  such  that  there  could 

21 

a  pipeline  planned  to  go  right  through  the  State  of  Nevada. 

22 

be  some  benefit  realized  from  this  disturbance  of  the  environ- 

22 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  Thank  you.  I  have  no  further 

23 

nient  that  would  benefit  Northern  Nevada. 

23 

questions . 

24 

Does  that  answer  your  question? 

24 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Dobins. 

25 

MR.  CHAMBLRS:  Partially.  Perhaps  you  missed  the 

25 

MR.  DOBINS:  Thank  you. 

26 

1TAA  presentation  earlier  this  morning,  and,  of  course,  Nevada 

26 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Is  there  any  other  person  at  this 

27 

will  be  supplied  something  --  I  don't  know  the  quantities  -- 

27 

point  in  t lie  hearing  who  wishes  to  make  a  statement  concerning 

28 

through  their  system  through  Northwest  and  Southwest. 

28 

the  Draft  CIS? 
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1 

M.  DOUGLAS  Mf LI.IiR 

1 

have  pumping  stations  here  in  Nevada  that  you  could  make 

2 

MR.  M1LLLR:  I  am  M.  Douglas  Miller  of  the  Advisory 

2 

direct  connections  here  in  Nevada  and  allow  our  people  to  take 

3 

Mining  Board.  I  did  not  read  my  statement,  but  it  further  cor 

3 

off  from  here.  This  we  would  prefer.  I  just  wanted  to 

4 

roborates  what  this  gentleman  just  said. 

4 

clarify  my  statement,  sir. 

5 

MR.  RATZMAN :  Sir,  could  you  speak  to  the  stand  so 

5 

MR.  RATZMAN:  This  last  speaker  was  Mr.  M,  Douglas 

6 

that  we  are  sure  we  have  it  on  the  record  and  that  everyone 

6 

Miller,  who  testified  previously  on  behalf  of  the  Nevada  State 

7 

hears . 

7 

Advisory  Mining  Board. 

8 

MR.  MILLER:  In  my  original  statement  I  did  not 

8 

Does  the  Panel  wish  to  ask  any  questions  of  Mr.  Millc 

9 

read  the  letter,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  our  main  objection  was  that 

9 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  No  questions,  Mr.  Miller. 

10 

and  it's  clarified  here,  but  our  objection  was  that  there  was 

10 

MR.  MILLER:  I  would  suggest,  if  there  arc  any  writ- 

11 

no  direct  connection  to  this  main  gas  line,  and  we  felt  that 

11 

ten  statements  to  be  made  through  the  Governor's  office  to 

12 

Paradise  Valley  should  be  one  takeoff,  and  I  so  stated  in  my 

12 

the  Coordinating  Committee,  Mr.  Bruce  Arkell,  that  it  be 

13 

letter;  and  the  second  place  of  takeoff  would  be  somewhere  in 

13 

directed  to  me,  because  we  are  charged  by  Nevada  Statutes  to 

14 

Pish  Lake  Valley  for  a  second  takeoff  to  Southern  Nevada,  and 

14 

cover  the  gas  and  petroleum  industry  as  well  as  the  geothermal, 

15 

now  this  has  been  partially  explained  by  the  people  who  arc 

15 

and  that's  why  we  are  involved  in  this  situation  here  today, 

16 

here,  but  I  don't  think  they  had  an  opportunity  to  cover  this 

16 

sir . 

17 

subject,  and  we  would  like  clarification  from  the  Government's 

17 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Mr.  Hamerski? 

18 

standpoint  here  in  Nevada,  and  the  Legislature,  as  just  to  how 

18 

MR.  HAMERSKI:  Yes.  Mr.  Miller,  I  would  like  to 

19 

this  will  be  proposed  if  this  line  is  adopted. 

19 

remind  you  that  this  hearing  has  been  held  strictly  for  the 

20 

Now,  where  you  go  is  immaterial  to  us,  the  shortest 

20 

purpose  of  receiving  comments  on  the  adequacy  of  the 

21 

line  would  be  the  best,  but  we  think  that  there  should  be 

21 

Department  of  Interior's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

22 

22 

We  arc  in  no  position,  and  we  cannot  comment  on  your  questions. 

23 

provision  --  and  this  is  my  main  concern,  was  that  the  Public 

23 

Service  Commission  would  not  be  involved  on  the  state  level  if 

MR.  MILLER:  Well,  this  may  be  an  unfair  position  to 

24 

24 

put  all  of  us  in,  but  I  go  along  with  what  you  say;  but  we  in 

25 

we  took  off  gas,  as  I  understood  in  that  meeting  in  January, 

25 

there  would  be  a  parallel  line  running  from  Meacham,  Oregon, 

turn  filed  this  with  the  Federal  Power  Commission  so  that  it 

26 

and  then  we  would  automatically  come  under  the  provision  of 

26 

would  be  sure  to  get  to  the  right  people.,  and  we  feel  that 

27 

the  Oregon  Public  Service  Commission. 

27 

this  is  the  proper  procedure  to  have  taken. 

28 

28 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

This  we  object  to.  We  think  since  you  arc  eoing  to 

RICHARD  TUTTI  £  &  ASSOCIATES  RICHARD  TUTTLE  &  ASSOCIATES 

OFFICIAL  COURT  REPORTERS  OFFICIAL  COUnT  REPORTERS 

IBS  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET  IBS  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET 

RENO.  NEVADA  09302  RENO.  NEVADA  09302 


673 


I'.iii-'OKK  -jiii-:  united  stai...  ..ckkau  of  iand  management 


Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 

GARY  M.  SOULE ' 

Senior  Vice  President 

September  23,  1975 


Mr.  Stu  Gearhart 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Nevada  State  Office 

Federal  Building,  Room  3008 

300  Booth  Street 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Dear  Stu: 

Enclosed  herewith  is  our  Hearing  Registration  Card 
relative  to  our  interest  in  appearing  at  the  hearings  on  the 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

We  anticipate  that  our  presentation  will  be  approximately 
ten  minutes  or  less. 


Sincerely, 


Gary  M.  Soule1 


GMS:ap 

Enclosure 


In  the  matter  of  the  proposed  ) 
ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  ) 
SYSTEM  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  1 
STATEMENT  noticed  for  public  hear  inn  ; 


S  I  ATKMENT 


My 

SIERRA  FAC  11  1C  POWER  COMPANY 


1.  Il.ivlr.?;  reviewed  iho  Draft  linvi  ronmeivtnl  Impact  Statement;  I  •>!  i '  .•  proposed 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transoorlat ion  Svstem.  and  specifically  the  KlngsgaCe  to 
l.os  Angelos  Pipeline  which  crosses  i..ukl  of  the  length  of  the  State  of  Nevada, 
it  was  distressing  to  learn  that  in  light  o:  the  unavoidable  environmental 
Impacts,  the  peopl.  ol  the  State  oi  vad.i  ■.  ill  not  be  supplied  witli  anv  of 
the  natural  gas  transported  through  :  ue  State.  In  a  Line  in  which  the  demand 
for  natural  gas  in  Nevada  >  .  rapidly  .•scoedin;:  the  supply  available.  Sierra 
Pacific  as  a  retail  supplier  of  natural  gas.  is  deeply  concerned  about  the 

ova  ut  Sierra's  nat¬ 

ural  gas  service  area,  the  demand  lias  Increased  steadily  and  is  expected  to 
continue  in  the  future. 

2.  If  natural  gas  is  n»>L  supplied  by  the  proposed  Kingsgalc  to  Los  Angeles 
1‘iivline,  it  is  evident  that  another  pipeline  :<iav  be  required  to  bring  needed 
natural  .is  to  serve  flic  needs  of  Nevada.  The  obvious  initial  impacL  of  Such 

ar,  ilcernat’ive  would  ho  a  mar  Unpin  tto  of  Live  environmental  Impact  and  commlti- 
"  •  nt  of  Nevada's  natural  resources  as  will  be  expended  by  Live  proposed  project. 

3.  As  addressed  in  the  Droit  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  the  proposed 
project  will  cross  323  miles  of  Nevada  lands,  requiring  315  acres  of  cropland 
and  3.597  acres  af  range  and  pasture  lands  for  a  total  right  of  way  area  of 
3.912  acre.  -  whie'i  is  r.n.ri  .leivu-e  mmiitCed  than  anv  o'*  the  other  western 

'  1  1 !  1  '•  * Ivi  i  in  the  pr«i . !  pri  e L .  II  is  ant Iciputed  chal  the  unuvof d- 

I  c  <-,iv  i  ronmenl  a !  ir.pacis  pivd  lei  e  .  the  proposed  project  would  be  similar 
for  any  tuUirc  pipeline. 

.  Sierra  Pacific's  natural  gas  r>  »,u  i  reiiieivts  are  supplied  exclusively  bv 
Southwest  Gas  Corporation  through  it  sixteen  (lb)  inch  northern  division 
pipeline  which  run.-,  across  Nevada  fr* m  the  Idaho  border  to  Reno-Spurhs . 

Southwest  Get  Corpora  l  i  on  weeim-s  all  oi  its  pas  from  Northwest  Pipeline 
t-nrpor.il  i  on,  with  ■  L  i  ptil -ircd  d.iil  out  i*. act  d«  arid  .  in  l  i  l  .  .Juriiv  l  hr* 

1  ;  i  .  r  par  i  of  iM/'i  and  li:  ;l  part  OI  1975,  oimthwesL  experienced  cur  tat  lluenLs 
to  below  Lhe  contract  quantity. 
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5.  1L  is  liven  Obvious  that  in  the  event  gas  is  not  made  available  from 
thi'  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  another  pipeline  to 
fill  the  needs  ol  Nevada  will  be  required.  From  an  environmental  standpoint, 
ibis  alternative  seems  hardly  justified  since  .as  could  bo  provided  by  the 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  to  meet  the  needs  of  Nevada's 
residents. 

o.  Sierra  Pacil  I. c  Power  Company  has  no  ob  jection  to  the  approval  of  this 
project  along  the  runic  elected,  however,  we  believe  the  unstable  posture  of 
the  present  supply  demonstrates  the  need  for  an  additional  reliable  supply 
source  fur  Nevada,  We  also  believe  the  c  or, mi  linen  t  of  Nevada's  natural  re¬ 
sources  for  this  project  should  be  compensated  by  an  additional  supply  of 
natural  gas  for  Nevada  from  the  pipeline. 


Response  to  comments  from 
Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company 
given  at  the  public  hearing  in 
Reno,  Nevada  on  2  October  1975. 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  in  the  final  EIS. 


SIERRA  PACIFIC  POWER  COMPANY 


Name 


i in  i  near  i  it;  i'.a n a  : e r 
Title 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public.  Hearing 
Washington,  D.  C. 

October  2,  1975 
by  Dr.  Arden  B.  Walters 
representing 

Southern  California  Gas  Company 


'  »  SVATLMCKT  OF  DR.  Ai.DRii  t.  WALTERS 
'  SOUTuBRH  CJiLXi  OMIfi  G.iS  CC.  Vi.'AY 

$  r»R.  WALT LAS:  My  iuluo  in  Arden  Waiters.  My  uedross 


A  is  Southern  California  Gas  Company,  P.O.  Box  3249  Terminal  Anne::, 

ii  • 

|  Los  Ang;*2c3»  California  S0051. 

v  •!  Your  Honor,  gentlemar*  of  the  Panel,  Interstate 

7  ]  Trar.  mission  Associates  (Arctic),  referred  to  as  IYA(A)  , 

!;  wishes  to  take  this  opportunity  to  indicate  that  it  plav.s  to 

3  !  transmit  detailed  written  eonxonte  on  the  Department  of 

;;  Interior's  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  Alaskan 

'■}  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  within  the  previously 
s 

•;  established  review  period.  ( 

j 

ITA(A)  contents  will  be  restricted  to  relevant 
1.;  sections  cf  Parts  I  (Overview) ,  IV  (West  Coast) ,  and  VI 


! 


«  (Alternatives)  of  the  Draft  EIS.  We  are  taking  this  opportunity 

•3  to  tell  the  nearing  panel  and  members  of  the  public  of  changes 

q 

jv  !  it*  the  ITA(A)  portion  of  the  proposed  Gao  Arctic  project  which 

tt 

•  j  1  will  be  submitted  by  means  of  oupolenentary  filings  with  the 
; Department  of  tho  Interior  and  the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

Our  latest  revision  will  propose  facilities  designed 
1  tc  transport  €00  million  s tabular d  cubic  fact  per  day  of  Alaskan 
natural  gas  from  the  U.S. -Canadian  border.  Tho  pipeline  will 
,  follow  c”.r  present  proposed  route  from  J'iagsgcte  to  Stai  field, 

.'j  Oregon,  r_nd  ihs-n  run  from  Stanfield  along  the  northwest  coast. 


•  3 


Dal  ivories  will  hi  K.oda  at  Stanfield.  250  million 


:! 

■  i  standard  cubic  feet  pov  dre*  will  be  deliverer  to  Pacific  Gas 

■  *:  ’ 

Transriu  ssion  Company  fer  ira:.  sport '.ion  to  California.  noth-:  r 

*"  ! 

-i  delivery  will  be  ur-ao  at  I.yo  'Alley,  Oregon  of  200  million 
:  standard  cubic  feet  uci  day,  which  will  be  dali.vorad  to  North- 
west  Pipeline  Coloration  “or  transportation  .0  Ignncia, 

-  ■  Colorado  for  ultimate  transportation  to  Southern  Calicrrnia 
v  ;•  through  the  I'.I  Paso  ayct  ...  150  million  standard  cubic  fa.it 

c  j  cor  day  will  be  delivered  to  Northwest  Pipeline  Company. 

|  Tills  revision  is  a  change  from  the  pending  applica- 

,  tion  which  proposed  facilities  designed  to  transport  1,2C0 
...  nil  lien  standard  cubic  fic-t  per  day  of  natural  gae  from  trie 
U O.S. -Canadian  border  making  doliveries  at  240  million  standard 
J  ci’bic  feet  per  day  to  Northwest  Pipeline  Corporation  ir.  Oregon 
arid  935  million  standard  cubic  feet  per  day  to  Southern 


.5 


California  Gas  Company  at  the  Sevada-Califomia  border. 

;;  This  represent 3  that  volume  which  ITA  (A)  is  ressen- 

!;ebly  sure  of  having  for  delivery  when  deliveries  begin  in  1S30. 
^  ‘I  The  attached  map  shows  the  location  of  the  proposed 

•’  IT?. (A)  pipeline  routs.  The  route  of  tho  proposed  ITA(A) 

:l  i) 

%  jpioeliiie  in  the  currently  ponding  application  rs  nho\m  as  a 
■solid  lino  from  the  U.S. -Canadian  border  to  Aye  Valley,  Oregon, 

? i: 


and  as  a  dashed  line  for  that  portion  extending  south.  This 
r  southern,  oortion  now  bcco.v.as  tho  route  of  a  future  ITA(A) 
pipeline  extension  which  will  bo  built  then  larger  natural  g a 
volumes  rru  available  for  transport:. tion  and  delivery  to 


i  ) 


‘  •  Southern  California. 

I  One  change  in  the  route  occurs  in  Idaho,  v-here  wo 

1  have  s.ovc-5  our  proposed  row::  out  of  the  I!oyie  River  Valley 
•  into  tlie  Rootcnaa  River  Valley  for  environmental  reasons, 
r-  1  The  current  proposal  mnk  is  expensive  use  of  existing  pipeline 
C  ’  corridors  end  evirting  pipalino  facilities. 

-  ■  i:e  foal  u-ia  o vara  11  cosign  has  bean  chosen  to  miti- 

C  i;  gate  most  cf  trie  environmental  ir.tpactr.  which  ara  potential 
c  j;  v;ith  this  project. 

*;  ,!  Thank  you. 

I  JDDGS  cco.::  Thank  you.  Dr.  Walters.  Are  there  any 

*  *  r* 
t 

12  ||  q»*s'aoas? 

HR.  NOLDSJJ:  I  have  one.  Dr.  Walters,  you  vary 
|  beiefly  r»i.r.tioned  that  part  of  tha  system  would  provide  gas 
...  for  Southern  California  through  the  Northwest  and  SI  Paso 
.  '  existing  system;,  tow  and  where  do  these  exist  in  the  country 

i 

j..  :  at  ti^is  time? 

!:  DR.  WALTERS:  The  pipeline  between  Standield  and 

id  !• 

t  v  \\  Rye  Valley  will  transmit  the  2D 0  million  cubic  foet  per  day. 

.  J  ?.dditior.al  comnrof.tor  horsorewor  will  be  raquirsd  to  move  the 
..  ‘  gaa.  At  Ignacio  it  will  be  exchanged  with  the  El  ?aso  system 
for  transportation  to  Southern  California,  so  the  existing 
<v  Uorthwcot  pipeline)  to  Ignacio  will  be  utilized  for  this  200 

, ttiillion  cmbic  root. 

•  •  -■  . 

MR.  NOuChN:  Tlicni:  you. 
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JODGK  COOK :  7&j:o  fch« '.:«■}  :>.ny  other  quest. :.c.;s?  Thunk 
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’57- Iter  3. 

Our  ne::t  speaker  wii:  ho.  Mr.  McKinney  u.'.cr.  uh.' 
/order  i'ipoiire  Ceap.-ny.  Mr.  McKinney? 


( fU  :  i  v  c  iaon t  fol  lows ) 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Southern  California  Gas  Company 
at  the  Washington  D.  C.  Public  Hearing 
October  2,  1975 


8101  SOUTH  ROSEMEAD  BOULEVARD  •  PICO  RIVERA.  CALIFORNIA 
Mfl.l.ng  AoJrci,  BOX  3749  TERMINAL  ANNEX  LOS  ANGELES.  CALIFORNIA  90QS1 

October  24,  1975 


EIS  TASK  FORCE 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 

The  Final  EIS  has  been  revised  to  conform  with  ammended  applications.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Gentlemen : 

Interstate  Transmission  Associates  has  reviewed  Part  IV,  Volumes 
3  and  4,  of  the  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior  Draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  Statement  on  the  Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  and  our  comments  are  attached.  An  amendment  to  the  ITA(A) 
right-of-way  application  will  be  submitted  to  the  U.  S.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  on,  or  before,  October  28,  1975.  Attached 
to  our  application  is  a  supplementary  environmental  assessment, 
dated  October  15,  1975,  of  revised  portions  of  the  proposed 
ITA(A)  pipeline  routes  and  facilities.  This  assessment  will  pro¬ 
vide  the  U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior  with  environmental  data 
needed  to  update  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  to 
reflect  revisions  in  the  proposed  ITA(A)  pipeline  project. 

We  commend  the  EIS  Task  Force  on  accomplishing  a  very  difficult 
task  in  a  timely  manner;  ITA(A)  is  fully  aware  of  the  magnitude 
of  this  effort.  However,  we  are  obligated  to  comment  on  the 
contents  of  those  sections  of  the  DEIS  addressing  the  ITA(A) 
portion  of  the  Alaskan  Gas  pipeline  system.  We  trust  that  our 
critical  remarks  will  be  taken  constructively.  The  general 
comments  in  this  letter  are  followed  by  detailed  comments  refer¬ 
enced  to  exact  locations  in  the  DEIS. 

We  feel  strongly  that  the  EIS  should  stand  on  its  own  as  an 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  prepared  by  the  U.  S.  Department 
of  the  Interior.  Its  present  style  gives  the  impression  that  it 
was  prepared  rather  as  a  critique  of  the  applicant's  environmental 
assessment.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  requires 
the  EIS  to  present  the  environmental  assessment  of  the  U.  S. 
Department  of  the  Interior  rather  than  a  critique  of  the  applicant's 
assessment;  ITA(A)  recommends  that  the  style  of  presentation  be 
modified  to  reflect  this  NEPA  requirement  in  the  final  statement. 
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EIS  TASK  FORCE 


SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  GAS  COMPANY 
-2-  October  24,  1975 


The  discussion  in  the  DEIS  of  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  on  the 
environment  includes  impacts  which  can  be  mitigated  whereas  unavoid¬ 
able  adverse  impacts  should  be  only  those  which  cannot  be  mitigated. 
In  fact,  ITA(A)  has  indicated  that  all  avoidable  impacts  will  be 
mitigated  as  much  as  is  practical.  It  is  recommended  that  those 
impacts  which  will  be  mitigated  should  be  eliminated  from  the 
unavoidable  adverse  impact  category  and  included  only  in  the  avoid¬ 
able  adverse  impact  category. 

ITA(A),  as  an  applicant,  opposes  the  creation  of  new  inspection  and 
monitoring  teams  to  oversee  the  entire  project  development  as 
recommended  in  the  DEIS.  Such  teams,  while  appropriate  for  those 
sections  of  the  proposed  route  crossing  federally  controlled  lands, 
are  opposed  by  ITA(A)  for  those  sections  of  the  route  crossing 
private  lands . 

The  DEIS  also  fails  to  adequately  stress  the  need  for  this  supply 
of  natural  gas  in  western  markets.  Many  adverse  environmental 
impacts  will  occur  if  this  gas  supply  is  not  made  available, 
especially  in  urban  areas.  These  environmental  impacts  should  be 
outlined  in  the  EIS  and  considered  by  the  U.  S.  Department  of  the 
Interior  when  granting  rights-of-way. 

Finally,  ITA(A)  feels  that  discussions  of  pipeline  design  and 
construction  practices  should  be  included  in  the  EIS  only  where  they 
relate  to  environmental  impact.  In  this  regard,  ITA(A)  feels  that 
the  historical  record  is  the  appropriate  source  of  data  for  pre¬ 
dicting  potential  future  impacts.  ITA(A)  opposes  the  invention  of 
new  potential  impacts  using  unvalidated  techniques  and  question¬ 
able  input  data;  the  historical  record  is  an  adequate  and  much  more 
more  reliable  predictive  tool. 

Detailed  comments  on  specific  paragraphs  of  Part  IV  of  the  Draft 
EIS  are  enclosed  for  your  consideration.  We  would  be  pleased  to 
further  discuss  these  comments  with  you  at  your  convenience. 

Sincerely , 


Arden  Walters 


1)  Pari  IV,  Volume  3,  pg.  IV- 1281  to  1375,  2. 1.5.7  Wildlife. 

Draft  Statement:  This  section  discusses  wildlife  populations  and 
species  which  occur  along  the  proposed  pipeline  route. 

Consent :  This  section  discusses  and  lists  several  species  whose 

distributions  or  habitats  arc  not  found  to  occur  within  the  proposed 

corridor.  Some  of  these  species  were  in  the  Applicants'  original  EIR 

subeiual ,  but  were  deleted  following  supplemental  field  and  literature 

surveys  or  were  not  included  because  published  distributions  did  not 

overlap  with  the  proposed  route.  Examples  of  species  still  not  expected 

to  occur  within  the  proposed  right-of-way  include  the  Mt.  Lyell  shrew. 

Mojave  fringetoed  lizard  anJ  the  San  Joaquin  pocket  mouse. 

2)  Part  IV,  Volume  3,  pg.  1V-926,  1. 1.5.1  Purpose.  Paragraphs  2  fi  3. 

Draft  Statement:  The  project  is  described  as  a  pipeline  from  the  Canadian 
border  a?  ^JPgsgat®  to  terminus  near  CaJor,  California. 

Co&ancr.t :  The  Statcec-nr  describes  only  the  original  routing  as  filed 

with  the  Federal  Power  Commission  for  a  certificate.  The  Statement 

docs  not  describe  the  subsequent,  alternative,  revised  appl ications. 

Recent  studies  have  revised  the  estimated  gas  volumes  that  ITA(A) 

will  receive  from  arctic  sources.  Unfortunately,  this  has  made  it 

necessary  for  iTAlA)  to  redesign  its  preferred  route  and  facilities. 

This  revision  is  described  in  detail  in  the  third  supplement  (October  15, 

1975)  to  Exhibit  Z-I  cf  the  Application  of  Interstate  Transmission 


A. 

K. 

Leonard (3) 

W. 

R.  Urban 

Associates  (Arctic)  at 

Docket  Number  CP 

74-292  for  a  Certificate  of 

J. 

K. 

Chambers  (3) 

w. 

A.  Hensala 

H. 

L. 

Lepape 

w. 

W.  Brackett 

Public  Convenience  and 

Necessity  before 

the  Federal  Power  Commission. 

C. 

R. 

Salter 

A. 

Hemstock 

J. 

C. 

L.  Goichman 

D. 

Collins 

c . 

S. 

Snyder 

E. 

D.  Callahan 

G. 

J. 

Mezo 

T. 

W.  Riley 

C. 

A. 

Sweningsen 

% 


cown:  i.  r* rurvikirs  a-.o  Cvk;apm»ni 
i 

Southern  ’-i:  , 

tr>4  Uit  er  iallferaU  7or.*t  uf  p,.*  c*rv-«y 

resell  o.i  fxlslimj  Supply  Condi  t  iom 
of  Culiic  I'ert 


Uuket  Hi.  074. 
Inhibit  1 

_!_  of  3 


ocscrn  Ttca 

fclQUISfHflffj 

Priority  iJj 
Priority  (?) 
Priority  O' 
Priority  ( 4 ) 
Priority  f,J 
lot  41 


Priority  (1) 
Priority  (?) 
Prior  it y  ( J) 


il‘2.  1W  Kftj  |0£4 


7' 3 
■.*»: 
?«/ 


1,0 'A 


719 

4X 


>/r  i  ' 


IjlfM 

?  .c?o 


cm 

2Ci 

36 

IjM', 

2 .9C6 


1JS6 
2. tin 


ljifl 

i'.SSO 


973 

586 

2t1 


3.0?1 


10  Priority  'Jl 

Priority  *5) 


<09 

111 


1.000 

coo 

?e< 

39 

i,l<« 

3,ih>7 


616 

If.’ 

36 


lotil 
CUHUllHCt.T 


I/J  106 

T76  r>  i.«c 


70 

021 


i.:j/  l7io<  I.ciM 


Prforily  (!) 

2 

6 

16 

Priority  ,'?j 

6v 

123 

169 

?<S 

Priority  ()} 

W 

503 

1W 

178 

Pr.onty  U) 

9 

16 

71 

28 

Priority  (*.} 

VK 

969 

1,03 2 

lotil 

PRO  PORI  !0\  r.r 

fel tfillH!  i‘j  Hli  if  Mf  0 

“555 

77>73 

r.sw 

T>/3 

Priority  (1 ) 

ioc: 

•loc: 

9VI 

98: 

Priority  (/) 

«/; 

771 

711 

S9X 

Priority  (J) 

77: 

Sot 

«£ 

312 

trinity  M 

73* 

561 

36; 

271 

Priority  (S) 

171 

ic; 

fu 

7X 

Total 

~Cr. 

~5?r 

“47: 

i?o 

217 

n 

1.043 

1.7« 


1,099 

T.C77 


262 

381 

2V 

a 

1,07? 

Tts7S’ 


93t 

so; 


e2l 

61 

“43: 


221 

64 

"To; 


!,!••>  ljMl 


671 

30. 

i<; 


lo; 

<; 

Te* 


*99. St  cr  ever 


Aotf:  TWilHwt  rji.ft  «-:i  1m  on  tN  j«tl>  of  th*  priority  clasict  dctcrlbetf  lo 

treirt  So.  >P7?-C.  Ct-mosi  6*1,  tfinior.  and  Order  .<rescr  >b  in^  Inter  in  L-.o rotuy  CwrUiWnt  Plan 
(issued  October  31.  I?7?J. 


*-70  0  0  0  0 

O  •«  »t  m 
rr  ***  h-  i— -  »-• 


'•l  *J  'J  -j  *r  n 

•:  •:  K  m 

i- l-  t-  t  -y 

O  <i  O  O  C)  O 


^  ‘C  *<  ^ 

«.•!  1.,  *o  »— 


T.  *2  ;  {  p.'!"’"1’’ 

•  J-J  J  rt  i  •  m-  e*.  y. 
u>  yr  fr 


■ :  u 

l'l  M 

C7  I 


C'J  U  VO  13'  o  O 
Uj,I-UO  Ul  O 
«■-*  pi  to  4? 


'4 


H  WCl 
O  O  VO  w  gi 
*  ■»  an 


--  f. 

He 


•g  m  -j  >.-j  { 
•1 

•  I  H-  I-*-  I— 

H  O  •  •  o  O  n 

H  o  ft 

r.  (■  ’  • — »—- 1  •- 

CJ  rr  rr  rr  r: 

w  ‘  '  *<  *<  *< 


fO 

OJ  H  31  Cl  M 

JO  1*1  o  H 


u 


Cl  tn  r*  u  p 

•o  *V  *0  *11  H’ 

*:  m  n  n 

• !  O  O  n  O  o 

^  *■;  M  *■;  *•. 

<  ■  »—  r-  y-  ,. 

-»  r-v  If  ri  r*  <  r 


a 


■  V  I  fj  I  ' 


a 

-  •]  Ul  H  C 
">!  CO  c 


C'-j  Cl  V3  V3  o 

Cl 

Cl  fj 

cv 

Ki  is. 

-1 

inl^j  to  x.  ft* 

•  |m  ■  *  n  o  o 

«»  it>  t  l  p> 

ui  tvy  uj  so  o 

VJ,UI  H  Cl  UI  A 

Mj.IM  VO  HOI 

^  H  S-*  'J  Cn  ^v. 
S'UvMOtJI 

1 

J  j  cn  co  qj  o 

vo|  O  l.j  Cl  J—  O 
•C-  •»  u' 

cc 

1- 

lo  ei 

u  *o  t  •  o  o 

;< 

j  Cun  ci 

[O  00  Ul  u»  Ol 

£L  J 

CMUHOHCI 
oq  VO  cn  Cl  lo  UI 

1  >-■ 

M  vJvIO 

oc 

- 

Cfi  I-*  J— :  VO 

•*0 

NJ 

'X  _  ,j 

-Jjo  -u  — .  l  >  o 

«•>  -■*  C-  f»  «.» 

Cl  »-*  VO  03  O 

o 

w  u  to 

O  .1  VO  1«I  NJ 

Cl!  Cl  ^WO)  J 

.•-IvU/ItJuM 

1  M 

OIUlO 
N|C  o;.Cio 
•**  r  >  <fr>  <m 

1 

CO  t-» 

*-•  S-*  CJ  in 

Co  Cl  vl  4v  O 

S~*  Ul 

»  HO  o 

O  O  UJ  lo  o 

-1  1 

'Oj  co  u  cn  i“| 

'1  S-*  I-*  CO  4N  o  1 

Ci|W0IO*4O 

M  M  tv  V9 

•*1°  O  vl  .1  O' 
tf  %,>  fr» 

GO  J-* 

Li  H  Cl>o  M 

O  Cl  o  Jv  U» 

Cl 

■vl 

o 

I-*  A. 

NJ  In  VD 

O  O  JO  Jo  Cl 

'1  1 

<r  30  Cj  Ln  . 

H'Pmoi.-.  h  I 

U|OOI  MCIVO 

0 

0 

IPS 

^98 

17212 

CO  to 

■f*  H  CV  O  vj 
•O  >J  .1  A  o 

tnl 

vcl 

MHCI 
o  O  O  ik  yo 

If 

c-'IQJ  CJ  in  C.I 

O,  »-•  CO  *-*  cu  I 

'0|VO  03  VO 

M  to  ro  -u 

»- 

to 

so 

0>  MH 

J 

41 

3  it 

°-'|CO  to  in  X  a 

QiloOMCirv 

Cl, 

U*  — J  1— * 

O  O  V3  Xv  Ul 

CM  Cl  H-  o>  co  in  1  v- 

C-  !  UI  O  Cl  VD  Cl 

U-1CO  KJ  | — • 

S-'IO  H  *4  W  ID 
SC| -J  -O  ci  CO 

'1 

“J®  MM 

O  i-J  H*  -J  4.  t., 

.vs  r-»  o> 


ot  m  ro 
M  H  CO  Ui  13 
Ui  OJ  o  u»  rj 


s| 

role 


H£ 

j 


co  Ln 
Ul  I-*  VO  o  VO 
O  'J  O  O  d- 


d 

OMCO 

Ln  NJ  S-r  V 


ro  h*  o  »•  •  ro  -vj 


CO  Cl 
VO  <  , 

u*|  i.'i  ro  m  a  tv j 


cv  i  n  4  -  to  to  |  j 


r ;  :  i 
^  £ 


*<  > 
R  :: 
>  o 


n  ::  r 
co  ; 
w  tl  o 


rr  -• 


S77 


4 


-  S  - 


3) 


Part  IV,  Volume  3,  pg.  IV-933.  l.I.s.l  Purpose,  paragraph  1. 

&|ftSt_atement: ;  Data  supplied  by  So.  Cal.  do  not  provide  the  total 
annual  requirements  or  the  total  annual  supply  availability  projections 
'  “  d“a  »'  l*.""  =  <«*  I-  much  ga  s  is  currently’.™" 

needed  5  ,u  V“  »<“>*< tonal  volumes  of  natural  gas  that  would  be 
needed  m  the  future  to  meet  their  needs. 

Comment:  The  market  data  supplied  described  the  western  regional 
requirements,  since  the  1TA(A)  pipeline  conceptually  is  a  western 
regional  project.  Exhibit  1  of  PPL'  Docket  No.  CP  74-292.  page  1, 
attached,  provides  the  consolidated  requirements,  deliveries,  and 
curtailments  for  So.  Cal.  NWPL,  and  the  cast  of  California  market  of 
Hi  Paso.  Those  data  point  out  the  overall  market  forecasts  for  the 
western  regional  area  that  the  pipeline  will  serve. 

The  estimated  requirements,  deliveries,  and  curtailment  relation¬ 
ships  for  annual  average  temperature  year  conditions  f«  Souther.. 
California  Gas  Company,  as  filed  in  Docket  No.  CP  74-292,  hearing 
exhibit  No.  jT-40  (JHB-3)  i:  a)so  included  for  your  information. 


4)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1618,  3.1.S.2  Topography,  paragraph  1. 


Draft  Statement : 


J-,-— - -r  Accelerated  erosion  would  cause  the  greatest  impact 

along  the  northern  most  segments  of  the  proposed  route.  From  the 
point  of  entry  at  the  Canadian  border  to  the  Nevada  borderline  the 
impart  would  be  highest,  because  the  soil  materials  arc  soft,  weak 
of  low  permeability  (high  runoff),  and  sparsely  vegetated. 


Comment:  The  greatest  proportion  of  soils  along  this  segment  of  the 
pipeline  have  moderate  permeability  (Figure  2.1.S.4-S).  Vegetation 
cannot  be  considered  as  sparse  from  the  Canadian  border  to  approximately 
Brogan,  Oregon.  This  statement  is  based  on  extensive  biological  field 
studies  done  for  the  entire  pipeline  route.  Vegetation  samples  were 


taken  on  the  average  of  once  every  5  miles.  Percent  cover  estimates  for 
each  of  those  samples  are  filed  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  as 
a  supplement  to  the  Applicants'  environment. a  1  Impact  Report.  These 
samples  show  that  plant  cover  is  substantial  from  the  Canadian  border 
to  Brogan. 


3  5)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1V-1621  ami  11.22,  3.1  .S. 2  Topography,  subsection  B. 

Inducement  of  Landslides  and  Roekl'alls  by  Blasting  and  Trenching. 

Draft  Statement:  This  subsection  discusses  the  potential  impacts  of 
blnsting. 

Comment :  Durinp  final  alignment  selection,  potential  hinds]  i do  an  as 
wi J 1  be  avoided.  Blasting  will  not  be  done  in  any  areas  that  can  be 
ripped.  All  blasting  will  be  done  by  experts. 


6)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1624,  3. 1.5. 2  Topography,  paragraph  2  nml  3. 

jjga ft  Statement:  In  a  few  situations,  it  may  not  be  feasible  to  fully 
backfill  the  trench.  For  example,  a  near  vertical  valley  wall  or  highway 
cut  with  lajers  of  hard  rock  exposed  would  presumably  have  a  veitical 
trench  cut  into  the  wall  to  receive  the  pipeline.  The  trench  would  not 
be  filled  completely  and  so  would  be  apparent  for  the  life  of  the  pipe¬ 
line.  Presumably  it  would  serve  as  a  drainage  channel  for  surface  water 
runoff  along  the  surface  of  the  backfill  and  groundwulcr  flowing  thvouyh 
the  backfill.  b  *' 

Examples  of  stream  valleys  that  could  present  this  situation  include 
those  of  Moyio  River,  Snake  River,  and  the  Deep  Springs  Valley,  California. 

Coming  All  vertical  walls  will  be  avoided.  When  the  route  i 

surveyed,  minor  rerouting  will  avoid  all  extremely  steep  slopes.  In  any 

case,  the  trench  will  always  be  completely  backfilled.  The  pipeline 

will  probably  be  suspended  across  the  Snake  River. 


7)  Pur,  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1627,  3.1.5.3  Geology,  paragraph  3,  ,ine  7. 

ii>  Southern  California.  *  "  '9?1  ejIthcluake  111  San  Fernando  Valley 
Comment:  The  pipeline*  whieh  broke  were  old,  gas  welded  liner..  No 
modern,  electric  welded  pipeline's  in  the  same  area  and  subjected  to 
the  same  shock  ruptured.  However,  this  is  not  to  say  that  a  modern, 
elect  ric  welded  line  would  not  rupture  as  a  result  of  an  even 
stronger  earthquake. 

8)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 16-14  5  1  q  a 

’  Ft-  urn,  o.j.5.4  Soils,  paragraph  3. 

^ulr^',tSc1tSi^,ac8ui:itfr,'1inS  i""  —  erosion  would 
Washing  ton -Oregon  state  line.  fr°!n  Spokane’  Washington  to  the 

Commjut:  Pipeline  construction  will  cause  wind  eros.on  along  this 

segment  of  the  route.  However,  to  keep  this  statement  in  proper  perspective 

it  should  he  known  that  almost  ell  of  the  land  i„  u,is  area  is  dry  farmed 

for  grain.  Thousands  of  acres  are  left  barren  for  extended  periods  of 

time  in  the  suercer  and  fall.  Frequent  plowing  also  adds  to  wind  erosion. 

q)  Port  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-164r,  x  i  c  A  e  . . 

>  Fw,  •>.!.&. 4  Soils,  paragraph  3. 

SaiVral  inherWt  fertiHty  and  caj^hjlity 'to’nrod'0'1  “"d  re''CKCt  "ed- 

restricted  sei ,  water  movement,  lL  STril^S 

Commem:  TMs  paragraph  implies  that  ali  inherent  fertility  will  be 

lost:  Whereas,  it  is  probable  that  on!y  some  fertility  „m  bc 

n-is  fertility  will  be  regained  by  mechanical  or  biological  weathering. 


n 


The  rate  of  this  weathering  depends  on  the  specific  soil,  climatic  con¬ 
ditions,  vegetation,  and  soil  organisms.  The  length  of  time  required 
for  any  lost  fertility  to  ho  regained  is  „0,  necessarily  "indefinite." 

1°)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-167I,  3. I. 5. 6  Vegetation,  paragraph  3. 

These  considerations  include  areidental  low  or  un 
deter .cd  gas  leakage  during  operation,  which  by  virtue  of  gradual  diffn.i 
<  g.i '  components  along  the  proposed  route  could  r  msi-  V  ■  r 
teratinn  of  the  atmospheric  oxygen  balance.  °  *>- 

Comment:  The  basis  for  this  statement  is  not  clear.  Please  provide  the 
references  used  to  make  this  statement. 

ID  Par,  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1S74  and  IV- 1679  ,  3.1. 5. 7  Wildlife 

p™«t:  one  vita,  habitat  identified  in  this  discussion  is  prong¬ 
horn  winter  or  kidding  range  between  M>  467  and  486.  During  „  biological 
field  study  of  the  pipeline  route  conducted  between  April  and  September 
of  1974.  it  was  observed  that  much  of  the  sagebrush  between  approximately 
Ontario  and  McDcrmitt,  Oregon  was  either  dead  or  dying.  Signs  along 
major  roods  in  the  area  identified  this  ns  a  sagebrush  eradication  pro- 
gram  being  conducted  by  the  Bm  to  improve  the  grass  cover  on  this  range 
land.  Since  sagebrush  is  a  favorable  food  for  pronghorn  antelope,  it 
seems  that  the  eradication  program  conducted  by  the  BLM  will  have  a  much 

more  severe  effect  on  the  pnpuiatien  in  this  area  than  the  proposed  pipe- 
1  inc. 
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During  the  field  study,  it  was  also  noted  that  the  pipeline  route 
was  almost  never  more  than  :i  few  miles  away  from  some  type  of  road.  With 
the  possible  exception  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat  in  the  Monte  Cristo  Range 
of  Nevada,  it  seems  unlikely  that  the  pipeline  would  significantly  open 
any  semi-wilderness  areas. 


// 


12)  Fart  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1679-loSO,  3. 1.5. 7,  Wildlife,  paragraph  2. 

Draft  Statement:  In  the  desert  areas  of  Oregon  and  Nevada,  big  game 
depends  heavily  on  watering  areas  for  survival  during  the  summer  and  fall... 
The  location  of  such  wet  areas  along  the  proposed  route  is  not  well  known 
at  this  time.  It  is  probable  that  several  such  areas  are  near  the  pro¬ 
posed  route  and  would  be  permanently  lost  due  to  construction  of  the  pipe¬ 
line. 

Comment :  During  the  biological  survey  of  the  proposed  route,  nearly  all 
of  the  line  was  examined  in  Oregon  and  Nevada.  The  route  does  not  appear 
to  cere  close  enough  to  any  springs  or  seeps  to  c*»'»se  any  damage  to  thorn. 
However,  this  cannot  be  de*.<  rained  exactly  until  the  route  is  surveyed. 
Running  the  pipeline  close  enough  to  these  wet  areas  to  destroy  them 
would  probably  cause  erosion  problems  in  the  pipeline  trench  and  in¬ 
crease  the  expense  of  corrosion  protection  of  the  line.  Such  areas  will 
therefore,  he  avoided  as  much  as  possible  when  the  actual  route  is 
surveyed  and  staked. 


12)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  JV-16S0,  3. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  3,  line  8. 

Draft  Statement :  A  corresponding  local  reduction  in  big  game  numbers 
by  perhaps  5.  within  a  1/2  mile  strip  or  either  side  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  would  also  occur. 

Comment:  Please  provide  the  statistical  basis  or  references  that  were 
used  to  make  this  statement. 


A 


14)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1V-1G82,  3. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  1,  line  11. 

Draft  Statement:  Probably  not  over  a  5*  reduction  would  be  experienced 
within  a  1/2  mile  strip  on  cither  side  of  the  proposed  pipeline. 

Comment :  Refer  comment  13. 


15)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1683,  3. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  1,  line  12. 

Draft  Statement:  The  population  could  increase  5  to  10*»  over  precon¬ 
struction  levels  as  grasses  and  shrubs  revegetate  where  forest  once 
dominated. 

Comment :  Refer  comment  13. 


16)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1683,  3.1.S.7  Wildlife,  paragraph  3,  line  3. 

Draft  Statement:  Suitable  habitat  in  these  regions  would  he  lost  for 
up  to  50  years  or  morc  and  existing  small  home  range  species,  such  as 
rabbits,  would  be  permanent ly  reduced  near  the  proposed  route  by  as  much 
as  50  percent. 

Comment :  Refer  comment  13. 


17) Pert  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1684,  3.1.S.7,  Wildlife-,  paragraph  3, 
line  1. 

Draft  Statement:  In  semi-arid  areas  such  as  portions  of  south¬ 
eastern  Oregon  that  contain  only  one  vegetation  type,  such  as  sage¬ 
brush,  breaking  up  this  vegetation  results  in  replacement  with  a 
variety  of  plants. 

Comment :  Please  clarify  this  statement.  Southeastern  Oregon  contains 
large  sections  of  shrub-steppe  vegetation.  Although  this  type  is  recog¬ 
nized  by  an  Artcmesia  trident- at:,  component,  it  contains  many  different 
plant  species  os  shown  in  the  results  of  the  vegetation  sampling 
program  provided  in  the  Applicants'  KIR.  All  of  those  species  could 
reinvade  the  pipeline  right-of-way,  including  A.  tridentata . 


18)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1684,  3. 1.5.7  Wildlife,  paragraph  5, 
line  3. 


Draft  Statement:  This  would  result  ir.  increases  of  small  mammals 
of  5  to  25  percent  along  the  proposed  route.  In  the  arid  areas,  of 
Nevada  and  (a  1  i  fuj-n  i  .i .  revegetat  inn  would  take  up  to  5<>  cars  and  would 
result  in  a  Joss  of  habitat.  As  much  as  a  50  percent  reduction  in  small 
mammals  could  occur  along  the  proposed  route. 

Comment :  Refer  comment  13. 


19)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1V-1685,  3. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  1,  line 

2. 

Draft  Statement:  However,  the  impact  would  nor  be  likely  to  cause  over 
a  5  to  10  percent  decrease  in  population  sice  within  a  1/2  mile  strip  on 
cither  side  of  the  proposed  route. 

Comment :  Refer  comment  13. 


/? 


20)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV  1685,  3. 1.5.7  Wildlife,  paragraph  4. 

Draft  Statement :  In  forested  areas,  revegetation  along  the  proposed 
pipeline  should  result  in  an  increase  of  some  upland  game  species  of  up 
to  10  percent  above  preconstruction  levels.  Tit  is  would  occur  within  a 
1/2  mile  strip  on  either  side  of  the  proposed  pipeline,  because  of  the 
increased  "edge  effect.'' 

Comment:  I* j case  provide  the  statistical  basis  or  references  that 
were  used  to  make  the  numerical  estimates. 


•>i)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IY-16S8,  3. 1.5.7  Wildlife,  paragraph  4,  line 

12. 

Draft  Statement:  Overall  pipeline  construction  would  probably  not 
reduce  the  population  over  10*.  within  a  1/2  mile  strip  on  cither  side 
of  the  proposed  route. 

Comment:  Refer  comment  20. 


22)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-16S9,  3. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  5.  line 

6. 

Draft  Statement:  Until  these  and  similar  habitat  requirements  become 
reestablished,  the  populations  would  he  reduced  as  much  as  50*©  within 
the  proposed  route. 

Comment :  Refer  comment  20. 
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23)  Fart  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1690,  3.1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  2. 

Draft  Statement:  This  paragraph  discusses  the  potential  effects  of 
the  proposed  pipeline  on  anadwmous  fish. 

Comment:  Only  one  annual  spawning  run  would  be  affected,  but  each  run, 
especially  in  the  larger  rivers,  may  be  comprised  of  several  species 
and  each  species  is  comprised  of  several  different  populations.  Each 
population  is  headed  for  a  separate  spawning  ground.  Therefore,  unless 
the  total  run  is  completely  destroyed  or  prevented  from  passing  the 
impacted  zone,  there  will  be  some  escapement  and  thus  survival  of  each 
population.  The  reduction  in  the  spawning  escapement  and  survival  of 
fry  resulting  from  their  spawning  activity  may  be-  fell  in  the  ensuing 
cycle-year  for  each  species,  but  certainly  not  for  many  years. 

There  are  at  least  five  reasons  why  the  impact,  will  not  be  so 
severe  in  magnitude  and/or  duration  as  the  draft  statement  implies  or 
states: 


•  There  aie  few  if  any  significant  spawning  areas 
(or  runs)  which  arc  likely  to  he  affected. 

•  Natural  population  fluctuations  and  spawning  es¬ 
capement  of  salmon  varies  considerably  from  year  to 
year;  sometimes  by  an  order  of  magnitude,  as  both 
commercial  and  sports  fishermen  in  Washington  and  Otcgon 
can  atiest.  The  fish  catch  statistics  from  both  states 
as  well  as  the  escapement  data  kept  by  the  Army  Corp  of 
Engineers  supports  this  statement.  These  fluctuations 
will  probably  he  as  great  or  greater  than  those  caused 
by  construction  activities. 

•If  the  escapement  is  markedly  reduced,  but  some  fish 

do  survive  to  spawn,  there  is  a  high  probability  that  the 
fry  survival  will  be  greater  than  it  would  be  under  "normal" 
circumstances.  That  is,  the  population  will  expand  to 
fill  the  available  "empty"  niche  space  and  to  meet  the 
"normal"  carrying  capacity  of  the  environment. 

•  As  the  Draft  Statement  implies  later  in  this  paragraph, 
it  is  very  unlikely  in  the  real  world  that  the  total  fish 
run  would  be  eliminated. 


c^-79 


12 


1  3 


o  Finally,  though  myth  has  it  that  salmon  invariably  return 
to  their  birth  place  to  spawn,  in  fact  there  is  a  small 
percent  of  the  population  which  gets  "lost"  and  spawns  in 
a  river  or  tributary  other  than  the  one  where  it  was  hatched. 

Thus,  if  the  habitat  is  suitable  and  access  is  possible, 

salmon  arc  likely  to  repopulate  the  stream  over  a  period  *• 

of  years  even  if  the  total  original  population  is  destroyed. 

26)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1692,  .3. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  3,  line 

Draft  Statement:  However,  food  production  in  the  affected  reach  would 
he  substantially  reduced. 

Comment:  if  the  Snake  River  is  crossed  by  a  suspended  bridge 
^  this  impact  could  not  occur. 

Salmon  will  not  be  "blocked"  in  the  Snake  River.  It  is  simply  too 

r 

big.  Besides  this  the  pipeline  may  be  suspended  from  a  bridge 

27)  Part  IV.  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1692,  3. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  3,  line 

across  the  river. 

4. 

The  Umatilla  River  could  only  be  blocked  with  difficulty  and  then 

Ura.lL.  .Statement :  In  the  Movie,  Kootenai,  Pend  Oreille.  Spokane  and 
other  large  streams  where  significant  populations  of  trout  and/or 

probable  only  at  low  flow  in  the  fall  and  winter. 

salmon  occur  the  impact  would  range  from  no  loss  to  25"  loss  of  a 
pa rt i eu 1  a r  yea r-e 1  ass . . . 

74)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1691,  3. 1.5.7  Wildlife,  paragraph  1. 

Conmient  ;  There  are  no  salmon  except  kokance  in  the  rivers  mentioned 

hraft  Statement:  However,  construction  activity  could  damage  or  destroy 
important  spawning  substrate  and  other  vital  habitat  for  6  months  to 

3  years. 

above. 

A  Please  provide  the  basis  for  the  fish  loss  estimate. 

(‘.eminent:  The  re  is  no  justification  for  the  numbers  6  months  to  3 

Y 

years.  It  could  easily  be  a  few  days  to  10  years  depending  on  flow 

28)  Part  IV.  Volume  4.  pg.  IV- 1693,  3. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  1, 

1  i no  5 . 

velocity  and  volume,  natural  silt  loads,  substratum,  etc. 

Mrall  Statement:  harm  water  fish  t vpiea 1 1 v . . . have  lower  sensi¬ 
tivity  levels  to  the  absence  of  living  organisms... 

2  5)  Part  IV,  Volume  1.  pg.  IV- 1691,  .3.  1.5.7  Wildlife,  paragraph  2,  line 

comment  :  Warm  water  fish  are  probably  no  more  or  less  sensitive 

bra  ft  Statement:  Fish  populations  could  suffer  losses  directly 
or  indirectly  by  an  increase  in  silt  due  to  runoff  from  construction 
sites  and  a  loss  of  vegetative  cover. 

to  the  absence  of  living  organ  isms,  and  thus  starvation,  than  arc 

eold  water  fish. 

Comment :  The  increase  in  silt  load  attributed  to  construction  of  the 

pipeline  may  he  significant  in  terms  of  absolute  weight  or  volume, 

29)  Part  IV,  Volume  1,  pjj.  IV-1693,  3. 1.5.7  Wildlife,  paragraph  2,  line 

/ 

hut  it  should  be  considered  in  light  of  the  natural  silt  load  in  the 

J  Hraft  Statement:  Fish  would  he  somewhat  more  sensitive  to  silt 

^  during  ilio  spring  and  early  summer  spawning  season.  j 

rivers  and  streams  crossed  by  the  pipeline.  These  can  be  very  high 

imminent:  It  is  unlikely  that  fish  are  more  sensitive  to  silt  in  the 

particularly  during  runoff  periods.  We  witnessed  this  at  every  river 

spring  and  early  summer,  especially  if  tln-y  arc  in  already  silt-laden 

crossed  on  the  line.  Ihc  percent  increase  due  to  construction  of  the 

streams.  Furthermore,  spring  and  early  summer  coincide  with  the  main 

pipeline  is  probably  insignificant  in  most  cases. 

spring  runoff  period  when  silt  loads  are  typically  high. 

-  14  - 

-  15  - 

30)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1693,  3. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  3,  ’ 

4. 

33)  Dart  IV,  Volume  4,  IV- 1 709 ,  3.1. 5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  2,  line  3 

Draft  Statement:  Therefore,  population;,  of  those  species  that  are 
not  forest  dwellers  such  as  most  mice  ami  rats  would  be  maintained  at 

Draft  Statement:  There  would  he  some  damage  to  trout  in  the  Quinn  i 

River  and  Cottonwood  Creek  with  adverse  effects  in  the  form  of  in¬ 
vertebrate  reduction  for  up  to  3  years. 

possibly  25  percent  greater  numbers  than  before  const  rue t  ion . 

r  Comment:  Refer  comment.  13. 

Comment:  The  Quinn  River  is  intermittent  where  the  pipeline  crosses  < 

it.  There  are  no  trout  present  in  the  river  at  or  below  the  river  crossing. 

34)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  1V-1711,  3.1.5. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  4. 

31)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1694,  3. 1.3. 7  Wildlife,  paragraph  3,  line; 

Draft  St  a  t  caiicu^t :  Destruction  of  flood  plain  and  riparian  areas 
accompanii d  by  limited  revoget at i on  by  shrubs  and  other  native  plants 
would  adversely  affect  species  using  these  areas. 

Draft  Statement:  Construction  of  the  proposed  pipeline  would  lessen 
the  chances  for  a  "come  back"  by  remnant  populations  of  Canadian  lynx, 
woodland  caribou,  bighorn  sheep,  and  grizzly  bear. 

Comment ;  Species  normally  occupying  flop;!  plains  and  riparian  areas 

are  generally  adopt  at  invading  disturbed  sites  in  these  areas.  Th i s 

in  because  flood  plains  and  riparian  habitats  arc  frapicntly  flooded. 

Comment:  This  comment  deals  with  t lie  discussion  of  Canadian  lynx, 

It  is  expected  that  flood  plain  and  riparian  vegetation  would  rc invade 

woodland  caribou,  and  grizzly  bear  in  northern  Idaho. 

^1  the  right-of-way  rapidly  and  completely. 

Presentation  of  this  impact  fails  to  recognize  that  the  Moyie  } 

River  Valle)  is  currently  under  relatively  intense  human  use.  The  valley 

35)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV  nsa,  3.1.5.11  l.nnt!  Use,  paragraph  7. 

contains  an  existing  pipeline,  railroad,  roads,  farms,  summer  or 

Draft  Statement :  Noise  impacts  relate  to  individuals.  Public  meetings 

year-round  homes,  campgrounds,  and  logging  activities.  | 

on  this  proposed  project  at  Spokane,  Washington,  January  13,  JD75, 
resulted  in  informal •  tv  that  noise  from  the  station  near  Rosalia,' 

This  comment  is  also  pertinent  to  other  sections  of  the  draft  ! 

Washington.  j,s  objectionable  at  least  one  mile  from  the  station. 

statement  related  to  the  cougar,  Rocky  Mountain  wolf,  and  spotted  owl. 

Comment.:  The  locations  of  the  eleven  proposed  stations  appear  to  be 
well  chosen  to  "avoid  highly"  populated  areas.  Although  aerial  photo- 

32)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-170S,  5. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  Figure  3. 1.5. 7 

Wildlife,  Figure  5. J.5. 7-4. 

graphs  are  not  available,  j.t  can  be  established  that  several  stations 
have  no  population  anywhere  nearby.  The  other  stations  do  not  appear 

Draft  Statement:  This  figure  shows  the  probable  impact  of  compressor 
stations  -  physical  presence,  operation,  and  maintenance  -  on  wildlife. 

/i  to  be  close  enough  to  any  residence  to  cause  an  1.^  greater  than  5S. 

Comment:  Most  wildlife  specie;,  should  become  accustomed  to  the  level 

The  compressor  stations  will  be  designed  to  the  noise  regulations  of 

and  noise  disturbance  of  the  compressor  stations  end  any  impacts  on 

the  counties  or  states  that  they  arc*  located  in. 

them  would  be  minimal.  ! 
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36)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1757,  3.1.5.11  Land  Use,  paragraphs 
2  and  3. 

Draft  Statement:  Statement  discusses  hazards  of  pipeline  crossings 
of  electrical  transmission  lines. 

Comment :  The  Applicants  have  developed  procedures  with  the 
Bonneville  Power  Administration  for  crossing  under  high  voltage 
power  lines.  Similar  procedures  would  be  applicable  to  other  high 
voltage  line  crossings. 


3fc 


Comment :  The  pipeline  route  docs  not  cross,  or  come  near,  visible 
sections  of  the  Lewis  and  Clark  Trail,  Kentucky  Trail,  07*  Mullen  Road. 


39)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  TV-1767,  3.1.5.12  Archeological  and  Historic, 
subsection  !'.  1  va  1  uat i on  Sunmi.i ry ,  item  2). 

Draft  Statement:  This  item  discusses  archaeological  and  historic  sites 
near  the  proposed  pipeline  from  the  Snake  River  to  the  Malhucr  River. 

Comment :  The  pipeline  route  docs  not  cross,  or  come  near,  any  visible 

remnants  of  the  Fremont,  Lewis  and  Clark,  or  hit  it  man  frails. 


37)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1764,  3.1.5.11  Land  Use,  paragraph  1, 
line  11. 

Draft  Statement:  If  such  destruction  were  to  occur  it  would  place  an 
economic  burden  on  a  small  rural  county  and  would  also  strain  their 
disposal  facilities. 

Comment :  The  Applicants  have  established  procedures  to  ensure  that 
construction  contractors  repair  off-right-of-way  damages  resulting 
from  construction.  An  example  of  such  a  procedure  is  to  withhold 
a  percentage  of  the  contractors  money  until  any  damage  claims  arc 
settled.  The  Applicants  have  full  responsibility  for  damages  on  the 
right -of -way. 

Counties  generally  protect  against  the  types  of  impacts  discussed 
in  this  paragraph  of  the  statement  by  requiring  bonding  before  they 
allow  permits  for  pipeline  crossings  of  roads  under  their  juris- 
J  i  c  t  i  on . 


33)  Part  IV,  Volume  1,  pg.  IV- 1767,  3.1.3.12  Archeological  and  Historic, 
subsection  F.  evaluation  Summary,  item  1) 

Draft  Statement :  This  item  discusses  archaeological  and  historic 
sites  near  the  proposed  pipeline  from  t he  Canadian  border  to  the 
Snake  River. 


$ 


40)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1V-177S,  3.1.5.13,  Recreational  and  Aesthetic 
Resources,  paragraph  2,  line  12. 

Draft  Statement:  Much  of  the  trail  and  the  adjacent  landscape  appear 
virtually  untouched  in  this  area  since  passage  of  the  last  emigrant 
wagon . 

comment :  The  Applicants  realize  the  importance  of  preserving  the 
remaining  visible  sections  of  the  Oregon  Trail  However,  to  keep  the 
above  statement  in  the  proper  perspective,  it  should  be  kept  in  mini 
that  Interstate  ROM  is  often  not  more  than  a  mile  from  the  ti'ail 
through  -it  the  section  that  the  pipeline  comes  near.  The  proposed 
pipeline  also  parallels  an  existing  pipeline  through  this  section. 


41)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  TV-1780-1781,  3.1.5.13  Recreational  and  Aesthetic 
Resources,  item  S)  Owyhee  River. 

Draft  Statement:  This  item  discusses  the  importance  of  this  river 
as  a  wild  and  .ccnic  river,  both  for  the  state  of  Oregon  and  the  Nation 
as  a  whole.  It  also  slates  that  the  proposed  pipeline  could  have  an 
adverse  impact  on  the  river. 
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Comment:  The  proposed  pipeline  comes  within  2  miles  of  the  Owyhee 
River.  At  this  point,  the  river  runs  through  a  canyon  approximately 
400  ft.  deep.  It  is  highly  unlikely  that  anyone  on  the  river  or  in 
the  canyon  would  be  able  to  view  the  pipeline  right-of-way.  This  area 
has  already  been  impacted ’by  several  unpaved  roads  that  the  pipeline 
roughly  parallels. 

The  nearest  above  ground  pipe] inc-rclatcd  structure  is 


Comment :  Much  of  the  energy  of  t he  river  crossing  blasting  would  be 

absorbed  in  the  river  bottom  material  being  fractured.  This  would 

limit  the  effective  shucking  range  of  the  blast  in  the  water,  so  the 

blasting  would  not  necessarily  bo  fatal  to  the  nearby  aquatic  animals. 

Blasting  would  not  be  done  under  terms  of  permits  obtained 
from  jurisdiction.il  agencies. 

44)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1V-1820,  3.1.5.15  environmental  Noise  and 
Vibration,  paragraph  3,  line  14. 


located  approximately  34  miles  cast  of  the  river. 

The  pipeline  crosses  several  intermittent  stream?  that  drain  into 
the  Owyhee  River.  Since  these  streams  will  he  crossed  in  the  summer  when 
they  are  dry,  it  is  doubtful  that  construction  will  add  any  turbidity  to 
the  river. 


Draft  Statement :  The  concern  fur  blasting  stems  from  the  fact,  that 
earth  si  rains,  since  19ol,  on  the  existing  pipeline  have  resulted  in 
unknown  weld  stresses  superimposed  on  construction- induced  stresses 
and  known  design  stresses. 

Comment :  Pressure  reductions  in  the  existing  parallel  pipelines  during 
blasting  together  with  controlled  blasting  would  be  used  as  a  mitigating 
measure  during  construction. 


•12)  Part  IV,  Yuitiuie  m  ,  pg.  iV-J76i,  3.1.5.].*,  Kccrcittion.il  and  Aesthetic 
Resource:,  paragraph  2,  line  8. 

Draft  Statement:  The  .e  crossings  may  reduce  future  opportunities 
for  historical  interpretation,  particularly  if  pipeline  access  roads 
and  rights-of-way  allow  uncontrolled  public  travel  on  the  historic 
trail  beds. 

Comment:  Most  of  these  trails  arc  no  longer  visible.  Please  clarify 
why  the  pipeline  would  reduce  future  opportunities  for  historical 
interpretation  when  the  trails  are  not  visible. 


43)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1S20,  3.1.5.15  environmental  Noise  and 
Vibration,  paragraph  2. 

Draft  Statement:  Blasting  at  river  crossing  would  have  fatal  effect 
on  nearby  aquatic  animals. 


ft 


45)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1820,  3.1.5.15  Environmental  Noise  and 
Vibration,  paragraph  3  line  11. 

Draft  Statement:  On  February  21,  1973,  in  Coopershurg,  Pennsylvania, 
blasting  nearby  caused  the  shock  failure  of  a  50  psig,  8"  diameter 
gas  line.  (National  Trans.  Safety  Board  Report,  PAR  74-1) 


Comment :  The  draft  statement  does  not  state  (as  was  fully  detailed 
in  the  report.)  that  the  8"  gas  line  was  acetylene  welded,  unwrapped 
and  installed  in  1924.  In  addition,  the  charges  used  were  20  times 
larger  than  those  permitted  by  Stale  law. 

ft 
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46)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1823,  3.1.5.16  Hazards,  paragraph  2,  line  ]. 

p.'.j-tStatCK^t :  The  Applicants  have  not  identified  vegetated  areas 
areas  nC  ^-"struct ion  and  operation  of  the  pipeline,  may  constiiute 
to  the  r '  (ihi'b  r°  e)','c‘"e  f,lc  I'0-"-1-  As  a  general  rule,  areas  adjacent 
to  the  right-of-way,  on  which  vegetative  cover  exceeds  sixty  percent 
of  the  ground  cover,  can  constitute  fire  hazards  during  certain  dry 
periods  of  the  year,  7 

Comment:  The  Applicants  conducted  a  detailed  vegetation  sampling 
program  of  the  proposed  pipeline  route  in  the  spring,  summer,  and 
fall  of  1974.  Vegetation  sampling  procedures  consisted  of  line  inter¬ 
cepts,  wandering  quarters,  and  miciopiots.  Samples  where  taken  on  the 
average  of  once  every  five  miles  over  the  entire  length  of  the  pipeline 
route.  Estimates  of  percent  cover  and  percent  composition  were  computed 
for  each  sample.  This  information  mas  given  to  the  D01-1TC  Task  Force 
in  November,  1D74. 

If,  as  a  general  rule,  areas  adjacent  <o  the  right-of-way,  on 
which  vcfctafvc  cover  exceeds  sixty  percent  of  the  ground  cover, 
can  constitute  fire  hazards  during  certain  dry  periods  of  the  year, 
then  the  sampling  results  provide  an  excellent  basis  from  which  the 
1X)I  could  have  estimated  fire  hazard. 

47)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1S2G,  3.1.5.16  Hazards,  paragraph  1. 

Ilraft^  Statement  :  This  paragraph  lists  the  mechanisms  throuah  which 
a  pipeline  can  fail. 

Conuiienn  Please  provide  the  basis  for  stating  that  there  may  be  a’ 
frost  heave  problem  with  a  high  pressure  gas  transmission  line. 


ll 


pipe  tifirS^To,  hav?fc^l“”{,v2SS““  °"C  “,crial  in  the 

possihic  failure  of  A,*, 

— In  "Ur‘"-'5inC  «»  Applicants  Win  specify  a 

transition  temperate  ,o  avoid  the  danger  of  brittle  fracture  This 
-id  he  done  no  matter  what  i  le-strength  of  pipe  is  p,lrcll:isCl, 

49)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1S2R,  3.1  s  16  II,-  -l 

-16  il.,z.„ds,  p.r.jtapl,  2,  li1K.  l5. 

exhaust  flow  would  he  supersonic 

SS521:  P'“"  -*>•  *>»  0-  How  . .  ho  supersonic. 

50)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1 V- 1  S3 7  4  i  c  ,  „  - 

Opetation  of  the  Project  as  Prepared'^  - 

^  by  ln 

criteria.  *•  -  -no  >jj.u  .mu  construction 

Comment:  The  Applicants  i- . 

* 1  . ‘e  proposed  to  de.sjpn  consi  .  . 

*  wnsi.net,  and  operate 

‘>,,K'"nC  ln  “il"  fedora,  and  «...  pilrt 

°ftbCMCOfF'deralt—  . legislation 

administered  by  the  Office  of  Pipeline  Safety,  Peparlmc-n . 

f  TI,C  Part"Cr  °f  '«•»*•«  Transmission  Associates 

C;,C)  dl'SiS"Cj’  —  —  ■  «*  —  -r.  Pipelines  in  a 
P"Vi,'‘'n"Cnt  Und<”'  ,HC  — "J  ^‘>i„cs  -  .hose  preceding 

arc  insufficient.  " 


511  Msv\1Vn  P*-  *T-]S65,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measurer,  which 

May  he  Used  to  Further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  paragraph  2. 

Hraft  Star em_en,  This  paragraph  dels  with  the  use  of  on  inter¬ 

disciplinary  team  of  experts  to  plan  mitigating  measures. 

Comment:  Local  experts  will  be  consulted  where  necessary  during 

construction  of  ihc  pipeline  and  revegotation  of  the  right-of-way. 

Two  examples  of  when  local  experts  will  need  to  assist  ITA  (A)  arc 

given  below. 

»  Consultation  with  local  staff  of  state  fish  and  game 
and  the  bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  during 
planning  of  major  river  and  strea.n  crossings  to  ensure 
that  ci  oss  i  ngs  arc-  done  at  a  time  of  year  when  aquatic 
impacts  will  be  minimal. 

•  Consult  with  local  experts  of  statu  and  Federal  agencies 
on  seed  mixture  selection  for  reveyetat ion . 


52)  fart  IV  Volume  .1,  pg.  IV-  1865,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures  which 
Mny  be  Uscd  t0  further  Reduce  Environ mental  Impacts,  paragraph  3. 

Bran  Statcwxnjt :  Specific  site  design  a„d  const  ruction  packages 
should  he  subm.ttcd  to  th  responsible  agencies  for  review  and 
appuoi^i  prior  to  the  coieuvnccment  ot  construction  at  any  site. 

Comment:  It  is  understood  that  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

is  a  planning  document  to  be  written  early  in  the  design  phase  of 

a  project.  The  statement  will  assist  in  determining  the  neeJ 

for  the  project.  Once  .the  Pit:  grants  permission  to  construct 

the  pipeline,  specific  design  details  and  the  exact  location  of 

the  pipeline  will  be  determined  in  compliance  with  all  applicable 

state,  federal,  and  local  permits  and  regulations. 


53)  Part  IV  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1R66,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures  which 
May  be  Used  to  Further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  paragraph  1. 

I^^ifL^tatcjnent:  Additional  information  should  be  collected  as  to 
current  or  potential  mines,  subdivision,  or  development  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  pipeline. . .  7 


6\ 
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Commi-at:  In  response  to  questions  13  and  14  from  the  FPC-1K)!  Task 
Force  submitted  to  the  Applicants  on  November  22,  11174,  the  Applicants 
provided  the  locations  of  mini-..  prospects,  quarries,  and  wells  other 
than  water  wells  a.-ai  the  proposed  pipeline.  In  the  January  15.  1975 
.supplement  to  the  Inviron-  „tnl  Impact  11-port,  the  Applicants  provided 
detaiUJ  maps  and  text  covering  public  lauds,  land  use  plans,  and 
zoning  in  a  I0-i,,i]o  corridor  centered  on  the  proposed  alignment.  This 
land  use  supplement  discus-, -d  areas  where  the  pipeline  may  potentially 
conflict  with  ,-uri-ent  land  use  plans  or  :o„ing  ordinances. 

54)  Part  >V  Volume  4.  pg.  1V-1R67,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures  which 
May  be  Use,,  to  Further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  paragraph  1. 

H^afl  Stotomenl :  This  paragraph  discusses  allowable  load  criteria 
for  landslide  benches  and  future  monitoring  programs  for  such  areas. 

Comment:  Upon  receipt  of  a  permit  from  the  FTC  to  construct  the 
proposed  pipeline,  the  Applicants  will  conduct  a  geotechnical  study  of 
the  pipeli"  rout,-  as  required.  Based  on  the  results  of  this  study,  al 
potential  landslide  areas  will  be  avoided  whenever  possible.  Where 
a  potentially  unstable  area  cannot  he  avoided,  appropriate  precautions 
will  be  taken. 


55)  r,\n,  IVu  PR-  IV-  '  Ro7,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures  which 

M.,>  be  Used  to  Further  Reduce  Environmental  Impact:.,  paragraph  4. 

Urainagc  patterns  should  be  restored  within  the 

,  r,Ti  '■  Cu”t  «n*.  waste  and  borrow  areas  shoul 

be  it habilitated  in  accordance  with  approved  plan. 

Ssmm;  The  Applicants  will  consult  local  experts  in  developing  pre 
codurcs  to  rehabilitate  cuts,  fills,  waste,  and  borrow  areas. 


S82 
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5G)  Tart  IV,  Volume  4,  pR.  IV- 1 868 ,  4. 1.5.4  Ailvlition.il  Measures  which 
May  he  Used  to  Further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  paragraph  1, 
line  7. 

Draft  Statement:  Areas  along  the  route  susceptible  to  seismic  lique¬ 
faction  and  :irong  ground  mu  lion  should  he  inventoried  and  a  plan 
presented  Mating  what  measures  will  he  adopted  (rerouting  or  special 
construction  methods)  there  these  conditions  arc  found. 

Comment :  Upon  receipt  of.  a  permit  from  the  1'1’C  to  construct  the 

proposed  pipeline,  the  Applicants  will  conduct  a  geotechnical  study  of 

the  proposed  route  as  required.  The  results  of  this  study  will  he 

used  ns  input  in  the  final  design  of  the  pipeline  to  mitigate  any 

potential  problems  resu’ting  from  seismic  activity.  These  mitigating 

measure:-  uny  include  minor  rerouting  oi  special  construction  procedures. 


Draft  Statement:  This  item  di 
suspended  solids,  and  aquatic 
and  river  crossings  prior  to, 
the  pipeline. 


trusses  the  necessity  of  turbidity, 
ecosystem  mnniterinf.  ut  :il!  major  stream 
during  and  following  construction  of 


Comment:  The  Applicants  feel  that  the  proposed  monitoring  programs 
have  been  suggested  primarily  to  provide  baseline  information  for 
future  projects  and  not  to.  mitigate  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed 
project.  Since  the  Applicants  are  in  business  to  provide  natural  gas 
to  the  public,  they  do  net  feel  that  this  basic  research  is  their  finnn 
cial  responsibility.  Hie  Applicants  -ill  cooperate  in  ail  ether  ways 


v»ith  any  federal  or  state  agency  wishing  to  establish 


research  programs 


based  on  this  project. 


57)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1869,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures 
which  May  he  Used  U>  Further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts, 
paragraph  5. 

Draft  >»v  a »'  . . at .  topsoil  from  material  sir.-*  should  be  stockpile J 

prior  to  removal  oi  borrow  material.  After  each  material  site  is 
utilized  in  accord  with  an  approved  site  rehabilitation  plan  the 
site  should  he  reshaped,  the  topsoil  rcpl:  ud,  and  the  disturbed  area 
revegetated.  Harrow  areas  should  not  be  located  where  they  could 
comprise  n  hazard  to  pipeline  integrity. 

Comment ;  This  comment  deals  with  t he  necessity  of  on  approved  site 
rehabilitation  plan.  In  all  cases,  the  Appliconts  will  give  full 
consideration  to  the  specific  requests  and  preferences  of  landowners 
when  leasing  material  sites.  The  Applicants  will  restore  material 
sites  on  state  aid  federal  lands  in  accordance  with  all  applicable 
permi t  s. 


58)  Fart  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1860  and  1V-1870,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional 

Measures  which  May  be  Used  to  Further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts, 
subsection  (!.  Soils,  item  2)  Sedimentation. 


61 


59) 


-art  IV.  Volume  4,  pg.  )'  1870,  -l.l.S.t  Ad<litiu,.al  Measure- 
(hich  May  he  i|s«J  to  Further  Seduce  Environucn.al  lopa.tw.  P- 
jrnph  3,  line  1. 


ccptiMlit)  to  mass  movement . 

ewem:  Upon  receipt  of  a  pemit  from  the  ITT  to  construct  the 
proposed  pipeline,  a  soil  survey  will  be  conducted  of  the  proposed 
route  os  required.  Tltis  survey  will  he  used  as  ioput  in  the  final 
design  of  the  pipeline  to  m-tigatc  any  potenti. :  problems  resulting 
from  erosion  or  mass  movement.  These  mitigating  measures  may  include 
minor  rerouting  of  the  pipeline  or  special  construction  methods. 


60)  Part  IV.  Volume  4,  pg.  1V-1870,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures  which 
May  be  Used  to  Further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  paragiaph  4, 
line  1. 


Draft  Statement:  The  Applicant  indicates  that  mitigation  measures 
ki I ) "not  be’neVessnry  where  the  right-of-way  crosses  faraJano.  s.nce 
oil  disturbances  will  be  plowed  under  and  replan. cd  with  crops  the 
following  season. 


V> 


2b  - 


Cojvisont:  The  Applicants  indicated  many  method,  foe  vestor.it  ion  and 
enhancement  of  the  right-of-way.  Double  ditching  and  replacement  of 
top  soil  was  mom i oued  relative  to  rights-of-way  in  addition  to  special 
requests  ami  preferences  of  landowners. 

.  _  .  «...  i  v  Volume  4.  pg.  IV- 1 870,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures 

61  which  May  he  Used  to  lurthc-r  Reduce  Environment :» 1  Impacts,  Para¬ 
graph  4,  line  6. 

.  ..  Unr  ■  i.,.-  - 1  t-inni no  and  restoring  topsoil ,  Applicants 

ihau'./^-riqriii-cd  to  MHH-.C  tin-  scanned  and  trenched  portions  ot 
the  right-of-way  to  restore  oil  fertility. 

Comment :  The  Applicants  will  talc  into  full  consideration  all  specific 
request r.  and  preferences  of  private  landowners  »»U  requirements  of 
jurisdictional  agencies  for  public  lands  during  construction  of 

the  pipeline. 

,  ...  .<  iv-ir.7!.  4. 1.5. 4  Addition;.!  weasiues  whim 

G2)  M-iy'bo  Usi-J  to' Further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts ,  paragraph  2, 
line  3. 

Comment:  On  private  lands,  the  Applicants  will  give  fuli  consideration 
to  the  specific  requests  and  preferences  of  landowners.  On  public 
lands,  the  Applicants  will  comply  with  all  applicable  permit  require¬ 
ments.  During  nil  revegetation  wart,  the  Applicants  will  consuit  with 

local  expert*. 


u 


[fi'y 


6i)  icdifc'l’nli™™™^?'  Impncls^paragraph  5. 

Draft  Statement: 


preserving 


L3 


Comment :  At  all  stream  crossing  locations,  precautions  will  be  taken 
to  minimise  the  number  of  trees  which  would  have  to  he  removed. 


64)  Part  IV,  .0111130  4.  pg.  1V-1S7?  through  1873.  4.  1.5.4  Additional 

Measures  which  May  be  Used  to  further  Heducc  Environmental  Imparts. 

Draft  Statement:  These  two  pages  deal  with  design  criteria  for 
pipcliiic-  cT-ssing  at  river;,  and  st rt .1 

Cor--*nt:  Upo:.  receipt  of  a  pc  mi  t  from  the  Fit  to  construct  the 
proposed  pipeline,  the  Applicants  will  loapicti  specific  design 
details  and  del.  mine  the  exact  location  of  the  pipeline.  The 
design  of  the  river  and  stream  crossings,  as  well  as  the  design 
of  the  rest  of  the  pipeline  will  hr  submitted  to  appropriate  agencies 
for  review.  The  crossings  will  meet  all  the  requirement*  of  applicable 
state  and  federal  permits. 


65)  Port  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV  187S,  4. 1.5.4  Additional  Measure:-  which 
Mi)  be  UvJ  lo  Further  Reduce  u.vi tonovntol  Impacts.  paragiaph  2. 

Draft  Statement:  The  Applicants  should  restore  surface  drainage 
pa; tv  ms  along  the  pipeline  mute  to  preconstruction  conditions. 
Wherever  close'  depressions  existed  rn  a  bench,  these  depressions 
will  be  regraded  to  perait  runoff  of  the  surface  water  over  the 
edge  ol  the  slope. 

Comment :  The  Applicants  will  restore  all  significant  surface  drain¬ 
age  patterns. 


46)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1875,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures  which 

May  be  Used  to  Furtner  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  Paragraph  5. 

Draft  Statement:  Detailed  mitigation  plans  for  vegetative  removal, 
disposition,  and  rehabilitation  arc  needed.  The  plans  should  be 
approved  in  writing,  prior  to  permit  approval,  by  representatives 
of  the  Federal  Agencies  involved..  Plans  on  all  !:nd  should  be  de¬ 
veloped  by  interdisciplinary  teams  and  consider  other  interrelated 
items  needed  ro  assist  the  mitigation  of  other  impacts  such  as:  aesthetics, 
habitat,  erosion,  air  quality,  noise,  etc. 


663 
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C055011J.;  On  private  lands,  the  Applicants  kill  five  full  consideration 
to  the  specific  requests  and  preferences  of  landowners  when  construct¬ 
ing  the  pipeline  and  revcgctutlng  the  right-of-way.  On  public  lands, 
the  Applicants  will  meet  all  requirements  af  applicable  permits. 

[Hiring  revegetatian  of  the  right-of-way.  local  experts  will  he  consulted. 

671  Volu"'  J-  I'S-  IS''  to  ISSO.  4. 1.5.4  Additional  Measures 

Which  Ha  he  Used  to  further  Reduce  lalvi  ronmental  Impacts,  suhsectiou 
E.  Vegetation. 

Sgaft  State. -nt:  litis  suhscetion  deals  with  vegetation  removal  on 
tnc  M^ht-of-Kuy  and  rcc  1 aw.; i  i  on  pro^im's. 

twenj:  local  experts  on  reclamation  will  be  consulted  along  the 
entire  length  of  the  pipeline.  On  private  lands,  the  Applicants  will 
give  full  consideration  to  the  specific  requests  and  preferences  of 
landowners.  On  public  lands,  the  Applicants  will  meet  all  requirements 
of  ?pp!;csb!r  perritr.. 

In  the  restoration  of  the  right-of-way.  mulching  and  fertlli aation 
Will  he  added  wheie  required,  to  help  assure  rovegriation  and  control 
erosion.  It  is  generally  considered  that  annual  precipitation  should 
he  at  least  10  to  12  inches  to  receive  benefits  from  commercial  fertiliser 
or.  rehabilitation  areas.  An  extensive  number  of  reclamation  studies  in 
Colorado  and  Kytwing  suggest  that  precipitation  must  be  even  higher  than 
this  for  fertilization  to  he  worthwhile.  Since  much  nf  the  pipeline  role 
through  eastern  Oregon,  Nevada,  and  California  either  does  not  receive 
this  much  precipitation,  or  most  of  the  precipitation  cannot  lie  used 
by  veget  lion  as  a  result  of  rapid  tueeff  or  sublimation,  fcrtil ..ation 
of  the  entire  line  would  pioducc  no  beneficial  results. 


(J 


68)  Pavt  IV,  Vo  l  uno  4,  po.  ]V-|k**)  4  1  c  a  ......  ... 

,0  lurther  Reduce  *  fnv  i  ronuenta  l!  *  Impact  t  cn^b)  *Vegct  at  i  on 

in'g  reg'i’.d W  re,»!'n  nnd're^e^tlolro;;:’";  1™"'"'  * . 

fummen.j  This  consent  pertains  to  the  need  for  Contracting  inspectors 
to  provide  continuous  reports  on  vegetation  removal  and  restoration 
in  their  Jogs  and  surmary  reports.  1,  is  „K. 

v.shes  to  review  these  reports  for  the  entire  pi, , Cine.  If  „,is  ass, imp 
tion  is  incorrect,  it  should  be  clarified  in  the  final  IIS. 

The  Applicant  under*, and*  that  Gov, -rumen,  agencies  wish  ensure 
that  contractors  carry  out  vegetation  removal  and  reclamation  in  suet,  a 
that  impacts  „ve  mitigated  in  the  best  possible  way.  Ihis  would 
be  the  dcire  of  any  private  landowner  or  manager  and  1,  is  shared  by  the 
Applicants.  However,  a  defiiled.  cent  famous  uouitorin,  prog, am  by  the 
Gov, -rows', it  appears  to  be  on  inefficient  way  of  Ceding  on  vegetation 
removal  and  reclaim  •  ion,  „s  wvll  ,,s  being  „„  execs-  r ,.lc 
Apj.lii.nl*:  and  1 1K  i .'ixp.iycr. 


69)  l\  ,  Volume  4,  pq.  JV-188J  I  l  c  a  aii-.-  ... 

May  l>o  (feed  to  Further  Reduce  1  i:vi r0nmcut.nl  lu|ilet‘s ^^raph 


S'".:  m 

C'.  of  such  events. 


D  ,  ’  . .  •*  r« i'b  1 1  iu*  iuvok  or 

Ibe  study  should  li'.cliuA  lte!^s,::.,l',,:|'!l!lc‘Til'n“r”"i'  "f 
breal  p„n,„a,„'  '  '  "taU  . . "  «•  . -Him 


Existing  pipeline  crossings  of  streams  can  be  reviewed  to 

deternine  actual  impaefs  on  streams,  fresen,  experience  . cates 

that  frequency  of  brents  is  minimal  „„d  ,ha,  impacts  resulting  fro,, 
such  breads  are  in>ifni  f  ..-aat . 

Methane  is  not  soluble  in  water;  therefore,  gas  from  a  minor 
leak  mould  escape  almost  imcdi.it.  ly  inlo  the  atmosphere. 

70)  •’art  IV,  Voltc*c  4,  pc.  jtiR-t  to  lKso  j  »  c  a  ......  ... 

«eut_pi..„  discuss^’spcv?^^^ 

Coo  s-nt:  11, an,  receipt  of  a  pereir  from  the  IPG  .-onstreet  the 
proposed  pipeline,  the  Applicants  will  complete  speelfie  design 
retails  c-d  determine  the  exact  locution  ,.r  pips.iso,  A,  ,,,,, 
time,  the  number  o(  workers  required  for  const, viction  of  the  line, 

material  storxg-  sites,  equipment  no, sis,  etc.  till  be  deter¬ 
mined.  One,  this  is  accomplished,  wa.lt  disposal  plans  win  he  developed 
Where  they  are  necessary.  Develop™  of  these  plans  .1,1  take  into  fo„ 
consideration  a.l  specific  icqucs,-.  and  preferences  of  private  landowners 
and  will  meet  the  requirements  of  applicable  Mate.  Federal,  .and  local 
penaits. 


71)  Part  IV,  \ ol i.i2C  4,  i»p.  IV-ISS7  4  i  q  a  \aa»-  .  ,  .. 

May  he  used  to  Further  Reduce  Environmental  iijxi'cts,  ps^r.^1? 

^5sS*Vr-f-e  11,4  lcan**  S|,0,,1J  h*  required  to  widen,  where 

sire1  ^ne''011'  JIJ^C  ,^1'!*ll'<7^Ca^**,^4a”^,l*hen'ldSbc5rcquircd^to*con 
invened  ‘  °V"'  'C',e”1  ‘4"'K  '»  Wicat^*  of  the  a^.eies 


t’ 


r 


hi 


Conment  ;  Tin  Applicants  will  comply  will,  a, I  .applicable  public 

transportation  requirement  Facilities  will  . .  expanded 

imjiruv  od  beyond  that  existing  p.ior  to  ecn-.t  „,. , 

Taken  in  the  extreme  interpreti.fi,.,  .  eon  . traction  of  new  roads 

on  Federal  land  could  me . I, .a,  the  Applicants  . .  required  to 

const.uct  a  full r  lone,  concrete  highw.y  Fedor.. I  agency  specific.,. 

•  ions.  It  is  asked  that  this  statement  be  clarified,  since  cxpcndUutx 
Of  those  funds  affect  project  cor.,'  and  cost-  of  . vie.  to  the  coi.snm. 

72)  P:n  t  :v.  Volume*  *1,  i.^,  iV-lS’.ii  A  I  r  i  *  » > , ,  ,  .. 

*■  ^ 

preire.  *l't r".  stock  from  '' 

Com  nl:  Installing  ltnpoi..r>  fencing  or  bin  rlciules,  then  ......  i ..s 

after  p  is  a  Cirti.  ul,  ex,..- ,-e.  „,,tl  ,w,. 

. . .  0tl"  '■  provisions  ran  be  made  t„  ,iv..  „f  ,||c 

ditch.  One  effective  . .  wxiuld  l-e  to  hire  a  w-ounted  . . j 

10  patrol  the  ditch  to  k,  wp  away  the  animals. 

73)  Par!  IV,  Voli??u  4,  j,-  .  ]\  .  i  c  . 

bC  USCd  l°  |iUribc*  Rcduc<f  'vivo.ii.cUl  1  m[.nc u  ,^uph  *4 ‘‘ h ] \ 
iirafLJHiiU-mcait:  ,TA(A)  would  retain  perownent  right-of-way. 
foment:  It  is  the  intent  that  ITAfA)  A,.:. !  ieants  would  retain  an 
easement  for  the  permanent  ;.  foot  pipeline  right-of-way.  Applicants 
would  held  fee  title  only  for  the  land  on  which  compressor  and  motor 
stations  would  be  built.  The  same  is  intended  for  Southern  California 
Gas  Cuapany. 
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74)  Kart  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1891,  4. 1.3.4  AiUli t  ionnl  Me.- surf  •  which  Mny 
be  Used  to  Further  Reduce  l:nvirom<ir*nt al  Impacts,  paragraph  2,  line  4. 

Di'fiPt  J'itatei  i  nt :  The*  services  of  nil  urchncolog ist  acceptable  to  the 
Department  should  he  n*-qui  rod  lo  plan  and  iuijkuicnt  a  research  design 
tci  further  excavate  the  remaining  irclinoologii  "1  values  on  tins  segment 
and  oil  the  ei-llrc  ri  ght -oi  -way . 

Cuiiuncnt :  Wherever  possible,  sign!  fi  i  ant  archaeological  fliids  wilt 
be  avoided  by  ininoi  rerouting  of  the  pipeline.  Wh.\i  iliir,  cannot  be 
done  the  Applicants  i  1 1  eentuc*  an  art' '.lint>o}ngi.,t  acceptable  to  the 
Department  for  salvage  the  arch.'eolnp.icol  finds. 


75  j  part  I v ,  Vo I u  u  4 .  p«  1V-1893,  4 . J 

be  Used  to  Kurt  her  Iteditec  Luvi  roniienla  1  Impact  -  .  paragraph  (j;,  line  1. 

pra ft  State:-*  at:  The  pipeline  iv-panx  should  provide  i rn  .finable  funding 
fur  rujcaul.,  si-Uily,  storage,  and  j  mi*  1  icat  ion  of  the  results  of  the 
surveys  and  salvage  excavations. 

Comment :  l  it  •  -o  clarify  under  wh-  t  portion  of  Puhlir  haw  such  funding 
is  vujuind.  Also,  what  is  i*y  ih . " 


4 


75)  Part  IV,  Vo  J  4,  pg.  IV- 1893,  4. 1.3.1  Additional  Mrasnr« idiich 
Huy  be  Used  t  KurliiO]  Ktducc  environmental  lujiuels,  pr.rjigt  »ph  2, 
line  6. 

Drafi  Statement:  Natural  openings  .should  he  followed  to  <!•  «  reus 
the  line  effect . 

Comment:  Natural  openings  should  be  followed,  when  po  ible,  to 
decrease  the  line  effect. 


77)  Part  IV,  Volume  •! ,  pg.  IV  1893,  4. '.3. 4  Additional  Measim**  which 

Mny  lu  i  ed  to  Furthur  Rodu  *  Environment  I  Impacts,  pai  »pl  2,  ® 

line  8. 

I > i  1 1  Statement  :  The  right-of-way  location  should  meander  across  tj 

VlitT'l  aiulsV  ape ,  'dec  rows  lug  Jong  extended  views  down  the  right-of-way.  I  . 
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Comment :  Thu  Applicants  are  aware  that  it  is  important  to  mitigate 
aesthetic  impact*.  resulting  from  the  propo'.cJ  pipeline;  however, 
to  allow  the  right  of-way  to  i>*  under  acres  •  the  land- ■  > pc  appears 
to  he  somewhat  naive  in  light  of  other  environm-nt a  1  and  ee<»non.i. 
consider*!  ions. 

yti)  Kurt  IV.  Vo) une  4,  p g.  IV-JB9.3.  4. 1.3. 4  Additional  Measures  which 
May  he  Iked  to  further  Ked-n  o  laivlroww  iit a  1  Impact*  .  paragraph  ?. 
line  12. 

Draft  Statement :  'ihc  edge  of  right -of  -wiy  should  be  feathered  to 
decrea**  "wall  effect." 

Coin  *»ni  ;  Feathering  would  be  most  effective  where  the  pipe  Jim* 
cross'  foicsts  oi  b.ush  liimS  (shrub  steppe,  salt  de  - *.*  it  shrub, 
etc.).  In  foro*-l>,  the  pipeJim*  will  ofi*.n  go  tl  ••‘gli  t  imb' -  which 
is  not  yet  marketable  or  has  not  reached  "ecouo»i*ic  «.•»  irity.” 

Cutting  more  of  t h i *.  type  of  timber  than  absolutely  ikc.  vary  will 
ret*il«  in  t’ic  crc:.*io:»  cf  *  ■'olid  w.  ■».  .  it-  Ji  «>f  ml  a  >*■  • 

of  t  »t:'*  •  .iluc.  fi  M  ir*-,  tote  1  indict  1 1* t"  ed-'d  •  -y  -1  o  j  .  i*  •  • 
bi  ol";,i  c.!  1 ,  air  <pn*iit.y,  and  po  sibly  wale/  quality  impi.t . 

I'rividi  landowners  and  (>»»*t  nm-  ut  agenci';-  managing  timber  lands 
trussed  by  the  pipeline  will  h»»«*  to  decidi  whether  the  mitigation 
of  the  aesthetic  impact  by  feathering  outweighs  additional  impact* 
created  by  this  prouilmc. 

Most  of  the  pipeline  route  in  eastern  Oregon.  Nevada,  and 
California  cross-  v  land  where  shrubs  constitute  a  major  component  of 
the  vegetation.  AJ)  of  these  lands  arc  semiarid  o>  arid.  Vegetation 
growth  is  slow  in  thee  areas  and  when  di  ttifhcd  it  talct  a  pro  lull; 
period  of  tisc  to  recover.  Again,  private  landowner*-  and  Government 
agencies  managing  tlirsc  lands  will  have  to  decide  whether  the  mitigation 
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of  t  ho  aesthetic  impact  by  feat  boring  mjtweirh*-.  the  additional  biolugi*al 
imp  ut  created  by  ibe  pi  «»  *  d'trv 


79)  Part  IV,  Volume  4:  pg.  1V-1898,  4.  1.3.4  Additional  M  a  sun  s  which 
May  hi-  Usod  io  lurtl  er  Reduce  linvi  run«i' ntal  lri;.,n  '  ,  puragi aph  3. 

II,-;, ft  Star i *iai- nt :  In  view  of  Oregon's  Scenic  Wnterw  iy-  Act  it  v.ill 

. . A^snvy  to  keep  pipeline  facil  it  ins  and  i  M 

viewable  I  roi,i  designated  segment  •  oi  the  Owybei-  River. 

Comment:  based  cn,  the  pipeline  Hlgnm.nt  as  given  in  tl..*  draft  MS, 

neither  the  pipeline  nor  related  structures  can  be  ecu  fr«v.i  the  Owliyc. 

River  at  any  point. 


'ft 


PO)  Pari  )V,  Vr.J  4,  nr.-  1V-1SI03.  -I.  1.5.4  Additional  IV.i-.on-  -  '-lik-li 

Oi)  Ilf  II:  c ,1  lo  . «J thor  I  edit.  1 1 .  i  H  imp  “  1  ■  ' .  ■  I*  1 

line  2. 

Draft  Ut  At  igot  •  tudy  of  nd  PU  «rou 

should' lie  n.jJw  promptly  at  each  l»r<*i>.*  id \on*.pr  -uition  site  to 

rcr  -to  disc  fviMfn  ic*.  i«i  vuirtully  deficit-"*  data 

ComiHiMtt  :  The  Applicant*  v. 1 1 1  comply  with  jIJ  current  air  quality 

reyulat  i<*n-  . 


8nrarl  'V,  Volin, . f  4.  p,: .  lV-lOn:,,  4.I.S.4  AJJItimo-i  “pp 

H.,J  l,o  Used  to  Imllicr  Itcdm-'  tnvll-0limi  l.il  1«-|>'>'.'  p.-i v.-|j;r.-i|rfi  Z. 
line  8. 

ft,  aft  .  M  '  •  I  !  I  I  '  '  '  '  ' 

f.t:mdaril>  of  t he  State  of  Oregon. 

Comment :  All  stations  will  be  designed  to  meet  the  noise  regulations 
established  by  the  stale  oi  county  that  tluy  arc  located  m. 


SI 


82)  I’nri  IV.  Volume  4.  pr-  IV-WOS.  4.1.5.-!  MJltJo..»t 

May  be  Used  k-  Kuriher  Ucducc  Environm-ntal  luj  ''  •  I*"-  '  i'1* 

Draft  Statement:  This  paragraph  deals  with  the  maximum  noise  level 
with'n  '  compressor  station. 


Cone;*  ut :  he  Api  I  ici.i.ts  will  ci'+t  ly  with  .*U  applicable-  state  and 
federal  regulat ions  m  noise. 

f»3)  I’art  IV.  VuJtiBw.*  4,  .  IV-lPOn  to  1913,  4. 1,3. 4  Addiliun.il  Men  mu*  which 

May  Ik  U:  *--d  to  I  crib.  *  Reduce  him  ronn  uta  1  kpact*-,  subsection  N. 

Ilaza  rd*. 

r.i-nO  Sj-ii'-ont:  Vnis  sub  .ect  ioa  denis  will;  njtjgati.i.  neasures  lo 
reduce  j'-t*i..»al  Su-ir*' -. 

Comcitt:  The  Appiic.uk  will  coi.ply  with  CC!1A  and  ili  other  applirahJe 
state  and  Federal  n,.n  fat  ions  .a  ordc-v  to  keep  h-  •  i  ’  darin,;  <  i  im  t  on 
and  opera!  -n  of  tin*  pijwliue  at  a  oiniwin. 


p,4)  I'.*  j  :  IV,  ViiJin.-"*  4,  pj..  1V-19U9,  4.t.S.4  Additional  Me--  -uit*  wind  Mr-y 

b*»  Us -d  to  Further  llt  'uii  l.nvire>s  nt.u  l»4j»:*-  ts,  cubsection  b)  I'roxlnity 
to  II  i  }*.h  V<- '  t.igi  lin-s. 

pr  if,  ■*!.  *  .  ..  z  io».  Jiv-..-scr-  me  j*oicnti.-:i  liazarJs  :uul 

nTiVjTtjii  .ucu  i-i*  f  •  pip*.  Iir>  crossing  of  high  volta'-c  electrical 
transm  wsUui  li  .c». 

Coiii.neni  :  Refer  to  cetmient  36. 


or.  IV.  Volt..-  4.  Pr-  1V-1912,  4. 1.5.4  Adti.l  ioo.il  Mi.ir.’l  - 

which  May  lx  Used  to  j  urthcr  Reduce  Lnv i  n*n-*-nral  Impacts,  poragrapb  r.- 

Draft  Slat  •  t:  Mrc«  leroB.*ter<  or  sini'or  devices  should  be  u*  ed  to 
aiTiwi-/  ;*.«*%  Me  *  hl.toff  va  hr  ku.  •*■»•  .  *• ■!  ocl  *  CX  ■  "J  li*-it  of 
resistance. 

Courier  t:  The  Applicants  have  proposed  the  installation  of  automatic 
«.I„ICOff  valves  to  |w*  actuated  by  an  accc ler..t*  d  decrease  in  lint  pressure. 
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namely,  a  pipeline  rupture.  It  would  sc- cm  foolish  to  install  a 
scismically  activated  device  to  shut  down  a  pipeline  carrying  an 
important  energy  source  when  there  is  no  pipeline  failure.  In  the 
seismic  active  area  of  Southern  Californio  there  has  been  no  case  of 
a  "modern'*,  electric  welded  pipeline  failure  attributed  to  seismic 
action . 


86)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pi'..  IV- 191 3,  4. 1.5.4  Add  i  r  i-nnl  Me--  urcs  which  May 
be  Used  to  further  Reduce  environmental  Impact;.,  paragraph  2,  J  i no  6. 

Dre ft  Statement:  The  Applicant  would  be  required  tv:  use  a  "holiday" 
(leak)  detector  over  die  entire  pipe  length. 

Comment :  A  holiday  detector  is  designed  to  detect  flaws  in  the 
pipeline  coating,  not  to  detect  flaws  in  welding. 


87)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1914,  4.1.5. 4  Additional  Measures  which  May 
he  Used  to  Fui tlier  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  paragraph  4,  line  6. 

Drafi  Statement:  The  main-line  block  valves  must  be  automatically 
iTnvTrVi  oteiy  activated  should  their  use  be  necessary  to  minimize  closing 
time  in  event  of  pipe  rupture. 

Comment  :  The  Applicants  have  proposed  tl.c  use  of  automatical! 
activated  valves  to  actuate  principally  upon  a  decrease  of 
pipeline  pressure.  Then  is  no  need  for  remote  control  of 
main  line  valves  to  minimize  closing  time.  Such  n  complex 
and  expensive  remote  control  system  would  not  activate  a 
valve  significantly  faster  than  the  pie-posed  method. 


ggj  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1919,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures  which  May 
be  Used  to  further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  paragraph  1,  line  4. 

Draft  Statement:  Tie.  river  which  lias  been  designated  for  stuJy  under 
the  National  Wi Id  and  Scenic  River  Systi;  >  would  be  crossed  8  time:,  by 
the  pipeline  right-of-way. 


Comment:  The  statement  fails  to  note  that  the  proposed  right-of- 
way  parallels  an  existing  pipeline  which  crosses  the  river  S  times 
and  a  road  and  railroad  which  also  cross  the  river  several  times. 

89)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV* 1919  4. 1.5.4  Additional  Measures  which 
May  be  Used  to  further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  paragraph  5, 
line  4. 

Draft  St  at  ei.  cat :  Any  construction  should  be  avoided  within  one- 
cjurirTev  mjfcoY  the  Moyie  River. 

Coniine  nt :  Tie  impact  on  both  the  river  system  and  the  aesthetics  of 
the  valley  would  be  greater  by  Keeping  tin  pipeline  on  a  greater 
separation  from  the  river.  There  would  be  a  greater  removal  of 
forest  species,  production  of  a  new  "corridor",  and  a  greater 
degree  of  si llation  might  be  expected  due  to  runoff  from  the  addi¬ 
tional  ci.P-  hill  mis  inn’  si  neper  slopes  involved.  Total  impact  of 
this  alternative  would  be  greater  than  the  primary  route  involving 
the  river  crossings* 


90)  l’art  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  r\’-J920,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures  which  May 
he  Used  t .»  further  Reduce  Environmental  impacts,  paragraph  2. 

brail  Sta t em'-if :  Th.  se  informal  ion  .shortages  can  best  be  obtained 
Through  i ho  u>c  of  clinical  interdisciplinary  teams  which  would 
review  proposed  route*  local  ion  and  design,  analyse  specific  environ¬ 
mental  inl'oi  n:t  ion,  a  ml  make  recumnwndat  ions  as  to  preferred  route 
locations.  The  teams  should  include  a  wide  range  of  professional  and 
technical  txpcrti.se  which  would  bo  capable  of  accurate  assessment  of 
all  factors  along  the  proposed  route.  The  teams  should  be  made  up  of 
representative:',  from  federal  and  State  agencies  which  have  responsibil¬ 
ities  with  regard  to  the  proposal  and  other  from  universities  or 
Other  sources  as  required. 

Comment:  The  Applicants  have  used  a  technical  interdisciplinary  team 
in  the  preparation  of  ils  Environmental  Report,  Exhibit  Z-l,  Docket 
No.  CP  74-292,  Application  for  a  Certificate  of  Public  Convenience 
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and  Necessity.  The  Depart n  i;t  of  Interior,  also,  has  used  a  technical 
intcidi  .  ij»l  ina.-y  team  in  the  preparation  of  its  draft  Environmental 
lmpai i  Statement. 

The  proposed  suggested  formation  of  another  interdisciplinary 
team  to  make  rccoiam'.-ndat  ions  a*  to  preferred,  minor  route  re* locations 
seems  to  be  an  unnecessary  added  duplication  of  effort,  which  w..uld 
tend  to  cojifu.st*  and  delay  finalizing  Tin-  n .commended  route. 

In  making  the  final  route  selection  after  cert i l i catitn. ,  the 
Applicants  will  continue  to  use  an  interdisciplinary  team,  as  well  as 
consulting  with  local,  state,  and  fidei.i)  agencies  where  applicable. 


°lO 


91.)  Part  TV,  Vo  Ins  1 ,  pfl.  JV-T'J25,  4 . 1.5  -1  Addilri  Orta  1  W  which  May 

be  Used  to  furrier  Reduce  En\  i  lonaicntaJ  l».>;-:icts,  paragraph  3,  line  5. 

Drafi  St  tement:  .  or  it  ••••pears  l*>  he  located  mid-slope  «... 
Connie  nt  •  Th-  rate  was  selected  to  foil.  the  ridp  top. 


°it 


92)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1V-1926,  4. 1.5,4  Additional  Measures  which 
May  be  Used  to  further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  nararrai  ■ 

1  i  lie  1 .  "  ’ 

Draft  R’. n< '-cut:  field  Review. .  .ident  i  Tied  several  critical  areas 
which  wo.ilu  lx  crossed  identified  as  follow..: 

(2)  fast  slope  of  Lot  ton wood  Mountain.  The  proposed  route 
would  be  high  on  the  slop.-  to  present  an  adverse  visual 
impact .... 

(5)  Cottonwood  Creek  Canyon  -  a  deer  winter  range  and  nesting  area 
for  Golden  Eagles. 

Cornmv.!1i;  (2)  *’t  not  expected  that  the  proposed  right-of-way  would 
he  visible  for  long  distances,  field  personnel  indicate  that  the 
route  will  be  visible  nt  the  proposed  crossings  of  highways  26  and  20 
but  only  occasionally  if  at  all  from  highway  26  between  Brogan  ami  Vale. 


W'' 


(3)  it  is  line  1  car  from  the  statement  which  Cottonwood  Creek 
Canyon  is  rofereno  d.  However,  eagle  nesting  nabitat  was  not  apparent 
in  the  area  of  the  puipnscd  crons  fug  of  the  Ct.  (ton  wood  Creek  between 
Brogan  and  Little  Valley.  The  Cottonwood  Creek  located  to  the  southwest 
of  Little  V  •  1 1  ey  (and  tributary  to  the  Malheur  River)  is  not  crossed  by 
the  proposed  route. 

93)  Pit  ft  IN.  Volume  -1 ,  p«.  IV  1928,  4.J.5.4  Additional  Mi  a  suits  wiiieh  May 
he  Used  to  laither  Reduce  Envi  ron  .ii  utul  Impacts,  paragraph  2,  line 

'  ‘  i  i cates  a  high  aest hot  i  h  ,:it  t  d  u?  t «.  piaecw  ni 

of  the  pine  line  to  the  last  ol  highway  Uf«. 

Conun. -n.  :  Held  ».!»:  •  ••• .  ;  i on  indicator,  that  the  shift  in  route  suggested 

may  be  mui-  appan-nt  tli.-it  the  final  ul  igu-  nt  as  proposed. 

94)  Part  IV,  Vob.  1,  ,  IV  1924,  4. 1,5.4  Add! t  icrfijlt  Measurer  which 

May  hi  Used  t»--  f.eJwct  Eli  c  i  j  oiimeni  a  I  Impacts,  para,  mph  4. 

btjiJT  Mv  Discusses  ilk  calving  ami  increased  off- road 

vehicle  access. 

(x.i. rein  :  Applicant  ha-  indicated  a  wi  1 1  i ngne'.s  to  work  with  State, 

Local  and  federal  agencies  j  timing  const  nation  it,  sen-  ‘live  an. aw 
in  order  not  to  interfere  with  su  h  things  as  calving. 

The  applicant  ha:  also  indicated  a  willingness  io  reduce 
accessibility  through  nit -gat  Ion  ti-nsnrcs  woiked  out  with  the  nppnp.rato 
agencies . 

95)  I'art  IV,Volui'.c  4,  pg  IV- 1930,  4. 1.5. 4  Additional  Measures  which 
May  be  Used  to  further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  paragraph  4. 

L*iaft  Statement :  Discusses  presence  of  42  wiles  of  desert  free  of  man 
developed  access  roads. 


6St> 
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Con*  icnt :  Overflights  indicate  that  in  tin-  area  of  the  Kramer  Hills 
considerable  access  exi  •  l :  ;;rul  between  tl.c  Kraim-i'  Hills  and  Cuddobuck 
Lake  eviden.'r'  ,.f  extensive  off-highway  vehicle  u:.o  also  exists. 


9G)  Pert  IV,  Vo  luii  <1,  pg.  IV- IDS) ,  4. 1.5.4  Additional  Measures  which 
May  be  Used  to  Further  Reduce  Ilnviteai;.  ntnl  Impacts,  paragraph  1. 

Hr.iH  Statement  :  Suggests  rcloo  'on  <»f  proposed  route  to  follow 
existing  road  and  highway  corridor... 

Co. -rieiit :  A  I  '-  tic  irpa*.  «s  would  be  increased  for  liic  greater  numbers 
of  the  public  traveling  tin -sc  major  highways. 


97)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1 V - 1 : * 5 J  ,  1.1. 5. 4  Additional  Measures  which 
May  be  Used  to  Further  Reduce  hnvironwc  ir.nl  Impacts,  paragraph  4. 


Draft  Staler:  •»>!:  Sug I  .  a  nltCTUate  route  noth  of  Heath  Valley 
on  the  yrooiid  oi  piv-eiai  **i  species  at  their  di  t  r  i  but  « oa  ■ 1  limits. 

Cv - »•/  :  it  is  doubt  f;i)  th..t  the  propored  rente  would  rlimir.att  any 


of  i hi-  ?4  sje-.io  fro  .  or  rviUicc,  the  maximum  geographical  distributions 


of  these  specie'. 


98)  Pari  IV,  Vo’>.  -1,  pg.  IV-  1D51,  <1.1. 5. 4  Additional  Measures  which  May 

be  Used  to  luj’i.c.  Reduce  hr.vi  ronmc.silnl  Impacts,  subsection  P. 
Recommendations  P.clntirg  to  Geotechnical  Analysis. 

lira  It  Slater. eat :  This  snh.MCtion  discusses  various  studies  and 
p'rTu .  doio-.  Th.  l  should  be  done  b  lore  construct  i**n  of  the  pipeline. 

Comment:  Upon  receipt  or  c.erti ficat ion,  the.  Applicants  will  complete 
all  ne.essary  -luJies  to  finalize  the  design  of  the  proposed  pipe¬ 
line.  Many  of  the  recon-nciid.i  lions  in  this  subset  lion  arc  standard 
practices  th.it  are  done  during  finalization  of  design. 


99)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-1933,  4. 1.5.4  Additional  Measures  which  May 
be  Used  to  Further  Reduce  Environmental  Impacts,  paragraph  2. 

Draft  Statement  ;  The  properties  of  API  X-G5  steel  sliould  be  reviewed 
against  t lie  intent'  of  'I  i 1 1  <•  49  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  to 
determine  the  revisions  (if  any)  required  to  incorporate  the  use  of 
API  X-G5  type  steel . 

Common \  :  The  intent  of  Part  192  of  CFR  Title  49  is  to  incorporate 
by  law  minimum  Federal  safety  standards  for  the  transportation  of 
natural  and  other  gas.  in  Appendix  B,  AP)  MX-  Steel  pipe  (1967, 
1970)  is  approved  as  a  specification  for  new  stce!  pipe. 

AP15LX-65  liar  been  used  for  line  pipe  in  Canada  and  t ho  northern 
United  States  in  environments  colder  than  the  ITA(A)  project  area. 

The  t »-•«.'  reported  failure  incidents  in  X  65  pipe  were  specifically 
related  to  outside,  mechanic:!]  damage.  In  view  of  this,  there  is 
little  evidentiary  suf/ort  of  the-  concern  c- . : j ■  c-sscd  in  the  draft 
tnvircnucnt.-.l  lirpacl.  Stsii  cMent  rcgaiMing  V-r.s  p:|>e 

Pipe  materials  properties  aie,  certainly,  a  vital  concern  to 
the  applicant ;  and  minimum  specified  fracture  toughness  specifica¬ 
tions  along  with  visual  and  nor.  destructive  inspection  would  be 
established,  together  with  quality  control  procedures  throughout 
the  manuf.-vtui ing  process. 


100)  Fart  IV,  Vo'  mo  4,  pg.  TV-1940,  s.1.5.5  h'nter  Resources,  paragraph 
5,  line  6. 

Draft  fit  a  lemon  i  :  From  a  practical  standpoint,  however,  ideal  timing 
will  nc>t  be  possible,  and  as  a  consequence,  biologic  impacts  of 
construction  over  some  parts  of  the  pipeline  route  would  necessarily 
be  at  a  Maximum. 

Comment :  It  is  possible  that  ideal  timing  may  not  be  possible  in  a 
few  cases;  however,  it  is  highly  unlikely  that  the  timing  would  be 
off  to  such  an  extent  that  biological  impacts  would  be  maximized. 


-  4  2 


301)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1V-1949,  S. 1.5.6  Vegetation,  paragraph  1,  line  8. 

praft  Sluti-wa'iit :  Also,  it  is  est  imated  that  nearly  1,300  acres - 

Ccai'ccnt  :  Correct  new  .--go  i  about  740. 


I®9 

reviewed  in  ii.d.ing  this  statement 


102) Fart  IV,  Volins-  4,  pg.  TV-1951,  5.1 .5.7  Wildlife,  paragraph  3, 

J i re  6 . 

Ur.  i  ft  Slalcuci.i :  Avery  rough  estimate  is  that  these  roi  t  if  al  ion 

t  j  alt  ifl  0  p-  ivent  of  the  potent  i-«l  adverse 
i  f feels  bronchi  about  by  construction,  operation,  and  ma i ntvnancc 
of  tlie  project . 

Comment:  Please  provide  tin-  slat',  -t.val  basis  or  the  literature 


103)  I'.* > r  IV,  Volume  1.  ]>?..  IV-  1951 ,  S.1.S.7  Midi:  IV,  paragraph  4. 

1 i ne  1 . 

Uraft  Slat-':  at :  In  section  4.1. 5. 4,  Additional  Measures  re.-ommcrtded 
by  The  Dopurjiiwnt  of  ilu  Interior,  ei.ii.L.ts^s  is  placed  on  assign  my. 
an  interdisciplinary  envi  iunmmaal  assessment  t «  am  tiie  tad,  of  pre- 
paring  on. site  evaluations  of  Cli:  Val  areas,  a..d  rrconwialul  ion*  on 

kinur  row’.-  ivluratiun.,.  clip.'  ne< vile;  . . .  other  i...  1  ijjsir  i  on 

measures  to  lessen  or  remove  impacts. 

c,  .,j:  In  Hie  final  design  pha-r,  tlie  Apr  I  i  -  .mi:-'  engineering  start 
..ill  use  input  fruit  grolur'inicui  engineers,  biologists.  orrhaeologists, 
etc.  to  del.  r-oine  the  exact  alignment  of  the  pipelint  and  specific 
methods  of  cor  traction,  lojrosion  protection,  etc. 


105)  Fart  IV,  Volume  4,  jig".  IV  1953,  5. 1.5. 7  Wildlife,  Figure  5. 1.5. 7-1. 

Draft  Siatciiu-.'i  :  This  figure  shows  the  unavoidable  impacts  resulting 
1  rum' Tonsti  ik  t  :oii,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  proposed  project. 

Comment :  M»st  of  the  u  n voidable  impacts  listed  in  this  table  could 

hopp-.n.  The  at at emeu l  implies  that  they  will  definitely  happen. 

Also,  please  provide  the  basi>  for  the  estimated  time  of 

duration  of  effects. 

106)  Purl  IV,  Volume  t,  pg.  1V-IU57,  5.1 .5.7  Wildlife,  paragraph  1,  line 
J . 

Hr.ifl  S'.  ;•  1 1  i".  a  ♦  :  Must  bical.s  at  stream  cro:-  ings  occur  during  floods 
and  thus  the  gas  would  be  quickly  diluted.  Ilowevi  r,  if  a  break  did 
occur  in  a  stream  with  a  low  flow,  there  could  be  local  mortality  to 
Aquatic  nr i m.ils. 

Comment:  llcthn.-n  is  insoluble-  in  water.  if  a  l real;  occurred  in  the 
pi  •ic-i  iv<-  where  ?t  c**c-  r.<---  ri.'cr  e:  r;/e.;r.i  iln  MinJd  .-imply  escape 
the  water.  There  would  bv  no  toxic  effects  on  aquatic  organisms. 

107)  Fart  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  TV- 1963,  5.1.5.11  Land  Use,  paragraph  2. 

Draft  Statement '  This  paragraph  deals  with  the  loss  of  productivity  in 
primitive  areas  due  to  iuc leased  access  as  a  rc-.ult  of  pipe-line  construe- 
t  i  on . 

Comment :  The  proposed  pipeline  route  is  within  a  fev  miles  of  a  road 
throughout  almost  its  entile  lengtli.  These  roads  already  provide  better 
access  to  near  primitive  areas  than  the  pipeline  right-of-way  will. 


104!  Purl  IV,  Volin,'  4.  pg.  IV-19S1.  5. 1 .5.7  WilJli  IV ,  paragraph  1,  lino 


ProTt  Si  itcst-nt:  If  the  propose,:  r.iit i R.ilion  mo.iMirus  of  the  Appl ; cum , 
nK.n-'^/i  th^sr- .  i  fie  recoii.mi-iul.it  iun--  of  the  interdi sciplinar)  enriron- 
m.-niol  asr.cssir.ont  team  are  Curried  out,  it  is  cstiilirited  that  there  woulc. 
he  a  00-90  percont  reduction  in  adverse  effects  on  wildl.ro  resources. 

Consent:  Please  provide  the  statistical  basis  or  the  literature 

reviewed  in  making  this  statement. 


loj 


108)  Fart  IV,  Volume  1,  pg.  IV-19(<7-19«>9,  5.1.5.12  Archeological  and 
Historical  Resources. 

Draft  St  at  mien*  :  This  discussion  states  that  some  archeological  and 
historical  ivscurccs  will  be  lost  during  pipeline  construction. 
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Continent :  AJl  of  what  ha::  been  stated  in  this  section  could  turn  out 
to  he  true.  On  t.ho  other  hand,  this  project  could  turn  up  a  number 
of  significant  finds  without  damaging  any  valuable  archaeological 
resources.  The  fact  of  the  waiter  is  that  no  one  knows,  with  any 
degree  of  ceriainty.  The  bias  in  this  statement  toward  the  potential 
for  destruction  of  archaeological  and  historical  resource’s  js 
difficult  to  refute  or  argue  ngr-jn-t  since  there  is  very  little 
knowledge  of  what  is  present  on  the  specific  pipeline  right -of-way. 
However,  il  is  understood  that  ni.  l.nv i ronwenta  1  Jripe. cl  Statement 
should  try  lu  present  al  i  of  the  facts  and  all  of  the  opinions. 

In  read  in;:  This  section,  it  is  obvious  tbac  this  has  noi  been  <ionc. 

This  section  has  stressed  the  "strong  frs  i"  of  destruction  of 
important  cultural  rc.uuves  without  consider'. up.  ihc  laws  which 
'urrcr.r  ly  j/.t.ct  tl.c.  c  '  .  .v».»  o.  the  moi,.  ;  duu  tin:,  pjujt-ol 

will  pi ov > •’  rov  re.se. i  hing  tae.a  resources.  It  is  doubtful  that 
such  opporiu  I'lies  and  financing  of  avch.iepltv.i-  .»!  and  historical 
research  in  the  areas  tv.i  ovsed  by  the  proposed  p - ] > c- )  i i  .  come  very  after.. 


109)  Part  J\,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV- 1972,  5.1.5.13  Recreation  ami  aesthetic 
Resources,  paragraph  1. 

Draft  St_a_tA.ua- ■  *i  t :  T!i  i  -  j..  i  ra  ,r.  pi.  deals  with  t  li<-  adverse  impact  result)  tip. 
from  jiu  u:..  d  assess  or  the  pipeline  right-of-way. 

Co  i  tie  it  t :  Refer  comment  107. 


I0^ 


110)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-197X,  S.  1.5. 16  Harards,  paragraph  2. 

Draft  5jati'';  t  :  Tito  Applicants  have  stated  their  intonlion  to  follow 
all  OSIIA  and  l'i|-cline  Safely  Act  re  pul  at  i  on1- .  To  this,  the  Department 
of  the  interim  has  added  pages  of  further  safety  specifications,  par¬ 
ticularly  in  the  area  uf  geotechnical  invest  ip. u  ion*  to  permit  design 
and  const  j  net  i  on  of  a  pipeline  that  would  carry  pas  safely. 


\l° 


Comment :  The  Applicants  will  comply  with  all  applicable  Federal 
and  state  permits  and  regulations  in  designing  and  constructing 
t  he  p  i  pc  1  i  nc . 


Ill)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  1V-1983,  (>.1.5.2  l-nvi  ronment  a  l  and  resource 
Values  Affected  by  the  Proposed  Action,  paragraph  3. 

Draft  Statement:  Losses  connected  with  the  proposed  action  cannot 
be  quant  if ied,  but  would  likely  occur  to  some  of  the  species.  The 
following  species  are  considered  most  likely  to  sustain  losses: 
bighorn  sheep,  pale  kangaroo  mouse,  chisel  tooth  kangaroo  mouse,  San 
doaquin  pocket  mouse,  pigmy  rabbit,  white-tailed  jackrabbit,  peregrine 
and  prairie  falcons,  northern  and  southern  bald  eagles,  osprey,  desert 
tortoise,  and  southern  rubber  boa. 

Coinment  :  The  San  Joaquin  pocket  mouse  is  not  found  along  the  right-of-way. 


112)  Part  IV,  Volume  4.  pg.  IV- 198-1,  (>.1.5.2  I  nv i  ronment a  1  and  resource 

Values  Affected  by  the  Proposed  Action,  paragraph  I,  line  1. 

Draft  Statement:  Short-term  use  of  the  proposed  pipeline  right-of-way 
would  result  in  the  loss  of  archeological  and  historical  values  as  out¬ 
lined  in  previous  sections  of  this  statement. 

Comment:  Short-term  use  of  the  proposed  pipeline  right-of-way  may 
or  may  not  result  in  tile  loss  uf  aruiuuiug  xcal  uud  historical 
value.  The  applicant  will  protect  as  much  as  is  practical. 

113)  Part  IV,  Volume  I.  pg.  IV-I985,  (>.1.5.2  l-nvi  ronment  a  1  and  It  source 

Values  Affected  by  the  Proposed  Action,  paragraph  2. 

Dealt  Statement:  Once  constructed,  project  roads  and  rights-of-way 
would  be  used  by  the  general  public  to  gain  access  into  areas  which  were 
previously  inaccessible  or  relatively  und i sturbed . . .At  any  rate,  indiscrim¬ 
inate  and  uncontrolled  public  use  of  project  access  roads  and  rights-of- 
way  would  either  directly  or  indirectly  create  significant  impacts  on 
several  geographic  regions  I  sec  section  3.1.5. I  for  region  locations). 

l.ommout  :  It  is  not  the  intent  ion  of  the  Applicants  to  allow  indiscriminate 

. 1 1 u I  uncontrolled  public  use  of  pipeline  access  roads  or  the  ri ght -of-way. 

To  control  public  use,  locked  gates  ami  fences  will  be  placed  where  needed. 

Undoubtedly  some  people  will  get  through  these  barriers;  however,  this 

i 'anno t  lie  construed  to  be  "used  bv  the  general  public  to  gain  access" 
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or  "indiscriminate  .a.d  uncon* rolled  public  use." 


1.14)  Part  IV,  Volrn.  1,  pg.  IV  1987,  '  ,1.5.2  l.uvi  ronmntal  and 

Pa-source  Values  Afficted  by  the  Proposed  A  tion,  paragraph  4. 

Draft.  Stat»-  .•■•ol-:  The  i»*u::t  significant  !i?|v«*t  •.  on  long  term  pro¬ 
ductivity  would  occur  in  those  are. i  whies,  i.ei-o  i nacres-  ible  to  motor 
vehicle-::  prior  to  project  construction.  t‘  >  these  an-;.-,  are  opened 
to  indi  si  i  ■>  • 1  i  nut  e  a  id  un<-on1  ml  h  public  ire  via  project  access  roads 
and  rights-of-way,  the  impact-,  that  would  i  suit  could  prove  to  be 
deleterious  to  the  natural  cite i  >•'>:  •  •■•nt . 

C" . .  :  Refer  comment  113. 
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119)  Part  IV,  Volume  1.  pg.  lV-70w2,  1.5.4  I  ro-. ion,  paragraph  2,  line  1. 

Draft  si  at  ement  :  Tuputi]  lost  by  wind  and  water  erosion  on  the  off¬ 
site  lactiitiis  .och  a-.  the  compressor  station--,  material  sites,  equip¬ 
ment  slur  .itr  .  road-*,  po  -  i  lines,  el  «• ;  could  be  a-. Minted  t  <»  be  at  the 
tale  of  5  t un.  /ai.-iv/ye.i >-. 

Comiaciii :  Please  pin-ide  the  rational  use  t«>  nrrixe  at  Hie  above 
assumpt Ion. 


\19)  Part  IV,  Volume  1,  \\.  IV  /IK  7.  1.5. 5  Distinction  of  Cnllural, 

Aivbacologi  cal ,  ‘.nc  ov  Hi  -.  i  or  i  c-i  I  She:.  ai-*l  Aesthetics,  pa  rag  t\-.  pit  1 
lino  J . 

Draft  M  tci.  i't:  I  e  -  of  an  lr.  o ! ■  >;•  i i  a 1  .  ltd  historic  valm*:  would  he 
expected  out  1 1  prexi'-u-.  s>-ctiou*-. 

Cumin  nt  :  Refer  co  •  -  109. 


y/!rl/  Pa i ;  i \  Vt  lun  4  ,  pg.  1  ,  7.  ]  ,5.r»  Dost  cn  riot  1  1  iltural ,  '  .  hw<  - 

log)-. •],  :\x-  a .  t  i,i  H  tyri*  i  Sit-;  ai.d  Ac-  .Hirs,  j- ■:  >  a graph  1  in-  4. 

bra  1 1  -.  ..  i  •  i..i  y .  i'nix-  unci  up.  u  pji-jxcl  .wad  ■  ..  i.j.M'  a'  '•  ■"/  v'-f.e 

ail".,  i  i  c  iit:.'.  and  me  .!  idled  public  u-t  of  a  rear  orce  ic>.  idf-c.-U 
as  p:ii.'.ij\t-  oi  u  priii-itiw  .-in  i  rota.ici  t  •• ,  in.K:-.-  i  rol  led. 

Co;1"  rii!  :  Refer  com’:.'* ul  114. 


UG)  Pa  it  IV,  \  ‘lu.ie  1,  p.’.  TV-1992,  6. 1.5. 3  Rest rict ion  on  Future  Options 
and  Needs,  paragraph  2. 

Draft  Stair*  nt:  lixi  sting  isolate*  areas  along,  the  prc.j'-sed  route 
cxhif>.ii  certain  primitive  et  soir.i-\  jldetne  qualities.  ’lfoirty-sc-xeit 
miles  a  long  the  propesid  route  have  been  -identified  r  being  isolated 
and  associated  with  critical  wildlife  habitat. 

for. wen.  :  P- for  comment  11. 


|K 


Ij-/)  Part  IV,  Volume  4,  pg..  IV- 2002,  7. 1.5.4  hi  os > on,  paragraph  1,  line  2. 

Draft  Staler-  nt  :  Appro  imately  5,500  acres  of  soil  .situated  in  the 
segment  hetweee  Spokane  a... I  l l;e  Washington -Oregon  state  1  i no  ore  highly 
susceptible  to  wind  ero-.ion  when  disturbed  and  denuded  of  vegetation. 

Comment:  Refer  comment  115. 


12.1)  iNtrt  IV,  \ •  > ) 1 1-  •  ,  ]  .  1V-2007,  .1.5.0  l.Iiminat ion  c*f  I  tubingi-rcd  Species 

Habitat,  pa  r  a*- .  .-pii  1,  line  1. 

Draft  M  it  *  ;>:< -n  l  :  Possibly  the  contest  i  t  »vt  rievab  It  cumuli  t  v-'.-nt  »-f  v:i  id- 
3:  i .  -  -a  d  by  tin  --ui  t  ni' of  i  he  propxsrd  pipeline  would  be  the  lo:  •* 
of  ind  -  cj  i'.i  •  1  aniv, i  l-  and  ps>-.:.il>lc  extinction  of  ponulatiims  of  an 
entire  spce.es . 

Conn  nt :  It  is  naive  to  thin I  that  an  entire  population  could  be  so 
small  in  numb-  r  that  a  100- ft.  wide  righi -cf-v.ay  would  wipe  it  out  . 
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127)  iv.  Volnmi'  4,  |>g.  IV-2O0",  M.S.b  I;  l  i  ninut  ion  of  Endangered 

Species  Habitat,  paragraph  2.  line  2. 

Dr.i  11  Statement:  The  proposed  pipeline  would  pass  close  enough  to 
several  known  nesting  sites  so  as  to  render  them  useless,  due  to  in¬ 
creased  disturbance  cuasing  abandonment. 

Comment :  This  statement  assumes  that  construction  would  be  timed  so 
that  it  occurred  during  nesting.  All  possible  efforts  will  be  made  to 
avoid  such  a  situation,  as  stated  in  the  Applicants’  l-.IR  and  elsewhere 
in  this  document. 


123)  l*;>rt  IV,  Volume  4,  pg.  IV-2007,  7. 1.5. 6  Diminution  of  lindangercd 
Species  Habitat,  paragraph  2,  line  5. 

Draft  Statement:  Destruction  of  those  and  potential  nesting  and  den 
sites  along  the  proposed  route  would  occur. 

Comment :  Destruction  of  these  and  potential  nesting  and  den  sites 

along  the  proposed  route  could  occur  only  j1  they  Jrc  not  avoided. 
The  applicant  proposes  to  avoid  such  sites  us  much  as  is 
pract i cable . 


124) 


Part  IV.  Volume  4.  pg.  IV-2M0S,  7. 1.5. 6  elimination  of  Endangered  Species 
llahiial,  paragraph  4,  line  1. 

Draft  Statement:  Increased  access  provided  by  the  proposed  route  would 
disturb  sensitive  species  and  cause  a  decline  in  populations. 


Ill 


taimaent  ;  Increased  access  could  result  I' rom  the  proposed  projec 
a. ul  fit  is  could  esult  in  ♦'*  stui*t'  '  '  ‘  :  •  i  c  • 

and  cause  a  decline  ill  populations.  increased  public  UCCCSS 

would  hr  avoided  ns  much  ar.  is  practicable  by  the  applicant.' 


Comment :  The  ITA(*0  prune  route  does  nor  parallel  existing  pipelines 
for  7S  riles  from  the  Snake  River  to  Mcacletw.  Tht  Stanfield 
Alternative  extended  to  Cajon  does  pa ra 1 1 r 1  existing  pipelines  for 
1J6  miles  from  the  Snake  Kivu*  to  Men eh am.  This  is  a  rather  signifi¬ 
cant  difference  in  comparing  t  iv.o  jnoposals  to  bring  the  gas  to 
Cajon.  Chapin  5.1.5  does  not  describe  the  impacts  of  the  Stanfield 
Size  Alternative  from  the  Snake  giver  to  StanfieJd  and,  if  extended, 
from  Stanfield  to  M^Jichsin. 

The  applied:!  li.-IUvcs  the  draft  r.IS  does  not  evaluate,  as- css, 
nor  t cup:  re  the  tt*i:*l  i», s  of  tiio  two  routes  in  it  :,  snumary  suggestion 
that  the  total  i  .pacts  arc  very  similar. 


125)  Part  IV,  Volume  4  ,  pg.  1V-2U22.  8. 1.5.5  Stanfield  Size  Alternative, 
paragraph  l. 

Draft  Slat  ement  :  If  extension  of  the  II  A  (A) -Sot' a  I  prime  route  proposal 
to  Cajon,  California  is  used  as  the  option  to  move  gas  from  Stanfield 
because  of  additional  gas  volumes,  then  impacts  would  be  greater. 

These  impacts  are  fully  described  in  Chapter  3.1.5.  Summarily  this 
option  if  implemented  would  suggest  total  impacts  very  similar  to  the 
ITA(A)  prime  route  proposal. 


Responses  to  Comments  from 
Southern  California  Gas  Company  Oct.  24,  1975 


1.  The  Mt.  Lyell  shrew  has  been  deleted  from  the  species  list. 
The  Mojave  fringetoed  lizard  and  the  San  Joaquin  pocket  mouse 
have  been  left  on  the  list  as  their  occurrence  along  the  pro¬ 
posed  pipeline  route  is  considered  a  possibility,  although 
admittedly  remote. 

2.  The  subsequent,  alternative,  revised  application  submitted 
by  the  applicants  have  been  incorporated  in  the  final  EIS, 
(Los  Angeles  Volume,  pp.  162). 

3.  The  additional  market  data  supplied  by  the  applicants  was 
utilized  in  the  final  EIS. 

4.  This  draft  statement  was  deleted. 

5.  Efforts  to  avoid  potential  landslide  areas,  avoidance  of 
blasting  in  areas  that  can  be  ripped,  and  requiring  all 
blasting  to  be  done  by  experts  does  not  eliminate  the 
possibility  of  landslides  occuring.  Therefore  discussion 
of  potential  impacts  of  blasting  was  retained. 

6.  The  possibility  of  pipe  being  exposed  in  a  few  unavoidable 
places  is  considered  likely.  The  statement  was  retained. 

7.  In  the  final  EIS  it  was  noted  that  the  pipelines  that  broke 
were  old,  gas-welded  lines,  and  that  no  modern,  electric- 
welded  pipelines  in  the  same  area  and  subjected  to  the  same 
shock  ruptured,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  pg.  266). 


8. 

This  paragraph  was  left  in,  although  it 
frequent  plowing  in  this  area  also  adds 

is  agreed  that 
to  wind  erosion. 

9. 

This  paragraph  was  deleted. 

10. 

This  paragraph  was  deleted. 

11. 

Several  other  areas  considered  semiwilderness  would  also 
be  opened,  as  discussed  in  Los  Angeles  Volume,  pg.  279,  ] 

12. 

There  is  no  disagreement  with  the  applicants  comment. 

13. 

This  draft  statement  was  deleted. 

14. 

This  draft  statement  was  deleted. 

15. 

This  draft  statement  was  deleted. 

16. 

This  draft  statement  was  deleted. 

17.  The  inference  was  that  any  disturbance  could  result  in  the 
replacement  of  the  present  species  composition  by  invader 
species. 

18.  This  paragraph  has  been  amended  by  removing  the  percent 
estimates.  The  50  year  estimate  for  revegetation  to  occur  in 
the  arid  areas  of  Nevada  and  California  is  a  reasonable 
approximation  based  on  past  vegetative  disturbances  in 

this  area  and  was  therefore  left  in  the  final  EIS.  (Los 
Angeles  Volume,  pg.  281). 

19.  This  paragraph  was  deleted. 

20.  This  paragraph  was  deleted. 

21.  This  paragraph  was  deleted. 

22.  This  paragraph  was  deleted. 

23.  This  paragraph  was  amended  to  lessen  the  implied  severity 

of  the  impact  on  fisheries  in  the  proposed  route  section, 

(Los  Angeles  Volume,  pg.  224),  and  was  deleted  from  the 
proposed  future  expansion  section  of  the  final  EIS. 

24.  The  comment  on  this  sentence  is  valid.  The  sentence  was 
deleted  from  the  proposed  future  expansion  section,  but  was 
inadvertently  left  in  the  proposed  route  section  of  the  final  EIS 

25.  The  comment  on  this  sentence  is  agreed  with.  This  sentence  was 
expanded  on,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  pg.  282-283). 

26.  This  sentence  was  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

27.  This  sentence  was  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

28.  This  sentence  was  deleted  from  the  proposed  future  expan¬ 

sion  section  of  the  final  EIS.  The  comment  is  agreed  with 
but  this  sentence  was  inadvertently  left  in  the  applicants 
proposed  route  section. 

29.  This  sentence  was  left  intact  in  the  proposed  route  section. 
Further  elaboration  was  added  in  the  proposed  future  expansion 
section,  (Los  Angeles  Volume.,  pg.  283,  para.  2). 

30.  There  is  agreement  with  the  comment.  The  wording  of  the  draft 
statement  has  been  changed  to  reflect  this. 

31.  This  statement  was  deleted. 
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32.  The  comment  is  undoubtedly  true  for  most  wildlife  species, 
although  it  is  not  known  what  affect  compressor  station  noise 
would  have  on  a  specific  species  such  as  Tule  elk  at  the  Lone 
Pine  compressor  station.  Therefore  no  changes  were  made  to 
the  table. 

33.  The  draft  statement  was  amended  in  the  final  EIS,  (Los 
Angeles  Volume,  page  289). 

34.  The  comment  is  agreed  with.  The  draft  statement  has  been 
revised  to  reflect  this,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  291). 

35.  The  draft  statement  was  deleted. 

36.  These  two  paragraphs  were  deleted. 

37.  The  draft  statement  was  deleted. 

38.  The  draft  statement  was  deleted. 

39.  The  draft  statement  was  deleted. 


50.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  proposed  route 
section.  In  the  proposed  future  expansion  section  the 
draft  statement  has  been  expanded,  (Los  Angeles  Volume, 
page  330) . 

51.  There  is  agreement  with  the  applicants  comment.  No  changes 
were  considered  necessary  in  the  final  EIS. 

52.  The  comment  was  used  to  further  clarify  the  draft  statements, 
(Los  Angeles  Volume,  pp.  313  and  340). 

53.  This  draft  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

54.  The  comment  has  been  incorporated  in  the  final  EIS, 
expanding  the  draft  statement,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  341). 

55.  The  comment  lias  been  incorporated  in  the  final  EIS, 
expanding  the  draft  statement,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  341). 

56.  The  comment  has  been  incorporated  in  the  final  EIS, 
expanding  the  draft  statement.  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  341). 


40.  This  sentence  was  deleted. 

41.  Comment  is  not  inconsistent  with  draft  statement.  No  change 
was  made. 

42.  It  was  stated  in  the  EIS  that  these  pipeline  crossings  may 
reduce  future  opportunities  for  historical  interpretation. 

The  possibility  exists  of  the  pipeline  crossing  visible 
portions  of  historic  trails. 

43.  Agree  with  comment  but  feel  that  no  word  changing  was  necessary. 


57.  The  comment  has  been  incorporated  in  the  final  EIS, 
expanding  the  draft  statement,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  342). 

58.  It  will  be  the  applicants  responsibility  to  monitor  stream 
turbidity,  and  to  document  aquatic  ecosystem  composition  before, 
during  and  following  construction  across  major  streams  and 
rivers.  Therefore,  the  draft  statement  was  left  in  the  final 
EIS,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  pp.  342-343). 

59.  The  comment  is  agreed  with.  No  changes  in  the  draft  state¬ 
ment  were  considered  necessary. 


44.  Comment  does  not  require  any  changes  to  be  made  In  the  EIS. 

45.  The  comments  are  valid  but  no  changes  to  the  EIS  were  considered 
necessary. 

46.  This  statement  was  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

47.  This  paragraph  was  reworded,  (Overview  Volume,  page  183). 

48.  The  comment  is  agreed  with.  No  changes  were  necessary. 

49.  This  draft  statement  has  been  deleted. 


The  comment  is  agreed  with.  No  changes  in  the  draft  state¬ 
ment  were  considered  necessary. 

The  draft  statement  has  been  expanded  with  the  addition  of 
the  comment,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  343). 


The  draft  statement  has  been  expanded  with  the  addition 
of  part  of  the  comment,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  343). 


The  comment  has  been  incorporated  in  the  final  EIS, 
(Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  344). 


The  comment  is  agreed  with, 
statement  were  necessary. 


No  changes  in  the  draft 


The  comment  is  agreed  with.  No  changes  in  the  draft 
statement  were  necessary. 


66.  The  comment  was  taken  into  consideration  and  the  draft 
statement  has  been  revised,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  345). 

67.  The  comment  supports  the  draft  statement,  therefore  no 
changes  in  the  final  EIS  were  necessary. 

68.  The  assumption  is  correct  that  the  Government  wishes  to 
review  these  reports  for  the  entire  pipeline.  No  changes 
were  cosidered  necessary  in  the  final  EIS. 

69.  The  comment  is  agreed  with  and  has  been  incorporated  in 
the  final  EIS,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  349). 

70.  The  comment  and  the  draft  statement  are  in  agreement, 
therefore  no  changes  were  considered  necessary. 

71.  The  comment  was  considered  valid  and  the  final  EIS  has 
been  modified  accordingly,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  351). 

72.  The  comment  is  valid  and  has  been  incorporated  in  the 
final  EIS,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  351). 

73.  The  final  EIS  has  been  modified  to  reflect  the  comment, 

(Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  352). 

74.  The  draft  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

75.  This  draft  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

76.  The  draft  statement  has  been  modified  to  reflect  the  comment, 

(Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  354). 

77.  This  draft  statement  was  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

78.  The  draft  statement  has  been  modified  to  reflect  the 

comment  which  was  considered  valid,  (Los  Angeles  Volume, 
page  354) . 

79.  This  draft  statement  was  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

80.  There  is  agreement  with  the  comment.  No  change  was 

necessary  in  the  final  EIS. 

81.  The  final  EIS  has  been  changed  to  reflect  the  comment,  (Los 
Angeles  Volume,  pp.  328,  358). 

82.  The  final  EIS  has  been  changed  to  reflect  th  comment, 

(Los  Angeles  Volume,  pp.  328,  358). 

83.  The  comment  will  be  necessary.  No  changes  need  be  made 
to  the  final  EIS. 

84.  The  comment  has  been  included  in  the  final  EIS, 

(Los  Angeles  Volume,  pp.  359-360). 


85.  The  comment  is  agreed  with  and  has  been  incorporated 
in  the  final  EIS,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  361). 

86.  The  comment  is  valid  but  did  not  require  any  changes 
to  be  made  to  the  final  EIS. 

87.  The  comment  is  agreed  with  and  the  final  EIS  has  been 
revised  accordingly,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  pp.  329,  362). 

88.  The  draft  statement  has  been  changed  to  reflect  the  latest 
application  which  has  the  pipeline  crossing  the  Moyie  River 
only  twice.  This  pipeline  will  follow  the  existing  corridor 
in  the  Moyie  River  Valley,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  pp.  62  and 
406).  The  draft  statement  originally  pertained  to  the  proposed 
route.  This  is  now  considered  an  alternative  and  discussed  on 
page  405  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

89.  This  draft  comment  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

90.  This  draft  statement  was  left  intact  as  it  was  concluded 
that  a  technical  interdisciplinary  team  would  be  necessary 
to  analyze  and  recommend  the  least  environmentally  damaging 
route  location.  Therefore,  this  statement  was  left  in  the 
final  EIS. 

91.  This  draft  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

92.  It  was  concluded  that  the  pipeline  would  be  sufficiently 
visible  on  the  east  slope  of  Cottonwood  Mountain  to  leave  the 
statement  in  the  final  EIS. 

The  Cottonwood  Creek  Canyon  referenced  is  that  crossed  by  the 
pipeline.  This  statement  was  also  considered  valid  and  left 
in  the  final  EIS. 

93.  As  stated  in  the  applicants  comment,  a  relocation  of  the 
proposed  pipeline  to  the  west  of  highway  95  may  in  fact  be  more 
esthetically  degrading.  This  route  relocation  should  receive 
detailed  analysis  and  was  so  stated  in  the  final  EIS. 

94.  The  applicants  comments  would  adequately  mitigate  impacts 
to  Tule  elk  and  the  accessibility  problems  related  to  the 
right-of-way.  No  changes  were  felt  necessary  to  the  final 
EIS. 

95.  It  is  agreed  that  access  roads  exist  in  this  area  although 
the  area  is  relatively  less  disturbed  then  the  other  similar 
areas  nearby.  Therefore,  the  draft  statement  was  not  changed. 
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96.  The  pipeline  paralleling  existing  highways  would  have  less 
visual  impact  than  if  located  in  a  relatively  undistruhed 
area  where  the  background  contrast  as  viewed  from  the  high¬ 
way  would  be  obvious.  Most  of  the  public  has  become  con¬ 
ditioned  to  expert  visual  foreground  impacts  along  highways. 
The  draft  statement  was  left  intact  in  the  final  EIS. 

97.  The  comment  is  probably  valid,  but  the  draft  statement  was 
left  intact  with  the  recommendation  that  this  alternative 
should  be  investigated  further. 

98.  This  entire  section  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

99.  This  entire  section  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

100.  This  statement  has  been  revised,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page 
379).  The  statement  was  inadvertently  overlooked  and  left 
intact  on  pg.  373. 

101.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

102.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

103.  The  EIS  task  force  believes  that  an  interdisciplinary  team  is 
needed  for  final  route  allignment  and  for  site-specific  de¬ 
tailed  construction  and  rehabilitation  planning.  Therefore, 
this  statement  was  not  changed  in  the  final  EIS. 

104.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

105.  The  reference  to  the  table  has  been  tempered  by  saying 

- —  potentially  unavoidable  - .  The  time  of  duration  of 

effects  are  merely  estimates  to  better  orient  the  reader 
within  a  timeframe.  There  is  obviously  no  way  of  knowing 
specifically,  the  duration  of  an  impact  prior  to  the  occur¬ 
ence,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  301). 

106.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

107.  The  Department  believes  that  additional  areas  will  be  opened 
up  by  the  pipeline  right-of-way.  Therefore  the  statement  was 
not  changed  in  the  final  EIS. 

108.  The  comment  is  agreed  with.  Much  of  this  section  has  been 
deleted  in  the  final  EIS  to  lessen  the  emphasis  on  destruc¬ 
tion  and  loss,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  386). 

109.  Refer  to  response  107. 


110.  This  statement  has  been  amended  to  reflect  the  comment, 

(Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  388). 

111.  The  San  Joaquin  pocket  mouse  has,  in  fact,  been  found  near 
the  proposed  right-of-way. 

112.  The  draft  statement  has  been  revised  in  line  with  the  state¬ 
ment,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  394). 

113.  The  revised  statement  reflects  this  comment  in  the  final  ETS, 
(Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  394). 

114.  In  the  opinion  of  the  EIS  task  force,  increased  accessibility 
would  constitute  a  significant  impact  and  is  therefore  stated 
in  the  final  EIS,  although  slightly  revised,  (Los  Angeles 
Volume,  page  394). 

115.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

116.  This  statement  has  been  revised  slightly.  I c  is  still 
believed  that  significant  impacts  would  occur  to  semi¬ 
primitive  areas,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  396). 

117.  Although  the  statement  is  true,  the  draft  statement  if  also 
valid.  The  statement  was  revised  in  the  final  EIS,  (Los 
Angeles  Volume,  page  401). 

118.  This  statement  was  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

119.  The  expected  loss  of  archeological  and  historical  values 
is  considered  most  likely.  Statement  was  not  changed. 

120.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

121.  The  comment  is  agreed  with.  This  statement  was  revised 
in  the  final  EIS,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  402). 

122.  The  comment  is  agreed  with.  The  final  EIS  reflects 
this,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  402). 

123.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  final  EIS. 

124.  The  comment  has  been  used  to  refine  the  statement  in  the 
EIS,  (Los  Angeles  Volume,  page  403). 

125.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  because  the  Stanfield  Size 
Alternative  had  become  part  of  the  major  proposal  after 
submission  of  the  application-amended. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Washington,  D.  C. 

October  2,  1975 
by  Mr.  Joseph  F.  Weller 
representing 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation 
and 

Transwestern  Pipeline  Company 


i! 

■  PT-'.TE v  or  ss:;.  oc srpii  f.  wli  Licit 

"  •  r  %  •  I  a  1  ...vs-  :  . 

i 

:  -  pi3?el-x;;s  cCMS*A.-nr 

Mr;.  W.TCLI'.l*:  ’.'our  Honor  and  marebora  the  lvo-.cl ,  my 

3 

.  nano  in  Joseph  >•'.  bailer.  I  live  in  Houston,  Texas,  p.o.  Cox 
2J21.  7.  on  an  attorney  representing  Texas  Eastern  Trent-mission 

|j  eorpoj.-f.tion  r.ni  TBSJ  £.  :  Company.  Wn  are  preoent- 

I  ing  our  views  with  respect  to  your  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

jl 

•"  !;  Statement  because  of  the  emergency  gas  supply  situation 
:0  .]  confronting  the  Jmsricaa  consumer  oni  the  vital  importance  of 
11  ;  making  the  26  trillion  cubic  feet  cf  proven  gas  cuppliec  avail- 

1  able  to  him  at  the  earliest  possible  time. 

Y-J  ,}  While  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

1.  .  tJiscr.ac.ee  various  alternatives  to  Als.-kan  gas  supplies,  we 
lit  li  respectfully  sub-Ai.t  that  it  fails  to  reflect  the  severity  of 
30  '  our  energy  crises  and  that  there  simply  is  no  alternative  to 
•y  |:  making  the  Alaskan  eras  supplies  available  to  the  American  ccn- 
K-  }■  sumor  at  the  earliest  possible  time.  The  fact  is  that  we 
i-  <!  need  to  put  into  operation  ns  soon  an  possible  all  viable 
■'•I  ;  energy  projects  and  to  aevo.lop  potential  sources  of  onergv 
;j  as  soon  as  possible  because  of  the  severe  energy  crisis. 

-  she  Alaskan  Transportation  System  offers  the  oppor- 

■  *-  -  tunity  of  mating-  26  trillion  cubic  feet  of  proven  go.:,  supplies 
;  J  available  to  the  American  consumer  beginning  in  1960.  And  it 
.  will  mafeo  it  available-  in  the  safest,  moot  reliable,  least 

i 
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a 

-  i  I;  *»! no  sukcr.  a  rwa\i  nwbec  of  c-uftl!  sales  ftlcaq 

'  •  wasteful,  and  r.osi.  environ  inteli”  acceptable  iionr.er  jcr.rv.-r. 

to  rankir-d. 

it.-  pipoiiftc.  tran:.  ;.t  -  n's  .cqeiiv  .  ;nts  arc  cbr.cc  3S3  biULic: 

1  It  viil  also  cre?.tly  accelerate  the  dcTeleprcat  of 

cubic  act  of  cc.  i'.-.caJ  v  :oc.  iha  19G7  livoi  of  cc--  U to 

/.  •  additional  postentiai  Alaskan  gas  supplies,  which  are  err  Ira  ted 

its  car-tci.?rs. 

2  ha-.a  incJc  ccl  that  oar  rereiveaents  arc  ba.-.sd 

T  co  exceed  ICO  trillion  cubic  feat. 

v  ?'  l?c  believe  tout  the  ucpericuca  of  Texas  Eastern  and 

...sen  l?ST  and  II 33  la.-cit  of  era- -itKOr.ta  bce-vaae  ftt  tk.- 1  rex 

V  1  Tran s’.r.r. to m  '.rill  help  reflect  the  critical  nature  of  the  eras 

k-kcs;  of  cur  ri>'M5j  c  -ir  iaau  that  in  view  of  the 

0  >  impel y  shortage  cc more sting  the  consumer  in  nor-rrccucv." 

impmr,-'*-  r  -•  natural  gar  sup.  y  rhea  ico  i ,  it  v  ^.r.  p*  adc.it  to  .top 

5  ’•  states  and  the  bearing  it  has  on  productivity,  his  esroioyaent, 

T^y-: ng  pfc.itional  sales  cc  nitm.-nta  end  conserve  Its  gen  sup- 

.  end  the  tuality  of  hie  lifestyle. 

-lien  to  racet  then  cm  stir.-  eastoexu  ccrsnitnents. 

;  Texas  Eastern’s  pipeline  system  extends  frea  Gulf 

i; 

‘  Ccact  producing  areas  to  metropolitan  areas  of  ?ennsyl\ unia , 

Even  so,  because  of  the  worsening  gas  supply  short- 

age,  Te*  *  hastorr.  began  curtailing  deliveries  to  its  castOKerr 

' Kev  Jersey,  and  Key  York.  It  sells  gas  to  approximately  one 

,c  '  in  Dsccshor,  1971,  and  Trsnswstcm  began  curtailing  deliveries 

'  *  hundred  distribution  conpnniea  ere  other  pipeline  ccmpaeics 

£ 

-  along  its  route.  It  is  the  sole  pipeline  supplier  of  Algcnuuir. 

in  January',  197-1,  and  these  curtailments  have  continued  e/er 

since,  and  have  increased. 

*  -  =’  Gas  Transn5.sc  ion  Company  vhich  ser?es  aha  Sew  England  states. 

The  plain  fact  is  tart  despite  all  of  our  efforts  to 

obtain  oil  available  cus  sunrises,  we  sir.piy  have  been  unable 

c"  Texas  Eastern's  requirements  are  abouu  1  trillion  cubic  foci 

-  -  of  ras  u-_r  ••car  baaed  ruon  the  1968  le^el  of  ci.tuitrervts  to 

'  for  a  nxarbac  of  years  to  replace  our  annual  rcauiremsnas.  For 

oxar.ole,  during  the  peri  fear  years,  1971  through  1974,  Veras 

'c,  its  cu3touer3. 

Transwestem ’ e  pipeline  system  extends  rrerr.  producing 

Eastern  vi  j  able  to  purchase  only  20:  of  its  li53  rcouir  "ants 

*  :» 

areas  In  t'ast  Terns  and  the  T  .u : ac  -Oklahoma  Par.lar.dle  to  C  ili- 

and  Trunsvssfcem  only  217  of  its  1967  requirements. 

for nit.  It  cells  about  thz a  -Quarters  of  its  gas  to  Pacific 

The  result  in  that  Texas  Ear. tarn  is  presently  c-:r- 

--  Lighting  Service  Co:- -any  for  discribu  fen  ir.  entsthem  C  'iforr.le 

tai.iing  its  deliveries  b-  .  boat  C50,000  million  cubic  f  -  c 

and  about  cno-ounr cor  to  cither  Service  Gas  Comp*  .  y  for  cistri- 

day,  and  Trai::**.  eatern  Ly  about  203,000  million  cubic  feet 

fcuiJ  on  in  nidrestorn  states. 

:  day.  .  .  -  its  is  rod 

*  ’  c':a  fart  tb:.-  Tot^s  i.irt:r?  11  during  the  *r enchs  of  Decor:!. 

*  tbat  this  bri  :  cutlic  •  of  our  c\;  ..ri.-r.co  vill  help  convince 

J.Vitisry  and  Vefcruarv  ccuplc-tciy  cur  call  all  of  its  Pricri.y  2 

yen:  that  ve  u.-r  ntly  u  :A  this  h  :  i.d  ovcrlaud  pipo\5i.u  project 

2  category  custcuers,  am  cl  -..ill  curtail  be  t.'.ean  6  arml  0  parc.nt 

as  veil  ;s  all  cth vr  viable  alteruativus  to  halo  cl} 

-  of  it:  Priority  1  categories. 

the  x  eiuc  iiu-.g  critical  gas  supply  ehcrta.ce  —  a  cas  supply 

Irioritv  i,  r.c  you  bic.?;,  consists  of  residential  and 

that  .’511  in:  :.‘ur:-li:g3.y  f  foot  tl'.e  productivity,  ea.p3.oy  :  cut. 

ran 3.1  ecu  --rcial  usage  rad  Priority  2  consists  of  largo  c:a~ 

and  lie”  of  15.fc  of  the  American  public. 

liicieilard  is.'luatrial  usr-s  cueh  as  feedstoc!;,  proc^rs. 

:fe  also  firmly  belie ‘re  that  under  1IT-3A  the*  environ- 

E  -  and  plane  protection  usages. 

:?  '  These  curtail: '.ants  viill  increase  each  year,  end 

oentul  iupcccs  of  che  piwaJir?  project  meet  be  considered  in 

9  reinticr.  _o  the  public  need  fer  gas,  -which  in  itself  is  non- 

:.  l  it  is  projected,  that  the  Alar-on  gss  su~olies  that  will  be 

i .  •,  available  to  Tezns  Easscrr.  and  TroriEr.res tom  ir.  19 JO  will  halo 

I? 

; 

.’?  poliutm-';  :  .'p  v.  :.i  holy  ii'.provc  .-be  A- eric,  n  euvircr..  eivc. 

Wa  alto  Ci’oiut  iv-c-t  the  Alas2:an  Tranr.corrr.tucn 

offset  Priorities  1  ar.c  2  curtai Iran ts  —  it  will  not  eliiianate 

System,  off  rs  tr.o  rcfest,  tr.oet  reliable,  leant  wasteful,  and 

0  Priority  1  cuotcilsrenca  curing  winter  months. 

l  would  liho  to  emphasise  that  *<e  are*  taking  ail  the 

yg  ;  gae  we  can  from  our  gas  s\*pplicrs.  This  5.s  illustrated  by 

cnvir3::2cataliy  r.ccepiu.blo  .rcthod  of  shaking  these  vitally 

' 

needed  Alaska  Gas  s-pp.. ios  available  to  che  At.erican  consumerr . 

■■ 

Eunaxeas  of  tliausanlc  of  tr.xles  of  gas  pipelines 

•I 

yj  the  fact  that  when  *;e  recently  lost  our  offshoro  gr.c  svva^y 

'.y  -j  for  throe  cays  due  to  hurricane  Eloise,  \:e  had  no  alternative 

j  are  in  service  in  the  United  States.  They  are  buried  uudir- 

*•/  •  ground  fe”ccpc  for  ccsprocsor  fac.iiities  spaced  beeveon  50  to 

•;  "  but  to  increase  Texas  Essterr.’c-curtailr.ents  f^or.  900,070 

2J  i,  million  cubic  feet  par  day  to  i,£C0,.lGG  million  cunic  feet  t>er 

.  100  wiles.  Timy  are  largely  unr.ocicet.  by  the  Artericcn  public , 

'  cett."  .  y.me  <  v?r  thorn,  end  farmers  plow  their  field:  over 
‘  i  - 

day.  Even  so,  ve  liarl  to  take  r.cra  gas  out  of  storage  in  order 

-  :  thor,  and  their  record  of  safety  and  reliability  ts  une::v  .-llcd. 

i'  to  keep  ah  a  ccrtr.ilurr.iit  as  low  as  wa  could,  when  ve  should  have 

The  -.'J:  you  very  much.  We  propose  to  file  a  written 

rr*  i,buc*n  puttij'.j  it  in. 

;**  stau--im.?nt  at  a  later  ante. 

rk  do  not  ijuve  cr.oech  tiw.e  allotted  to  us  to  cor-,  ur.t 

yi  ulfi'CS:  C‘G0.\ :  Thank  yon  very  ii.uch,  Mr.  Weiler.  A.ro 

•  on  c^t:h  of  tho  alternatives.  V;e  arc  convinced  th  ;t  there  is  no 

;  .  thcro  any  quaRlicnn?  'riiacic  you  vary  r.aoh. 

ultarn/.ti  v«.  ro  the  Tr r n  p c r tn t o n  System,  and  ve  hope 

i 

> 

Ve  have  c  epeeker  who  is  a  private  citiax-n  an'*  would 
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EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  Systesi 
Bureau  of  Lana  Management 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  DC  202UO 

Gentlemen : 

The  Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation  with  its  principal  office 
located  at  921  Main  Street,  Houston,  Texas,  operates  approximately  11,800  miles 
of  interstate  natural  gas  transmission  pipelines  and  approximately  3,200  miles 
of  interstate  liquid  pipelines.  These  interstate  pipelines  traverse  22  states 
located  in  both  the  eastern  and  western  portions  of  the  United  States  to 
include  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation  respectfully 
submits  the  following  comments  concerning  the  Department  of  the  Interior  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transporta¬ 
tion  System. 

The  DOI-DEIS  identifies  various  areas  as  having  serious  geologic  hazards 
such  as  alope  stability,  faulting,  earthquakes,  landslides,  subsidence  and 
ground  heaving.  Seemingly  the  fact  has  been  overlooked  that  such  areas  have 
beer,  considered  in  the  course  of  route  selection  and  the  alignment  so  chosen 
to  avoid  these  problem  areas  wherever  possible  and  mitigattve  measures  proposed 
for  those  areas  where  topography  may  be  a  problem.  It  is  equally  important  for 
the  applicants  to  protect  the  integrity  of  the  pipeline  fran  these  potential 
disturbances  as  well  as  the  surrounding  environment. 

The  report  describes  in  explicit  detail  the  extent  and  significance  of 
drain  tile  systems  located  in  the  region  traversed  by  the  pipeline  in  the  lower 
from  ?Iorth  Dakota  to  Pennsylvania  and  features  the  envisioned  impacts 
resulting  from  construction.  Hie  extent  of  construction  impact  is  magnified 
by  describing  regional  drainage  systems  without  regard  to  whether  or  not  their 
elements  are  actually  intercepted.  The  report  furthermore  fails  to  recognize 
mitigation  procedures  proposed  by  the  applicant  (Northern  Border  Pipeline  and 
the  effectiveness  of  such  measures  proven  by  the  extensive  experience  of  the 
member  companies  of  the  Northern  Border  Consortium  in  past  construction  of  pipe¬ 
lines  through  areas  with  drain  tile.  Impacts  will  be  mitigated  by  maintaining 
tile  flow  during  tne  construction  period  and  by  the  replacement  cf  all  tiles 
broker,  or  intersected  during  construction  resulting  in  only  a  minor  and  short¬ 
term  impact. 

During  the  past  fifty  years  hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles  of  natural  gas 
transmission  lines  have  been  constructed  in  the  United  States.  According  to 


the  1974  issue  of  the  American  Gae  Association  "Gas  Facts,"  263,000  miles  of 
natural  gas  transmission  lines  existed  in  the  United  States  as  of  December, 

197*1.  The  impact  of  both  future  construction  and  operation  is,  therefore, 
believed  quite  predictable.  During  these  many  years  of  experience,  methods 
have  been  developed  to  either  avoid  or  effectively  mitigate  any  undesirable 
impacts.  It  is  only  necessary  to  look  at  a  map  showing  the  extensive  pipeline 
systems  in  both  the  lower  48  states  and  Canada  and  consider  the  fact  that 
the  ordinary  citizen  is  wholly  unaware  of  their  physical  existence.  The  prin¬ 
cipal  occasion  when  the  citizen  becomes  aware  of  the  proximity  of  a  natural 
gas  pipeline  is  in  the  course  of  selecting  a  heme  or  business  site  to  be  sure 
natural  gas  will  be  available  for  heating  or  process  purposes.  In  the  case  of 
many  process  facilities  the  answer  to  this  question  will  determine  the  economic 
feasibility  of  the  site  selection. 

A  prime  point  of  concern  regarding  impacts  follows  from  the  suggestion 
made  on  Page  I-U37  of  Fart  I  of  the  Northern  5order  DEIS  wherein  it  is  stated, 
"Mitigation  night  best  be  achieved  by  the  establishment  of  technical  review 
teams  and  construction  monitoring  teams  for  various  stretches  of  the  pipeline. 
Such  teams  should  be  financed  by  the  applicant.  These  teams  could  include 
State  and  Federal  Fish  and  Wildlife  biologists,  archaeologists,  soil  scientists, 
and  other  resource  personnel  familiar  with  local  conditions  and  values."  The 
purpose  of  the  suggested  teams  is  decribed  at  rage  1-440:  "The  reconmended 
technical  review  teams  should  participate  in  the  selection  of  the  exact  align¬ 
ment  of  the  route,  in  the  choice  of  access  routes,  spoil  areas,  borrow  areas, 
etc.,  and  in  the  selection  of  land  reclamation  or  resource  reclacenent  alter¬ 
natives  . " 

Responsible  analysis  of  the  applicant's  extensive  environmental  and  route 
selection,  studies  incorporating  an  interdisciplinary  approach  to  these  objec¬ 
tives  will  clearly  show  that  the  DEIS  team  proposal  is  both  unnecessary  and 
undesirable.  It  will  be  noted  the  Northern  Border  Environmental  assessment 
shows  that  federal,  -bate,  and  local  agencies  have  responsibilities  encompassing 
a  broad  range  of  facilities  location  and  construction  requirements  for  the 
areas  within  their  jurisdiction.  There  is  no  valid  reason  for  teams  to  largely 
duplicate  these  responsibilities. 

The  major  part  of  the  right  of  way  will  have  to  be  obtained  from  private 
landowners  and  the  remainder  from  either  federal,  state,  or  local  governments. 

The  technical  review  and  construction  monitoring  teams  would,  therefore,  be 
without  lawful  authority  for  the  major  portion  of  the  pipeline.  Since  they 
would  be  without  authority  beyond  the  federal  lands  for  which  DOI  has  the 
responsibility  for  issuing  rights  of  way  permits,  it  is  seen  to  be  unnecessary 
and  impractical  to  superimpose  the  suggested  additional  organizations  upon 
the  existing  structure  of  private,  federal,  state,  and  local  landowners  authority. 

Attention  is  furthermore  invited  to  the  normal  precautions  taken  to  assure 
natural  gas  pipelines  are  constructed  in  accordance  with  specifications.  These 
construction  specifications  will  be  developed  in  extensive  detail  and  contracts 
between  Northern  Border  and  construction  contractors  will  expressly  require 
careful  implementation.  Such  specifications  will  include  the  measures  necessary 
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to  either  avoid  or  effectively  mitigate  any  undesirable  environmental  impact 
and  will  also  include  implementation  of  the  guidelines  prescribed  by  the  FPC 
in  18  CFR  2.69  to  be  followed  by  natural  gas  transmission  companies  in  the 
planning,  locating,  cleaning,  ar.d  maintaining  of  rights  of  way  and  construction 
of  above-ground  facilities. 

Performance  in  conformance  with  construction  specification  will  be 
assured  first  by  the  contractors'  experienced  supervisors  in  charge  of  the 
crews  of  the  pipeline  spread  which  perform  the  several  stages  of  construction 
such  as  rights  of  way  clearing,  pipe  stringing,  trenching,  bending.  Line-up, 
welding,  coating,  lowering  in  the  trench,  hydrostatic  test  and  clean  up,  and 
site  restoration.  In  addition  Northern  Border  will  have  a  15  man  inspection 
force  for  each  construction  spread  to  provide  independent  inspection  of  all 
aspects  :f  the  construction.  This  will  assure  compliance  with  all  applicable 
federal,  state,  and  local  health  end  safety  regulations  and  codes  set  forth. 
Included  are  the  -ederal  Safety  Standards  prescribed  by  the  Office  of  Pipeline 
Safety  of  the  Department  of  Transportation,  49  OFF,  Parts  190,  191,  and  *192, 
and  the  Occupational  Health  and  Safety  Standards  together  with  tne  Safety  and 
Health  Regulations  for  construction  prescribed  by  the  ocupational  Safety  and 
Health  Administration  f  the  Department  of  Labor,  29  CFR,  Parts  1910  and  1926. 

In  this  time  of  rabidly  escalating  energy  costs  the  custcreer  can  ill 
afford  to  tear  the  costs  of  the  redundant  technical  review  and  construction 
monitoring  teams  or  the  costs  of  delays  such  added  bodies  might  cause.  The 
above  '-'ited  comprehensive  structure  of  regulations  and  standards  developed  for 
the  constriction  of  natural  gas  pipelines  together  with  the  substantial  experi¬ 
ence  of  the  industry  in  pipeline  construction  without  the  use  of  the  suggested 
teams  makes  it  plainly  evident  there  is  no  sound  reason  to  inject  still  another 
requirement  into  the  already  complicated  process  of  constructing  this  vitally 
needed  pipeline. 


z 


It  is  necessary  ;uiJ  proper  to  place  any  consideration  of  the  environmental 
impact  of  this  pro.V  in  perspective  to  the  substantial  benefits  to  residential, 
•  cornier  cial,  ar.d  high  priority  industrial  consumers  in  a  very  large  part  of  the 
country ,  including  its  environmentally  sensitive  industrial  heartland.  Assuming 
all  presently  projected  natural  gas  supplies  are  available  from  the  inception 
of  this  project,  all  such  supplies  will  be  required  just  to  meet  residential, 
conmerical,  and  high  priority  industrial  requirements.  Eased  upon  Federal 
Power  Commission  'FPC  estimates,  offset  of  the  projected  decline  in  natural 
gas  production  to  1985  in  the  lower  UQ  states  would  require  over  five  projects 
of  the  magnitude  here  proposed  or  approximately  one  hundred  conventional  size 
(250,000  mcfJ  coal  *:af ification  plants.  Without  this  project,  residential 
consumers  also  will  be  curtailed  in  many  areas  and  forced  to  bear  the  economic 
burden  of  conversion  to  other  forms  of  energy  that  are  environmentally  less 
acceptable.  Such  action  would  also  increase  dependence  upon  foreign  oil.  The 
equivalent  amount  of  energy  purchased  in  the  form  of  crude  oil  at  $12/bbl.  from 
foreign  countries  would  impact  the  balance  of  payments  by  1.3  to  1.7  billion  of 
U.S.  dollars  annually. 


The  foregoing  considerations  should  oe  clearly  addressed  at  the  beginning 
of  both  the  DEIS  as  well  as  the  "Executive  Highlights"  to  allow  a  proper  per¬ 
spective  of  the  general  impact  of  the  project  in  relationship  to  the  benefits 
achieved.  The  "Executive  Highlights"  are  particularly  deficient  in  depicting 
the- critical  need  for  Alaskan  gas  ir.  helping  to  meet  energy  requirements.  This 
section  is  inconsistent  not  only  with  the  comprehensive  market  analysis  of  the 
applicant  but  also  with  conclusions  appearing  in  the  main  body  of  the  DEIS. 

The  dire  need  for  Alaskan  gas  in  the  lower  48  states  can  be  visualized  by 
a  look  at  the  current  gas  supply -demand  picture.  Natural  gas  production  peaked 
^  1973,  declining  by  1.3  TCF  or  Of,  in  197 U.  This  represents  H  of  total’ energy 
consumption  during  1974  in  the  lower  U8.  During  1975,  gas  production  has 
declined  by  6?..  Curtailments  by  pipelines  have  increased  resulting  in  reduced 
levels  of  service  to  existing  customers.  Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation, 
one  of  the  Northern  Border  participants,  indicated  in  FFC  Docket  No.  CP76-57 
that  at  its  pro.-' ec ted  curtailment  level,  its  distributor-customers  indicate 
that  there  will  be  a  small  curtailment  of  priority  1  users.  Overall  decline 
in  natural  gas  supplies  is  projected  to  continue  in  the  foreseeable  future  as 
evidenced  by  the  increase  in  the  number  of  FPC  curtailment  hearings.  On 
July  22,  1975,  the  House  of  Representatives  Government  Operations  Committee 
approved  a  subcommittee  report  on  "Federal  Preparedness  to  Deal  with  .atural 
Nas  Shortage  Emergency  This  Doming  Winter."  The  report  recognizes  that  natural 
gas  curtailments  during  the  Winter  of  1975-76  will  create  emergency  situations 
impacting  many  industries,  especially  in  the  Midwest  and  East.  The  report 
states,  'Nearly  50  percent  of  American  manufacturing  depends  upon  natural  gas 
for  in  excess  of  one-half  its  fuel -based  energy.  These  industries  represent 
least  one-half  of  the  manufacturing  value  added,  shipments,  and  employment 
outlets  of  the  American  economy. 

"Industry  within  excess  of  80  percent  dependence  upon  gas,  but  faced  with 
severe  curtailments,  include  chemicals,  petroleum  refining,  fertilizers,  sugar, 
metal  cans,  steel  pipe  and  tubing,  oil  field  machinery,  and  nonferrous  metals.  Any 
disruption  of  these  basic  industries  as  a  result  of  curtailed  gas  supply  will 
have  a  twinfold  disastrous  effect  -  increasing  unemployment  and  reducing  pro¬ 
ductivity.  Attendant  price  increases  also  can  be  anticipated. 

Conservation  efiorts  are  limited  in  application  and  effect,  and  when 
viewed  in  terms  of  industrial  adoption,  propose  serious  disruptions  in  manu¬ 
facturing  activity. 

Ct  .he  25  largest  natural  gas  using  industries  in  manufacturing  (accounting 
for  70  percent  of  total  use,  excluding  utilities,'  alternative  fuel  capability 
exists  only  in  petroleum  refining  and  steel." 

Ihe  report  concludes  with,  "The  economic  health  and  national  security  of 
the  nation  are  endangered  because  of  the  potential  adverse  effects  on  employ¬ 
ment  and  industrial  production. " 

It  is  a  gross  understatement  to  conclude  at  Page  I-5I0  that  if  the  project 
is  denied,  "This  would  lead  to  (1'  use  of  other  gas  supplies,  (2)  substitution 
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of  the  energy  by  utilizing  alternative  energy  sources,  (3)  consideration  of 
other  routes  or  systems  to  transport  the  Alaskan  gas  to  markets  in  the  conter¬ 
minous  United  States  and  (4)  curtailment  of  gas  supplies."  Such  treatment 
conveys  no  urgency  and  is  grossly  misleading  in  that  it  fosters  a  sense  of 
false  reliability  on  alternative  gas  or  other  energy  supplies,  There  are  no 
alternate  natural  gas  supplies  or  acceptable  alternatives  to  this  project. 

The  gas  supplies  here  under  consideration  are  necessary  for  the  highest 
priority  of  usage  irrespective  of  all  other  projected  natural  gas  supplies. 

The  suggestion  for  the  utilization  of  alternate  energy  sources  neglects 
any  comparative  consideration  of  either  the  technical  or  economic  feasibility 
of  alternate  energy  sources  as  well  as  the  possible  political  or  environmental 
consequences.  Similarly  the  suggestion  to  use  other  routes  or  systems  to 
transport  the  Alaskan  gas  neglects  any  comparative  consideration  of  the  tech¬ 
nical  and  economic  feasibility  and  the  environmental  impact  of  such  alterna¬ 
tives.  Such  analysis  would  show  the  superiority  of  the  proposed  project.  It 
should  also  be  stated  the  proposed  project  is  exclusively  supported  by  all  of 
the  presently  known  shippers  of  the  Alaskan  natural  gas.  It  likewise  is  the 
only  project  before  the  DOI  for  consideration.  Any  other  project  would  require 
substantial  additional  delays.  Assuming  such  a  project  could  be  shown  to  be 
feasible,  delays  would  aggravate  the  need  for  curtailment  of  natural  gas 
service  with  the  attendant  economic  and  environmental  impact  upon  the  public. 
The  DEIS  simply  fails  to  convey  the  urgency  and  lack  of  viable  alternates 
that  should  be  foremost  in  the  mind  of  anyone  considering  this  project. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DOI-DEIS  for  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  and  trust  that  our  comments  will  receive 
worthy  attention  and  be  accepted  in  the  spirit  of  cooperation  we  endeavor  to 
maintain. 
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Very  truly  yours. 


TEXAS  EASTERN  TRANSMISSION  CORPORATION 


Roland  E .  Moore 

Vice  President  and  Chief  Engineer 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation 
dated  October  6,  1975 


The  questions  on  the  need  for  reserving  the  integrity  of 
the  pipeline  from  geological  hazards  and  the  use  of  drain 
tile  systems  for  preventing  construction  impacts  have  been 
considered  in  the  Final  EIS  on  pages  40-41,  473-479,  604- 
612  and  667-668  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

The  suggestion  that  technical  review  and  structural  moni¬ 
toring  teams  be  established  for  various  sections  of  the 
pipeline  has  been  retained  in  the  Final  EIS  as  described 
on  page  646  of  the  North  Border  Volume.  The  suggestion 
that  such  teams  be  financed  by  the  Applicant  has  been  elim¬ 
inated.  What  is  really  implied  is  that  the  project  might 
be  constructed  and  monitored  more  efficiently  if  the  Appli¬ 
cant's  personnel  and  their  Government  agency  counterparts 
worked  closely  together  and  conferred  often  when  problems 
arose  to  insure  their  early  correction. 

Present  and  anticipated  future  possible  shortages  of  natural 
gas  and  curtailments  on  its  use  in  the  conterminous  United 
States  have  become  the  subjects  of  vital  concern  not  only  to 
the  Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation  but  also  to  mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress,  many  gas  companies  and  distributors,  and 
customers  needing  the  gas  for  industrial  or  residential  use. 
This  has  been  particularly  true  of  gas  supplies  allocated 
for  the  north-central  and  northeastern  parts  of  the  country. 
Most  of  those  concerned  believe  that  none  of  the  alternative 
energy  sources  proposed  in  the  Draft  and  Final  EIS  can  be 
considered  truly  viable  substitutes  for  the  gas  to  be  supplied 
by  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  within  the 
time  frame  of  the  proposed  project.  The  fact  that  the  alter¬ 
native  energy  sources  might  supply  the  same  amount  of  energy 
as  the  Alaska  gas  would  not  mean  that  they  would  be  readily 
substitutable  in  many  or  all  of  its  uses.  The  Alaska  gas 
supply  would  be  considered  only  a  partial  solution  to  present 
or  future  gas  shortages  and  should  be  augmented  by  other 
sources  of  supply  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

These  problems  have  been  considered  in  the  Final  EIS  in 
the  Alternatives  Volume: 

Section  8-A-3,  Postpone  Decision  on  Application,  pages  5-7; 

Section  8-B,  United  States  Energy  Resources,  pages  9-18; 

Section  8-C,  Alternative  Domestic  Natural  Gas  Systems, 

especially  pages  18-40. 
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EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System,  Room  1538 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Gentlemen: 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  your  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  June, 
1975,  there  are  enclosed  the  original  and  19  copies  of  the  comments 
thereon  of  Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation  and  Transwestern 
Pipeline  Company. 


Enel. 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System,  Room  1538 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Re:  Comments  of  Texas  Eastern  Transmission 

Corporation  and  Transwestern  Pipeline 
Company  with  Respect  to  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Gentlemen: 

Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation  (Texas  Eastern)  and 
Transwestern  Pipeline  Company  (Transwestern)  are  submitting  these 
written  comments  because  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS)  fails  to  reflect  the  emergency  gas  supply  situation  confront¬ 
ing  the  American  consumer,  the  urgent  need  for  the  Alaskan  Arctic 
gas  supplies,  and  the  fact  that  there  is  no  viable  alternative  to 
making  the  Alaskan  gas  supplies  available  to  the  consumer  at  the 
earliest  possible  time.  Texas  Eastern  and  Transwestern  also  submit 
that  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  must  be  viewed 
in  light  of  the  hundreds  of  thousands  of  miles  of  pipeline  that  have 
been  built  in  the  United  States,  that  the  vast  majority  of  the  American 
public  do  not  even  know  they  are  there,  that  cattle  graze  over  them 
and  farmers  plough  their  fields  over  them,  that  they  will  be  con¬ 
structed  and  operated  in  strict  accordance  with  safety,  health,  and 
environmental  codes,  that  they  are  the  most  efficient  means  known 
to  man  for  the  transportation  of  natural  gas,  and  that  their  record 
of  safety  and  reliability  is  unexcelled. 

Texas  Eastern  is  a  member  of  the  group  of  companies  parti¬ 
cipating  in  the  proposal  to  construct  and  operate  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System  and  supports  the  detailed  comments  of  Alaskan 
Arctic  Pipeline  Company  and  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company.  However, 
Texas  Eastern  and  Transwestern  believe  that  the  hard  facts  of  their 
experience  in  attempting  to  obtain  additional  natural  gas  supplies 
will  be  helpful  to  the  Department  in  reassessing  the  "alternatives" 


695 


2. 


3. 


to  the  project  In  its  final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  will 
help  dispell  the  erroneous  notion  that  there  are  reasonable  alterna¬ 
tives  to  the  project.*/ 

While  the  DEIS  and  the  Executive  Highlights  indicate  that 
gas  supply  deficits  of  3.7  Tcf  and  20.1  Tcf  are  predicted  in  1975 
and  1990  and  discuss  various  alternatives,  they  wholly  fail  to  reflect 
the  severity  and  magnitude  of  the  gas  supply  shortage,  its  existing 
and  near-term  impact  on  the  American  consumer,  and  the  fact  there 
simply  is  no  alternative  to  making  the  Alaskan  gas  supplies  available 
to  the  American  consumer  at  the  earliest  possible  time. 

The  Alaska  Transportation  System  offers  the  opportunity 
of  making  26  trillion  cubic  feet  of  proven  gas  reserves  available  to 
the  American  consumer  beginning  in  1980.  It  will  also  greatly  acceler¬ 
ate  the  development  of  additional  potential  Alaskan  gas  supplies  which 
are  variously  estimated  to  exceed  100  trillion  cubic  feet.  However, 
while  it  is  vitally  important  that  these  gas  supplies  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  the  American  consumer  at  the  earliest  possible  time  to  help 
offset  the  gas  supply  shortage,  they  will  not  eliminate  the  shortage. 

The  magnitude  of  the  gas  supply  shortage  is  so  great  that  a  number  of 
projects  of  like  magnitude  is  required  to  offset  the  shortage.  Even 
with  the  Alaskan  gas  supplies  Texas  Eastern  and  Transwestern  will  be 
curtailing  FPC  Priority  1  requirements. 

In  assessing  "alternatives"  to  the  project  it  is  vitally 
important  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  gas  supply  shortage  is  critical 
at  the  present  time,  that  the  interstate  pipeline  companies  are 
curtailing  high  priority  customers  ajt  the  present  time ,  that  the  shortage 
and  curtailments  will  substantially  increase  in  each  future  year,  and 
that  the  American  consumer  urgently  need  substantial  additional  gas 
supplies  now  --  not  at  some  theoretically  distant  time.  We  believe 
that  a  realistic  appraisal  of  "alternatives"  that  will  be  reasonably 
available  in  the  near  future  in  light  of  the  existing  and  near  future 
gas  supply  shortages,  clearly  demonstrate  that  there  is  simply  no 
alternative  to  making  the  Alaskan  gas  supplies  available  to  the 
American  public  at  the  earliest  possible  time.  It  will  also  demon¬ 
strate  that  we  need  to  put  into  operation  all  presently  viable  energy 
projects,  as  well  as  to  develop  potential  energy  projects,  as  soon 
as  possible. 

Texas  Eastern's  pipeline  system  extends  from  Gulf  Coast 
producing  areas  to  metropolitan  areas  of  Pennsylvania,  New  Jersey,  and 
New  York.  It  sells  gas  to  approximately  one  hundred  distribution  compan¬ 
ies  and  other  pipeline  companies  along  its  route.  It  is  the  sole  pipe¬ 
line  supplier  of  Algonquin  Gas  Transmission  Company  which  serves  the 
New  England  states.  Texas  Eastern's  requirements  are  about  1  trillion 
cubic  feet  of  gas  per  year  based  upon  the  1968  level  of  commitments 
to  its  customers. 


*/  Testimony  on  behalf  of  Texas  Eastern  and  Transwestern  was  presented 
at  the  hearings  on  the  DEIS  in  Washington,  D.  C.  on  October  2,  1973. 
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The  failure  of  the  DEIS  to  reflect  the  severity  of  the  gas 
supply  shortage  and  the  severity  of  its  impact  on  the  American  con¬ 
sumer  is  clear  from  the  introduction  of  the  Alternative  Section  of  the 
DEIS  and  Executive  Highlights  where  it  is  stated: 

"The  proposed  action  and  its  objectives  have 
various  alternatives:" 

"Denial  of  the  permits  *  *  *  would  lead  to: 

1.  Use  of  other  gas  supplies 

2.  Substitution  for  the  energy  by 
utilizing  alternative  energy 
sources 

*  *  *  * 

4.  Curtailment  of  gas  supplies" 

Other  statements  of  like  effect  are  that  it  can  be  predicted  that  under 
a  deregulation  assumption  supplies  of  gas  would  exceed  the  supplies 
that  could  be  transported  by  the  Alaska  Transport  System;  energy  from 
sources  other  than  natural  gas  can  be  considered  as  an  alternative  to 
Alaskan  gas;  interfuel  substitution  and  energy  conservation  can  also 
alleviate  the  projected  shortfall  in  gas  supplies;  and  virtually  all 
of  the  major  energy  resources  currently  in  use  are  substitutable  in 
a  variety  of  uses  in  the  energy  markets. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  denial  of  the  permit  will 
not  lead  to  the  use  of  other  gas  supplies.  We  are  using  virtually 
all  of  our  available  gas  supplies  and  we  still  have  a  3.7  Tcf  shortage 
this  year.  Texas  Eastern  and  Transwestern  have  been  able  to  purchase 
only  20  -  25%  of  their  1967  -  1968  requirements  during  the  past  four 
years  and  denial  of  the  permit  will  not  enable  them  to  purchase  more 
gas.  Nor  are  there  a  sufficient  number  of  viable  alternative  energy 
sources  that  will  be  available  in  the  time  frame  of  the  Alaska  Trans¬ 
portation  System  to  offset  the  public  need  for  the  project.  The 
fact  is  that  the  imbalance  between  gas  supply  and  demand  is  so  great 
that  we  need  the  Alaska  Transportation  System  as  well  as  all  such 
other  viable  energy  projects.  For  example,  Transwestern  is  parti¬ 
cipating  with  Pacific  Lighting  Supply  Company  to  construct  the  Wesco 
Coal  Gasification  Project  and  even  if  the  project  becomes  a  reality, 
the  Alaskan  gas  supply  available  to  Transwestern  will  be  needed  to 
help  offset,  but  not  eliminate,  high  priority  curtailments.  Even 
if  deregulation  of  new  gas  supplies  becomes  a  reality,  it  is  not 
an  alternative  to  the  project  but  an  urgently  needed  additional 
source  of  gas  supply.  Furthermore,  there  is  no  assurance  that 
26  Tcf  of  additional  proven  gas  supplies  will  become  available 
to  the  American  consumer  beginning  in  1980  under  deregulation. 

The  discussion  of  alternatives  wholly  fails  to  consider 
the  public  interest  necessity  of  such  alternatives  becoming  available 
in  1980  --  the  time  when  the  Alaskan  supplies  are  expected  to  become  avai 1- 
able.  Clearly  the  time  when  an  "alternative"  can  become  available  is 
of  critical  importance  to  the  American  consumer.  The  effect  of  gas 
curtailments  are  already  having  a  serious  detrimental  effect  on  indus¬ 
try,  employment,  and  the  lifestyle  of  the  consumer.  Indeed,  Texas 
Eastern  estimates  that  it  will  curtail  all  of  its  FPC  Priority  2 


Transwestern's  pipeline  system  extends  from  producing  areas 
in  West  Texas  and  the  Texas -Oklahoma  Panhandle  to  California.  It  sells 
about  three  quarters  of  its  gas  to  Pacific  Lighting  Service  Company  for 
distribution  in  southern  California  and  about  one  quarter  to  Cities 
Service  Gas  Company  for  distribution  in  midwestern  states.  Transwestern's 
requirements  are  bout  383  billion  cubic  feet  of  gas  based  upon  the  1967 
level  of  commitments  to  its  customers. 

Texas  Eastern's  and  Transwestern's  requirements  are  based 
upon  1967  and  1968  levels  of  commitments  because  management  at  that 
time  determined  that  in  view  of  the  impending  natural  gas  supply 
shortage,  it  was  prudent  to  stop  making  additional  sales  commitments 
and  conserve  its  gas  supplies  to  meet  then  existing  customer  commit¬ 
ments.  Even  so,  because  of  the  worsening  gas  supply  shortage,  Texas 
Eastern  began  curtailing  deliveries  to  its  customers  in  December,  1971, 
and  Transwestern  began  curtailing  deliveries  in  January,  1974,  and 
these  curtailments  have  continued  ever  since. 

The  plain  fact  is  that  despite  all  of  our  efforts  to  obtain 
all  available  gas  supplies,  we  simply  have  been  unable  for  a  number  of 
years  to  replace  our  annual  requirements.  For  example,  during  the 
past  four  years,  1971  through  1974,  Texas  Eastern  was  able  to  purchase 
only  20%  of  its  1968  requirements  and  Transwestern  only  25%  of  its 
1967  requirements.  In  this  connection  Texas  Eastern's  annual  require¬ 
ment  is  approximately  1,056  Bcf  year.  During  1971  through  1974  it 
was  able  to  acquire  only  105  Bcf,  457  Bcf,  29  Bcf,  and  274  Bcf  annually 
of  new  long-term  gas  reserves.  Transwestern's  annual  requirement  is 
approximately  383  Bcf  per  year.  During  the  same  period  of  time  it  was 
able  to  acquire  of  158  Bcf,  93  Bcf,  15  Bcf,  and  81  Bcf  annually  of 
new  long-term  gas  supplies. 

The  result  is  that  Texas  Eastern  is  presently  curtailing  its 
deliveries  by  about  850,000  Mcf  per  day  and  Transwestern  is  curtailing 
its  deliveries  by  200,000  Mcf  per  dav.  The  seriousness  of  these 
curtailments  is  reflected  by  the  fact  that  Texas  Eastern  will  curtail 
all  of  FPC  Priority  2  and  between  6  -  8%  of  Priority  1  in  December, 

January  and  February  of  this  winter.  Priority  1  consists  of  residen¬ 
tial  and  small  commercial  usage  and  Priority  2  consists  of  large 

commercial  and  industrial  uses  such  as  feedstock,  process,  and  plant 

protection  usages.  These  curtailments  will  increase  each  year  and 
it  is  projected  that  the  Alaskan  gas  supplies  that  will  be  available 
to  Texas  Eastern  and  Transwestern  in  1980  will  help  offset  Priorities 
1  and  2  curtailments  --  they  will  not  eliminate  Priority  1  curtail¬ 
ments  during  winter  months. 

We  would  like  to  emphasize  that  we  are  taking  all  the  gas  we 
can  from  our  gas  suppliers.  This  is  illustrated  bv  the  fact  that  when 
we  recently  lost  our  offshore  gas  supply  for  three  days  due  to  Hurricane 
Eloise,  we  had  no  alternative  but  to  increase  Texas  Eastern's  curtail¬ 
ments  from  the  September  level  of  about  800,000  Mcf  per  day  to  1,400,000 
Mcf  per  day.  Even  so,  we  took  some  gas  out  of  storage  in  order  to  keep 

the  curtailment  as  low  as  we  could. 
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requirements  and  from  6  -  8%  of  its  Priority  1  requirements  during 
three  months  of  this  winter.  These  curtailments  will  increase  sub¬ 
stantially  each  year  in  the  forseeable  future  with  increasingly 
detrimental  impact  on  industry,  employment,  productivity,  and  the 
quality  of  life.  The  fact  is  that  many  of  the  alternatives  discussed 
in  the  DEIS  are  purely  theoretical,  have  not  even  been  demonstrated 
on  a  commercial  basis,  and  will  not  become  available  until  the  distant 
future,  if  at  all.  Other  alternatives  require  very  substantial  lead 
times  and  clearly  will  not  be  available  bv  1980.  For  example,  lead 
times  required  for  new  nuclear  power  plants  from  inception  to  comple¬ 
tion  are  such  that  they  could  not  be  placed  in  operation  until  well 
after  1980. 

As  to  the  combination  pipeline-tanker  alternative,  we 
respectfully  submit  that  in  this  time  of  continuing  critical  gas 
suppiy  shortages  the  public  interest  requires  that  the  Alaskan  gas 
supplies  be  made  available  to  the  American  consumer  by  the  roost 
efficient  and  least  energy  wasteful  method  known  to  man  --  by  an 
underground  pipeline  system  --  rather  than  by  the  substantially  more 
energy  consuming  alternative  of  combination  pipeline  -  LNG  tanker. 

We  also  firmly  believe  that  under  NEPA  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  pipeline  project  must  be  considered  in  relation  to  the 
public  need  for  this  gas,  which  in  itself  is  non-polluting  and  will 
help  improve  the  American  environment.  We  also  submit  that  the 
Alaska  Transportation  System  offers  the  safest,  most  reliable,  least 
wasteful,  and  environmentally  acceptable  method  of  making  these 
vitally  needed  Alaskan  gas  supplies  available  to  the  American  consumers . 

We  respectfully  submit  that  the  foregoing  considerations 
must  be  appropriately  set  out  in  the  final  Environmental  Impact  State¬ 
ment  and  Executive  Highlights  and  that  the  various  alternatives  must 
be  qualified  as  to  their  reasonable  availability  beginning  in  1980  -- 
the  time  when  the  Alaska  Transportation  System  is  expected  to  be  in 
operation .*/ ^  The  Alaskan  gas  supply  will  substantially  help  fulfill 
the  residential,  commercial,  and  high  priority  needs  of  the  nation 
beginning  in  1980.  We  simply  cannot  afford  to  wait  for  a  project  or 
projects  that  may  become  available  at  some  unknown  future  date.  For 
if  the  permits  for  the  project  are  denied,  it  will  result  in  massive 
unemployment ,  the  closing  of  many  plants,  and  severe  hardship  on 
residential  consumers. 

Respectfully  submitted. 


TEXAS  EASTERN  TRANSMISSION  CORPORATION 
TRANSWESTERN  PIPELINE  COMPANY 


— /  Some  of  the  alternatives  discussed  in  the  DEIS  are  qualified 
as  being  unrealistic. 


uyt; 


Response*  co  Coaenti  received 
froa  Texas  Eastern  Transmission  Corporation 
dated  October  27.  1975 


Wesrton  Ste^ 

DwtSKXI  <* 

Steel  Ctwact 


•»'„  Mt  -  m=9S~f* 


Present  and  anticipated  future  possible  shortages  of  natural  9a « 
and  curtailments  os  its  use  in  the  costerninous  United  States  have 
be cone  the  subjects  of  vital  concern  sot  only  to  the  Texas  Eastern 
Transmission  Corporation  but  also  to  members  of  Congress,  war  gas 
for  industrial  or  residential  use.  This  has  bee'  particularly  tr-e 
of  gas  supplies  allocated  for  the  north-central  and  northeastern 
parts  of  the  country.  Most  of  those  concerned  believe  that  none  of 
the  alternative  energy  sources  proposed  is  the  Draft  and  Final  EIS 
can  be  considered  truly  viable  substitutes  for  tne  ta*  rc  be  supplied 
by  the  Alaska  Natural  C»as  Transportation  System  within  the  tine 
frame  of  the  proposed  project.  The  fact  that  the  alterative  e->ergy 
sources  sight  supply  the  sane  amount  of  energy  as  the  Alaska  *a* 
would  not  scan  that  they  would  be  readily  substitutable  in  way  or 
all  of  its  uses.  The  Alaska  gas  supply  would  be  considered  only  a 
partial  solution  to  present  or  future  gas  shortages  and  should  te 
augmented  by  the  other  sources  of  supply  as  rapidly  a*  possible. 


EIS  Tas«  force 

-  as *3  maturai  Transports*  '<  or  S-r.e^ 

j.'es.  Land  -a-agene-t  f 302> 

U.S.  Dcparcnert  of  r**e  ! r ter -or 
ues-  J 09:0c ,  C.C.  2£2 ’*Z 


we  -are  renewed  "■*  S-ma-.  t-e  &r3*t  £- ,  •  ro-i-ertal  Sta*e-ert  SuC- 
-  tted  to  us  f©r  conents  as  de*  ‘  red  5«  :-e  lh?o  »'*er  3ss  T-  Lcm's5:>* 
a-'-c  >-  •  s'*  to  zrnre-".  as 


Sent*er*er : 


i^uvt  26.  975 


These  problems  have  been  c onsiderec  in  the  Final  EIS  in  the 
Alternatives  Volume  in  Section  8- A- 3.  Postpone  Decision  00 
Application,  pages  5-7,  Section  8-3,  United  States  Energy 
Resources,  pages  9-18,  and  Section  8-C,  Alternative  Domes* i< 
Natural  Cas  Supply  Systems,  especially  pares  13-40. 


a.  ae  are  end  wi  cor>t'*ue  to  he  urgently  "-eed  ox  added 
nat^ra  gas  sources  -s  Is  e-c-asted  bv  the  fact  that 
our  91  iotaert  of  cas  »'  '  Cut  by  71.1  for  t-e  ccr^T n-g 

wrote*  VC^thS. 


b  E /€-  :*>.cr  we  are  >,e$:  :a: >3  the  possible  existence  of 


cas  00  c^r  owr  prccert  es  as  -e  as  jolrt  ventures  wi  tn 
ethers  free  other  areas  of  w .  ve..  -e  see  00  let  up  In  the 
derar-d  inr  33s  the  ‘tceseee;  e  future  *r  order  to  <eec 
our  work  fece  r-t act 

c  Cur  re/;a>.  of  :*>e  project  desc*:pt>or  ard  iao  shewing  tne 
»;*;/  -ate  location  of  the  pipeline  '*  Du*  area  -dicate 
that  little  negative  effect  woutc  oe  had  or  zne  environment. 

internal  *es  s  ted  -  o aragrgy  L  §re  -vyst  wn$at»s factor* 
evceot  f tr  cereoufatio**,  »*>ich  action  we  aost  Strongly 
support.  Erer  with  deregulation.  It  1 5  o--r  cons'Cered 
00  Ini  on  that  other  sources  for  cas  will  *3re  to  be  focnd 
end  used. 

e.  «e  cannot  co-men t  or.  liquefaction  of  gas  for  ocean  transport 
except  to  say  that  this  would  aocear  t-e  ward  and  expensive 
way  to  do  •a'at  we  >*ust  W->'i ch  Is  to  get  :lasWa  cas  to  the 
Eastern  jolted  States  as  soon  as  possible 


wr  .  rnw  »'»'*•  2 


In  view  of  the  above,  we  conclude  that  the  necessary  rights  of  «*ay 
should  be  granted  as  soon  as  possible. 


Very  truly  yours 


Response  to  Comments  received 
fro*  Weir too  Steel  Corporation 
dated  August  26,  1975 


WEIRT3K  STEEL  DlVISi  u* 


Wit  liar,  h  .  C-  Webster 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  In  the  Final  EIS. 


WHCW/jn 
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644  Linn  Slrwt  Suite  219 
Cincinnati,  Ohio  46203 
613-381  4420 

Telex  No.  21-4716 


BROTHERS.  INCORPORATED 


October  7,  1975 


Mr.  Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings: 


We  have  reviewed  Volumes  1  &  2  (Part  VI)  of  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  -  Draft  Environmental  Im- 
pact  Statement.  In  particular,  we  have  reviewed  those 
segments  in  the  report  relating  to  methanol  (METHYL-FUEL*) . 
As  designers  of  large  scale  utility  (fuel  grade)  methanol 
plants,  we,  Wentworth  Brothers,  Incorporated,  feel  obligated 
to  comment  as  follows: 


1.  If  the  subject  gas  were  to  be  converted  to 

METHYL-FUEL  at  the  source,  this  liquid  fuel  I  ) 
should  not  be  transported  to  the  "lower  48" 
via  a  trans-Canada  pipeline.  Less  costly 
alternatives  for  transport  exist.  B 


The  gas  under  consideration  is  said  (Page  395, 
Volume  I)  to  be  more  economically  transported 
as  gas  rather  than  as  methanol.  Quoting  di¬ 
rectly  -  "The  methanol  pipeline  system  costs 
about  50%  more  to  build  and  200%  more  to 
operate  than  the  gas  pipeline" .  This  state¬ 
ment  is  contrary  to  fact.  A  recent  study, 
wherein  in  excess  of  3.0  billion  SCFD  of  gas 
was  to  be  transported  over  2500  miles,  through 
a  terrain  better  suited  to  pipelines,  than 
that  which  prevails  in  the  subject  report, 
twin  4  8  inch  lines  were  required  and  8_3  com¬ 
pressor  stations  were  involved.  Just  plain 
logic  dictates  that  gas  converted  to  methanol, 
at  the  source,  requires  less  pipeline  diameter 
and  less  transmission  horsepower  than  the 
equivalent  gas. 


1 


Relative  to  pipelines  versus  other  alterna¬ 
tives,  we  refer  you  to  the  recent  closing  of 


I 


♦Trademark 


BROTHERS 

IflCORPORRTED 


the  Trans-Arabian  Pipeline  (500,000  BPD) , 

1,250  miles,  Arabia  to  Sidon,  Lebanon).  This 
line  cannot  economically  compete  with  the 
lower  costs  that  prevail  for  ocean  freight 
via  the  Cape,  or  now  more  recently  via  Suez. 
Yes,  for  the  case  cited  pipeline  transit  fees 
are  involved,  however,  this  most  certainly 
would  be  the  case  for  a  line  through  Canada, 
and  additionally  the  line  through  Canada  would 
be  much  longer. 


5 


In  your  Report  only  "lean  gas",  (transported  by 
pipeline  and/or  conversion  to  LNG) ,  is  com¬ 
pared  to  methanol.  There  is  no  consideration 
of  the  other  two,  and  perhaps  three  energy 
systems  that  would  be  involved  at  the  source 
for  the  recovery  and  transportation  of  propane, 
butane  and  gas  liquids  (pentane  and  heavier) . 

The  methanol  route  enables  elimination  of  two, 
and  in  some  cases  three,  of  these  other  energy 
systems  with  an  attendent  substantial  reduction 
in  capital  costs.  Methanol  is  used  as  a  carrier 
for  butane  and  gas  liquids.  This  is  a  propriatary 
development  for  which  world-wide  patents  are 
pending.  The  net  result  will  be  a  lower  environ¬ 
mental  impact,  and  of  equal  importance,  lower 
cost  to  the  ultimate  consumer.  Obviously  a  study 
is  required  to  quantify  all  of  the  above. 


4 


5.  The  EIS  Task  Force  report  states  that  delivered 
methanol  must  first  be  "re-gasified".  There  is 
basically  no  economic  logic  for  doing  this.  As 
has  been  adequately  demonstrated,  METHYL-FUEL  can 
be  utilized  directly  as  an  environmentally  accept¬ 
able  liquid  fuel  for: 


a)  Utility  boilers  for  power  generation. 

b)  Gas  turbines  for  power  generation. 

c)  Fuel  cells 

d)  Agricultural/industrial  heating  and  drying 
applications  as  an  alternative  to  LPG. 

e)  Gasoline  extender  and  octane  improver. 


CINCINNATI  OHIO,  U.SA 


HlfflTHIORTH 

BROTHERS 

mCORPORRTED 

(3) 

For  additional  background,  relative  to  METHYL-FUEL,  I 
please  refer  to  the  article  (attached)  in  the  recent  ■ 

(September)  issue  of  Fortune  magazine,  wherein  methanol  ■  (q 

(METHYL-FUEL)  is  cited  as  the  alternative  energy  source 
"That's  already  here".  With  the  exception  of  the  unit  fg 

costs  for  the  product,  we  heartily  concur  with  the  article.  I 


Yours  very  truly, 


WENTWORTH  BROTHERS,  INCORPORATED 

t  A 

Schons 

tant  to  the  President 


JJS : er 

Ends.  Fortune  article 

Letter  to  the  Editor 


644  L.nn  SirecsSw.ie  219  BROTHERS.  INCORPORATED 

Cincinnati.  ONo  46203 

si 3-331  -1420  September  22,  1975 

Mr.  Robert  Lubar,  Managing  Editor 
FORTUNE  Magazine 
Time  &  Life  Building 
Rockefeller  Center 
New  York,  New  York  10020 


Dear  Mr.  Lubar: 

I  have  written  to  Mr.  Edmund  Faltermayer  to  compliment  him 
for  his  informative  article  "The  Clean  Synthetic  Fuel  That's 
Already  Here",  which  appears  in  the  current  (September)  issue 
of  FORTUNE.  You  may  know  that  Mr.  Faltermayer  visited  me  in 
April  for  the  purpose  of  gathering  some  of  the  basic  material 
for  this  article. 

I  cannot  agree  with  the  conclusion  that  the  price  of  coal- 
derived  fuel-grade  me'hanol  -  or  METHYL  FUEL  -  would  "average 
about  35  cents  a  gallon  at  the  plant".  This  could  be  so  if  the 
plant  is  small  (in  the  capacity  range  of  2500  to  5000  tons  per 
day  of  methanol) ,  and  if  the  feedstock  is  bituminous  coal 
delivered  to  the  plant  at  a  price  of  $20.00  a  ton  and  upward. 

In-depth  studies  have  been  made  which  show  that  two  conditions 
must  be  met  in  order  to  produce  and  sell  METHYL  FUEL  in  a  price 
range  competitive  with  hydrocarbon  distillates,  (such  as  gasoline 
and  jet  fuel),  refined  from  imported  crude  oil.  Currently  this 
price  range  is  from  $2.25  to  $3.00  per  million  BTU,  which  is 
equivalent  to  15  cents  to  20  cents  a  gallon  for  methanol.  First, 
the  METHYL  FUEL  plant  must  be  large  -  10,000  tons  a  day  and  up  - 
in  order  to  gain  the  maximum  economies  of  scale.  Second,  the 
plant  must  be  centrally  located  in  areas  where  there  are  vast 
quantities  of  low  quality  coal  (such  as  lignite)  which  can  be 
surface-mined  and  delivered  to  the  plant  at  a  cost  of  about  $5.00 
per  ton.  In  terms  of  1975  dollars,  these  objectives  are  realist¬ 
ically  attainable.  It  is  recognized,  of  course,  that  further 
inflation  will  increase  these  costs  during  the  3  to  4  year  period 
required  to  bring  these  plants  on  stream.  However,  it  is  logical 
to  assume  that  these  inflationary  factors  will  effect  the  prices 
of  the  competing  hydrocarbon  fuels  in  a  similar  manner. 

In  conclusion,  I  am  convinced  that  METHYL  FUEL,  produced  in  large 
quantities  from  sub-marginal  domestic  coals,  and  from  foreign 
surplus  natural  gas,  will  become  a  reality  in  the  very  near  future. 

Very  truly  yours, 

WENTWORTH  B ROTI IER S , 

I'.CJ'i/mcri 

T.  O.  Wentworth 

President 

TOW : em 
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Methanol  can  be 
produced  from  coal  or 
from  many  materials 
that  we  now  discard. 

I  ike  nnv  Rvnthntir*  fuel 
it's  expensive,  but  it 
might  serve  some 
important  industrial 
uses.  And  many 
motorists  will  love  It. 


USES 


TUF.SItiE  FUFl"  \ 

FOR  ELECT"!:  v  \ 
UTILITIES  ' 


MANUFACTURING  V 


1 


Amid  the  groat  starch  for  new  kinds  of  energy,  the 
nation  it*  largely  overlooking  a  lew-polluting  fuel  that  can 
be  produced  from  plentiful  domestic  resources  with  no 
further  technological  .nival,.  ex  by  anyone.  It  is  the  same 
liquid  that  warms  hnr*  d'uc-.iv  res  in  chafing  dishes,  that 
powered  Hitler's  V-2  rm-fccU,  and  that  boosts  the 
speed  of  racim;  cars  at  the  Indianapolis  500.  It  is  the 
fuel  that  in  1922 — •luring  i-arllor  worries  about  a  world 
petroleum  shortage  w.»*  li:.jb’d  by  Inventor  Alexander 
Grahnm  Bill  as  "beau.-,. illy  clean  and  efficient.” 
It  is  called  alcohol. 

Nature  and  industry  have  rm.-iti-d  hundreds  of  alcohols, 
each  with  a  different  urr-in,-.  merit  of  cnrlmn,  hydrogen, 
and  oxygen  atom*.  Most  are  far  too  expensive  for  con¬ 
sideration  as  fuels,  inelwli* .-  c'hanol.  the  l»u<ic  ingredi¬ 
ent  of  alcoholic  beverages.  The  only  way  to  make 
ethanol  without  using  oil  or  natural  gas  is  by  costly 
fermentation  methods.  The 
one  alcohol  that  has  a  real 
chance  is  methanol,  or  meth¬ 
yl  alcohol,  which  has  the  sim¬ 
plest  molecule  (C-H.OII)  and 
is  the  cheapest  to  make. 

Though  few  Americans  rea¬ 
lize  it,  methanol  is  just  about 
the  only  liquid  fuel  that  we 
aiiono  know  new  to  syn¬ 
thesize  from  coal  at  a  price 
consumers  might  be  willing 
to  pay.  Indeed,  it  may  oiler 
the  only  hope  of  meeting  the 
goal,  set  forth  last  January 
by  President  Ford,  of  rvplni  ing  a  million  barrels  of  im¬ 
ported  oil  a  day  with  mi;.  :ic  fin  is  by  1 VS5. 

A  clear,  almost  n.!.»r'. -  -  liquid,  mm'  md  Ls  the  same 
lethal  "wood  alcohol”  t!;  it  was  mu  e  a  t»>  pn..|uct  of  rhar- 
conl  production.  The  L'.S  uh<  i.ly  produri**  1.2  billion 
gallons  of  methanol  a  year.  It  i-  •  ow  i:*.-d  n.  liuly  in 
making  the  glue  that  holdr  plyw.  od  layer.*.  together  and 
In  manufacturing  a  hi -  t  of  w-!!  known  plastics,  syn¬ 
thetic  fibers,  and  drugs.  But  :h.  .•*•  idily  growing  annual 
output,  while  large  for  the  il.-mie.'tl  Industry,  is  the 
energy  equivalent  of  only  two  d  gasoline  con.mmp- 
tion.  The  present  output  i*  ,.K*  entirely  from  n.awrnl 
ga«.  long  the  ch.a|  •  >1  f. k  but  now  in  dwi.  ilmg 
I  supply.  To  relieve  'he  ■  t  -i.*y  -h  gt. ..*,*.  m.-tharml  v.euld 
have  to  he  pr*fl-nvd  in  f.ir  larger  volume  from  more 
abundant  >ounv*. 

Some  of  those  fi-  1  '..ks  .,r-  all  -  *  •*  >ut  us.  Methanol 
is  one  of  the  bn"'  I  i  to  r*  '  f:-  m  such  r>  m-w  Me 

sources  of  icy  .I*  for*  -t  ar  <1  f..im  w.i  -  a  fact  that 
has  commended  it  :•»  t'  r  .--l  n  «f  »h.*  T.u<t  lt’l.o/c  Kurlh 
Catalog  and  anyone  el  >*  concerned  about  uur  heavy  de¬ 


pendence  on  mined  finds.  In  Maine  a  group  of  industrial 
and  land  dove'. 'pinciitciiinpann  s.ind  a  new  v>  •  '.arc  <  ••  i 

Maine  Wood  Fuel  Carp  .lie  both  studying  the  f<  .  .1  .h:\ 
of  making  gas  or  methanol  from  wood  chips  and  f f-u.;  i.- 
brunches  and  brush  left  behind  by  timber  cufug  M. 
nol  can  also  l>c  produced  from  garbage  Tl»c  city  of  S«  an  i. 
is  seriously  considering  building  an  $5?  nr.”,  mi  plant  to 
manufacture  methanol  from  the  municipal  refu-e  that 
now  must  be  hauled  to  Increasingly  distant  \-.nu:  • 
Waste  wood  and  garbage,  as  well  as  plant  Pi'ks  and 
manure  from  agricultural  operations,  rep.  a  !  •< 

potential  fuel.  By  some  estimates,  enough  cn«a  mul  1  he 
"groan''  out  there  to  keep  all  the-  country \  -  .•  ; 

truck*  running.  Rut  coal  is  still  rib  i;.. hint  in  the  l*  S  .  ..  -i 
it  can  he  di-livereJ  in  b;  •  tom..  -  to  ...  -i  •  .  • 
scab  .!  up  to  a  maximum  oifii'icney.  S-ir  al  would  pr.-t  ,y 
be  the  main  source  for  a  long  time  to  come. 

To  produce  im ‘.li.-.iol,  all 
these  material:*  are  tirsl  i  -t. 
verted  under  high  t.  inp.  ia- 
turc  into  a  io-m'W  xynttn  is 
gas  composed  of  cartmn  n:.»n- 
oxide  and  hydr.i-.-en  the 
some  mcili u  ni-BTU  >pis  th.it 
was  long  used  in  hotuui  until 

natural  gas.  While  s»mie  of 
the  techniques  for  ir;t 

wood  and  trash  .  re  com 
para  lively  new,  >>-:••  u*  f*.r 
turning  coni  into  n. 
turcdgascan  hcoidi -•  li  it 
out  of  catalogues.  Once  the  synthesis  gas  i>  i»ro.b,i  ;  it 
i«  a  comparatively  simple  matter  lo  pa  -ilu-ci  a«-> 
to  form  rie'.h.'.iiftl,  u-.m:  new  techr.  •  ,b  -  '  p- d  -r 
the  part  decade  and  used  around  the  world 

Wherever  the  flame  has  1o  be  dean 

Methanol  is  an  amazingly  versatile  fuel  It  ••  »v**U  w-  ' 
by  pip-  1-nc;  railway,  barge,  or  convi-gii."..*!  t  • ...  t. 
an  I  unlike  electricity  or  gas.  it  c.«n  be  1 •  •  t  •  1 
-.ifi'ly  m  .ir  the  point  of  use  It  is  a  stable  li.g  •  I  •  - 
ph.  ru:  fi'p-rnture  and  pressure,  uuhke  *i;  ■!• 
other  mu  h  di.«  .issed  ‘‘fuel  of  lutitoirow,"  we  ■  it  r> 
thick  w  .,11.  Ip*.  -me  tanks  nr  ex;  -n«ivv  ref. '  •  r  ■  ' 

is  b  i  e\; !  „vc  than  g. iodine  them;  h  it  .  .,!  •  n  : 
more  toxic. 

Nearly  c  ..-ry  ei  . -rev. n-ing  device  in  the  >•  Pi-  •*■  *  -  H 

ail.ip'-'l  tol-nrn  Factor*  'V  .t  r— 

•  is  m  "j .  rations  r*  .p:n  in*,  a  va  ry  cl«  an  d  i-i  c  i  •  * . 
inp  anil  rh  ■  anm  ilinst)  could qtdckl]  -wr 
furl  by  -ub  i. iiiinig  pumps  and  n«-.-  '•  *  for  '  a 
Though  gr-  .it  controversy  rages  over  the  '  -  f 
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ALREADY  HERE 


by  F.diiutitd  Fnitci mnyer 
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METHANOL  CARS  RUN 
LEAN  AND  CLEAN 

Tne  aNIily  ot  mcihinol-po.'.i-'ed  auto  ";.s»s  lo  'un 
leaner-i  e  to  use  a  Icacr  :*ia.-i  norr  li  rs  .o  ol  'ud  10 
»u-Qive*  them  an  s?ge  in  bolh  c  mg,  .  ^  - -v<:.on 
and  pollution  cor'.-ci  In  vrri  u...  »  .>  ■■  inu- 

'aeiuieis  S:.*  ;el  c  ar  Suit  air  i  i.  ir<  it  *<■  p  'i^.-l  in* 
todciai  o  -  /crnr-.c.-il's  ever  :  • ' '  -lirg  r-a-vion  .'.nd- 
ards  Pul  as  inn  cr an  s ru/*  ««.■»•  •'  »■  —  -  — 
Sian  nir.’.r  -j  u- an :  -;p-j-.o  .'.'•on 

a  sca'e ira’ cpn.o-ii  *nc •  ie-  *r 
metnjnol  lo  a  c j  '  .  -..a  •  il  :  o.  t*p  toi- 

luians  are  reduced  l«jt  ire  nud  -  --.-."i  c<  d-  :-i* 
muce  hiji'Cr  To  tc  ruce  mn ei--n  o*  --v  u  ,:p  r* .  r,  r  if* 
resorted  lo  cllcr  r  -n.-’e  '  J.'  c, Vic'S  <*'■  r-ur  ;nr- 
lormanee  V.,tn  HM  criecr:  -.r.anol.  cars  i  n  rnt- 
firing  al  a  m-jch  leaner  r-quu.  rvirj  cl  0  7i  sie 
all  Ihree  polluanis  are  lew  Al  Rer.erai  l-'o'O'S.  a  ■  in- 
anol  powe-cd  *.«q'c-c*i'n<lcr  l<-rt  cr^.rr  tfC'V.-y  rjn 
smooOily  al  an  uda-lcan  -alro  ol  0  6 


adding  meth.-mo!  to  yasolirte  .is  n  fuel  extender,  nohody 
in  Detroit  qiiesfiens  that  autos  can  run  on  slraii'ht  alco¬ 
hol,  and  run  hotter  in  many  •<  ■  's  thin  they  do  now. 
For  less  than  §200.  two  St -i.f.-rd  fniiirsity  graduate 
students  five  years  ago  moiii-'i  it  a  (In  mli-i  car  to  run  on 
methanol.  The  car  scored  the  1 --.v-t  i  missions  of  any 
liquid-fueled  vehicle  ir.  the-  1970  !*'•  -in  f';.r  Race. 

Methanol  not  only  works  in  i  >n*  in'  Iona!  automobile 

motors,  hut  m.iy  c-if-.  r  u-!..,  . .  ri.h  promising  vari- 

ants  as  the  str.itif.- l-ch.ir.-M  •  ■  •i-e,  or  ir;  min  •.  1 1  y  diiTc-r- 
ent  power  plants  -h  turb:i .  -  and  fuel  cells.  It  might 
also  he  the  m«  st  convenient  f :« 1  f..r  motor  vehicles  in  a 
future  age  of  .ibumlant  new  m-  ivv  sources,  llarnei-ed 
heat  from  the  sun.  the  earth's  interior,  <»r  fu.-ion  reactors 
could  well  be  u«vd  to  privlurc  methanol  from  vv.iter  plus 
coal  or  limestone. 

Methanol  has  only  two  drawbacks,  one  mi  mr  .md  one 
that  could  prove  formidable.  A  gallon  of  methanol  con¬ 


tains  only  half  as  much  energy,  expressed  in  British 
thermal  units,  as  a  gallon  of  gasoline;  to  'in..  I  the 
distance,  therefore,  a  car  would  have  to  carry  tv.  >• 
much  fuel  in  an  enlarged  tank.  Rut,  on  the  av.-r;-  •<*.  , 

would  add  only  2  percent  to  a  car's  weight,  c  g  ,  the  ■  . 
lent  of  an  extra  seventy-pound  youngster  in  a  tw  -'oa 
family  sedan. 

The  important  obstacle— at  least  for  now  ««  •  -h. 
anol's  price.  Three  years  ago,  that  seemed  lit  -  tin-  '  ,t 
of  the  problems.  Chemical  companies,  beset  by  I  i:  -  rv 
overcapacity,  were  selling  moths  nol  made  from  •  •  :  r.-,j 
gas  for  about  12  cents  a  gallon,  retail.  Since  lb.  -  r- 
suppiy  has  turned  to  shortage  and  the  price  has  r!  i  '  5 10 
a  recent  level  of  38  cents. 

The  new  math  of  new  fuels 

The  rising  cost  of  coal  and  the  ballooning  .  !•  .:  ,  \ 

of  erecting  new  synthetic. fuel  plants  «>f  any  V  *  '  \>< 
damped  the  hopes  of  some  enthusiasts  thr.i  ■  -,,| 

made  from  domestic  coal  could  compete 
with  gasoline.  Indeed,  tho>e  swollen  rapital .  •  -  •  v  ; 
as  serious  a  problem  for  this  country  as  OPKC  j  •  -  in¬ 

creases.  Current  estimates  of  the  price  of  o  i!  I  i 
methanol,  which  vary  ri'n'-idcrabiy'by  company  .- 

almost  monthly,  average  about  35  cents  a  gallon  at  :’.c 
plant.  That  price,  which  correspobds  to  70  cents  for  o- 
II..*.  —  -he  ivoncty,  may  not  iook  *o  unattrnctive  a  few- 
years  from  now  when  conventional  fuels  may  i-e  i«h 
costlier.  But  so  long  ax  gasoline  remains  cheaper-  i  •  at. 
ly  about  "jr.  r.-_s  at  tho  refinery  plus  another  20  ■  •  -  -  -  o 

equally  divided  bctvvi-i-n  distribution  costs  and  t.iv. 
methanol  cannot  make  it  unless  the  government  pr-  v  i- 
an  economic  incentive  for  a  switch.  One  way  would  1  to 
boost  federal  gasoline  taxes  sharply— which  ('em, 
seems  exceedingly  reluctant  to  do — while  keeping  •  *h- 
anol  tax-  free. 

But  every  o'her  Hqiii.l-f,ic-l  substitute  for  p-t.-i'-  .  •• 
bi "-ft  wit 

ucts,  for  example,  might  prove  cheaper  than  : 

But  large-scale  development  uf  vvvatvrn  - ; 
is  b:u  red.  at  least  for  now,  by  such,  liiificui'.-.i  -  .; 
di.-iio.  al  md  rcv<-. rotation  of  staggering  amc-uu*  -  f  *  - 

lavs.  Ti  e  only  proved  systems  for  converting  «*•  '•  *  • 
thetic  oil  .*  r.d  i  I'olinc,  such  as  the  one  helm*  ex;>  ,■ 

South  Africa,  are  outmoded  and  probably  morec-xj-et  vc 
than  making  rit«1b.inol. 

t'luaq-  r  ways  of  liqta.-fyini:  coni,  now  under  d  •  '  P- 
im-iit  in  :i.e  U.S.,  represent  the  only  other  alt-,r  -dive  to 
nu-thaiwl  nn  the  horizon.  In  these  new  pi  ■  -  •  d 

would  be  i  'him  i  ted  directly  from  a  solid  to  a  j  '  ■  -• 

like  liquid  without  tho  gasification  step.  But  th.-  1-  -  .11 
probably  not  be  ready  to  -tart  building  the  fir--* I  full  -  •  d 
vi  al-liquefaction  plants  for  five  nmre  years.  Ai  d  by  •'-  ..t 
time  the-  i  canoinic  ndv  a-ii  ./e  of  the  new  pn  ■  •  may  lie 
can.  eh  d  out  by  furtl..  r  iuf.itiwn  in  c»ii.-truc'.iun  ■  • 

This  seems  a  likely  development  to  the  o.Ticials  at 


Continental  Oil  Co.,  whi.h  prodm  •  -ts  mu-h  cmd  as  oil. 
They  an-  .1. .  ply  m'-  r-  *-.|  .n  b-dh  m.  tbanol  wi  -  I  "  f-'C- 
tlon,  and '  :•  Imlleve  lh«  l!»«  ■'  -  ■ 

fuel  10  to  20  M  >  nt  lb.  ■•i'-'T  li-  ">  »"  •  ™ 

in  equivalent  n.  rgy  terms  in  or  an-  lf)7o  .I'.llar,.  Ihc 
catch  is  that  liqu'-fucU.in  p’ai.l*  will  t.c  »»mlt  w'«h  con¬ 
struction  dollar-  ..f  the  !••'  /■.  while  i»"*»u""d  l»htnt>  can 
be  started  right  no*.  '  !'--aa  e  of  i<  «  •t'oii. 

President  James  K.  I.imb  rs  of  ('•  i.  vo  Coal  Dcvc.opmcnt 
Co.,  a  subsidiary,  "new  b  •  '  -  )  will  never  make  obvo- 

letc  a  methanol  plant  bu:l«  today."  ,  ... 

Conoco'i  own  f.gur*  »■  **'  -"H  ‘'ion  has  already 

worM'n.  .1  th<'  v.  1.. .. r  ■  ■ .  . . .  «»">•■■ '  *« 

than  iv.o  ......  . .  ‘"S  »»•  '‘""  S  ; 

„„,|v.ls  that  tin  . . I  Hank  . . .  c"u“ 

be  sold  urof  ta'-ly  f'.r  s.b  -it  . . .  f'"'"'.  s"'«  tv"n 

that  feme  I...  W  n  *.• '  .1  lo  ti  sin'*,  i  o-  the  .-l.'.va- 
lent  of  41  cents  f--r  giM'-lmc  at  the  r.-fmery.  S'iH.  tins  is 
no  worse  than  the  nv-nt .  ;T-  - 1-  of  intlation  on  .-ynth*  t.c 
natural  gas  and  cl-  .triviiy.  Kvt-i.  now.  C;.nu co 
methanol  would  »"'t  no  more,  HI  L.  f'>r  n  1  h. 


*  ...i  it  I... mI, i  i*i.. i  1 1  -  - 


Testing  it  out  in  Pennsylvania 

The  surest  way  to  find  out  what  methanol  would  cost 
is  to  build  a  ph.ul  and  get  some  operating  v-xp«  im-rive. 
UGI  Corp  .  a  gas  aud  .-hctiic  cutup  my  in  c-.-.<u-rn  i'li.i- 
sylvani.i,  is  M.i.-.-ly  c-n-id.-t ing  doing  so.  L'CI  has 
an  ingi  rum  -  ptan  i"  •  '•">  ■  f»i  nt  <-.g  ««« wn  lo  •  »g«jr 
cconomi---  of  •  V  it  lu.i.iiii  ".!  r  Th-  b.iui.ty.  *o  .--t 
about  8300  iiiilliwn.  vwuld  pud  aMy  Ik-  built  in  !\  m  M- 
vani.i  cr  Ohio  and  w-.uld  . «-i,v.  rt  l-al  bituunnm.i*  •  "al 
into  250  milb-.n  ,-  .!!•"■•  *f  M-  a  '•'l0U’,h  ,J  ;n' 
crease  total  U  S.  p>  -l  a  '-ion  by  about  a  fifth. 

Instead  of  try  in,:  to  b-  -.k  ii.:->  the  energy  market  w  'th 
the  plant’s  entire  output,  LGI  would  sol!  ni">t  of  the 
methanol  to  the  growing  oh  finical  market,  p.-  :ii>  to 
chemical  c-.u  t "  h  'hat  would  be  invited  to  I"  '  •  i  ^ 
in  the  venture.  Tim  remaining  20  p.-rv*-nl  of  ‘he  output 
would  1-c  e  •  d  in .  i  ■  -d  energy  market-  where  a  prvnv-  am 

fuel  make*  rc-rtUHiiig  sense. 

The  f».'.  t.d  g  -  n.rr  fit  rn'.'ht  1  ’  d  f"r  «»n*c  k-n« 

of  Mih-i  ly,  i •  rhai-x  unJ*. -•■ilii  -t  •'  ■l'  l!"  •*"'  "  "  set 

price  fell  W-  pio.luvtlon  c  '  ;  .g  g  t-.t-.i.t-  -g 

the  bonds  <oM  to  f.r  ..nee  u"  *tru  *n  In  .u  >  '■  '■  •« 

nation's  f.r-*-  big  i.*.il-to-i:ivtb.»:i''l  p’  •  *  •  1  ■'  ^ 

for  'i  I  f 


<  nf  *• 


poured  into  «. . 

UGI  bar!  -ra  no  ill*.  •  ..s  th..t  *:-  "  /»-..•  .  v.-  u  I  be 
chwip  To  a-  -  r'.iin  |n«  1  n  ••  'l  """  r 

things,  i-.iid  m. .re  than  $::•  •  •  *rv  nut  lay  for  a 

small  utility  far  •  nei:  •  i  ••  •  ar  l  ••  •••—vac  •  t  n.; 


pending  on  tin*  n  >•  "f  •'  * 


■id  the  1 


equity  il.--ii.-«l.  the  nn  thnunl  v-.M  i'-.vc  to  »«•  !>ri.  .-d  at 
somewhere  I  -  '.ween  21  cents  .md  more  than  oO  <  a 


gallon.  Up  to  the  middle  of  that  price  range,  at  Toast, 
methanol  might  have  a  pretty  good  chance  in  the  chemi¬ 
cal  market. 

Charles  A.  Sink.  <.  a  Princeton,  New  Jr-r-.  y,  con  -dt  .nt 
who  is  uno  of  the  architects  of  the  UGI  pr»d"  -d- 
ample  chr-rnirnl  demand  for  methanol  m  ule  fi.-m  .  *•»!. 
which  could  increase  as  new  uses  are  found  "We  a't  !y 
know  how  to  make  acetic  acid  from  methanol,"  hi*  -> 
adding  that  "my  next  big  project"  is  to  turn  n.  • 
intu  ethylene,  one  of  the  most  versatile  and  wnb  !>•  •.  •  ■! 
chemicals  in  the  U  S-  economy  Merely  by  -d  • 
for  idu-micais  now-  made  from  oil  and  natural  i-.  S* 
points  out,  roal-r'.erlvcrl  methanol  can  imJirxvtly  a  i  • 
the  energy  shortage. 

Stockpiling  during  the  summer 

UGI  lias  made  claliorate  studies  of  how  it  n  •  h'  •'! 
methanol  as  fuel.  Some  of  it  could  bo  d«*llv.  r.d  by  »r.  - 
to  factories  that  are  short  of  natural  gas  <>r  on  ".  i: 
most  would  be  converted  to  gas  to  nn-et  b -  w-i.'-r 

demand.  In  recent  years,  gas  compani.  s  h-iv.  go 
pi-uni  tiling  their  winter  supplies  with  .synthetic  ;.  •  ral 
gas  iSN'G)  made  from  naphtha.  Rut  the  F-  d-ra!  Ki  •  i  :• 
Administration  is  now  reluctant  to  nlb»a»e  a-.*  ■ 

naphtha, a  pi-trolcum  derivative,  to SNG  pl-.nts,  t  G'  ;  •• 

poses  to  ».(■  re  methanol  during  the  warm  month  uric 
convert  it  lo  SNG  during  the  cold  m-  nth*.  M.-ib  »* 
course*,  is  a  more  expensive  fix •  I  lock  than  naphtha 
the  cr-al  of  the  SNG  would  be  about  the  >an:e  M . •  i 

j;.i-m.v.i*iiiii  p,.Uic  OOHV  lO  JUIl  on  ini- Hanoi  WOUIU  "i  i.* 

two-thirds  as  expensive  as  one  designed  fr»r  nap? -t  • 

(vil.'bini  f~t  J*  •*.• 


:v:  -Mu  i  •  .  :  '  'ir  J  so  Stjjcn  to  lf*'f  'V  '  • 
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Mi-lh.1l.0l  r.,irkr„.d  a  in  olh,  r-I.tri1|ir,.,l.TOri!V 
markets.  It  ha-. „r.,mi-.  f..r  ,Aa..,p!..  .  . 

f“«  ““■fit  ut .titles  . . .  a  third  0[  a  f.,iral 

rl.-.-trio  corr.f  ■  i-v's  <  |iaril>  . . .  ,  n|v  .,  r.  ,,  h„llrs’a 

.lay  when  .1.  htrhe.t  Mi.ih  ft  tin  p.  -.kl,,..  ,  ’ 

Uy  consists  „f  ,  ,,  h..  s  II,. ,„t 

Utm  as  , ,  r  kikm-att  ,.l .  „.a.i,y 

Tht-y  consumr  c.nly  „  n||  |he  f,„.,  „.,.d 

to  make  cl.  clr, city  s|..n<ive  f.ielhur.  ,-d 

•*"  1  "  11  1  -  I  . . .  eleetrte  rates 

charged  to  tuMo.in-rs. 

More  efficiency  for  turbines 

Methanol  just  >»-. to  b.  a  good  turbine  fuel.  "We 
k...  it  an..  „.!h  ay  ,:MaI„fll,..K!..,„icr„yyi.r 

R,  ■ra.i'h  In  ',l„'r.  II . I., I,,.-  le  t,,  try-s  ,..,rih 

rronp  n.  pile  Ml!. ilms  -.1.  „,<  Ui;iim|'s  rtwti  .)u,  tj_ 

tulc  is  fumling . .  ,  arch  on  luw  ways niaki*  it  and 

also  liitjn  i  fnili.rt  an  cxUnd-d  t,-;(  ;,t  c), ,  _ 

orating  jtntion. 

OOu  rf.-vt-  l  .v.oalrontly  prov<f!f  ncmu  .,  -inr  fnatur. 
b.m-al  Ki  a,.;.,  fa  -Tt-arp,  which  h.-.,l  la-.-a 
So  2  tnl.  the.:,.,  r-  as -if  ,ii!r.a-i-n  as  .  \n  ,  .trt,.,,,,  .( 
an  '-la.,.., I, ay.  Tl  |.,  rc.  r.t  -.ha,,  „..  .|,-.ri„I 

tot.-.l  It,,,  „  n-r.-y-.arlhy  ls,a.,.e  rs-  t  . . 

unable  In  ct.  -Itl.-f,  ■aral 

Bleu stantlarits  for  SO,  -.  ith  .  . . . 
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natural  gas.  When  methanol  was  burned  at  Florida 
PoweT,  carbon  monoxide  cmisMuns  ro*c  .1  d<  r  i 
but  w.  re  Mill  comfortably  below  federal  f„r  t,‘ . 

A°\!  a*?”1  '■  1  v'as  cwrictf  lilt  I,"  III  .  I  r  J  V 

A  A  \ ,  a  l.'itdini;  ir.nl  producer  inter.- ■  :..,|  j,,  ...  ..  .  , 

s:;!™  Ti'c"n*“ii's 

Turbines;  .aluo  run  more  efficiently  on  methanol,  |«,i.„..». 
prt tiso  .lain  are  l;ukin,r.  It  is  t,.,e  that  rou,  idv  i  -  -  * 

many  i;-*M  -ns  «.f  m.  tbanol  must  be  burned  •>,  i„.  ...  •> . 

same  mi.nlH-r  of  MTUV.  as  oil.  Rut  a  turi,:,c 
rnetli.niul  j-,  m-Min  „p  lo  fi  percent  more  p<  ■ .  r  •  - 
Imn  V.  J  Li's  Ry  r.  d.  -ij  nins;  the  turbine  to  f;;  i|,.- .  .r-,r. 
terisdcs  of  m.  th.mnl,  that  advnnl.ajre  cn'd  he  , 
fui'li.  r  The  Milct  temperatures  of  today**  *  u\  . 
deliberately  l„  Td  .  veral  hundred  doi'i'oes  h. '  •• 

. .  . . ,.tte  lo  ttirl.i.ic  bl..,l. .  r„.n, 

ill  fueloil. 

rri.e  ii  tl...  only  thin,.  kee;.in»  . . I  ,.„|  „r  „... 

utility  rn.irkrt,  which  1.  ;..«t*-n' ..-,llv  ,  ,.-ht 

1'ro-"‘l  . .  '"cil  pt-o.l-i.  tii.n  KI,,' trie, '  ...  , 

-  *  Mt «  «•  me  Ml  for  ttnj  lliinr  Klen 

f*15?1? . •.•»»  "llo.lv  illllfMct, . 

15  J*!"'1 '  '  “  >"■  "'-'"-I  -HI  lo  renli  a  .  -tl.,,.  s0 

n  the  ab- nee  of  a  fc.h-ral  |,.,li..y  t„  . . 

'■  hc  l‘"l|t "  '  --re  'I'.lrr.ii.-i  propo-nls  fi ...n  .  ..i 

v-.m|..ir,i.w  ih.il  II, ny  «cr  up  for  a  In.,,;.;..,  „r 


r~ 


r»!oi*a»)3rg  vibrating  screens 
-engineered  to  increase 
capacity,  save  power 


•  '■  ixr  -a.  I 


•  y  ■  '.•io  of  now  r;.'..ih'ifj  of  ■ 

"•  •  •:  -roy  i;p  to  IO",  r  ’  k.-fi 

•••*  •■•'111  far  lower  In'tl  -••mi-'-|.  I 
nmy  eHi-..  iiiyinl.-wt; 
II  !0t  i's 

Ghmmtfl 
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methanol  to  be  made  in  new  conversion  plants.  S^i II,  util* 
Ity  executives  y.ive  some  strom:  hints  that  their  attitude 
mijfht  change.  Says  Harold  n.  loi.fy,  who  heads  the  fucl- 
buyinu  .subsidiary  of  Middle  South  Utilities:  ‘’Fvery  tune 
they  raise  the  oil  import  duly,  the  Kap  between  oil  and 
methanol  guts  narrower." 

The  alcoholic  automobile 

The  most  exciting  rote  for  methanol,  involving  an  even 
bigger  energy  market,  would  be  to  power  auto*  and 
truck*.  Many  cm  rgy  .-Xpert*  o  il  at  the  idea,  arguing 
that  if  petroleum  bi-mm.-s  M.uce,  Hie  nation  could  shift 
home  heating  and  in-b;  'ii.d|ti  >  n  to  oleetrieily  made 
with  coal  or  nud.  ,.r  power.  I-  1  u.g  plenty  of  ga  -ilim-  for 
motor  vehicles.  Rut  political  pr>  •'ires,  particularly  from 
consumers  who  are  h  th  to  rept .  ml  fi.rna-"  good  for 
half  a  century  or  mure,  might  ben  •>  ich  a  *hift.  Cars,  on 
the  other  hand,  have  a  rmup.irnlii.  ly  ..hurt  life.  Virlnally 
all  the  100  million  v.-hides  now  on  US.  roads  will  be 
scrapped  over  the  next  decade,  and  e.u-s  deigned  to  run 
on  a  new  fuel  could  be  pb.i  ed  in  .piickly  And  r.itb.-r  than 
risk  a  future  shortage,  many  dt  Ivors  rirght  be  willing  to 
pay  a  lot  more  than  they  do  now  for  a  motor  fuel  they 
could  always  be  sure  of  getting. 

As  a  first  stop,  many  methanol  enthusiasts  advocate 
adding  alcohol  to  gasoline  a*  an  extender.  An  addition  of 
10  percent  methanol  to  ga«oline  would,  on  the  face  of  it. 


save  5  percent  of  present  consumption,  or  about  300,000 
barrels  a  day  of  imported  petroleum.  Most  oil  companies 
grid  the  idea  icily,  warning  of  new  marketing  e<  uipli- 
cutions  and  other  proble  ms.  Yet  Atlantic  Richf-.IJ  al¬ 
ready  blends  up  to  7  percent  alcohol  into  its  ga-nline 
without  any  complaints  from  customers.  (The  alcohol 
in  this  case  is  tertiary  buly!  alcohol,  a  byproduct  from 
a  chemical  operation  that  would  be  too  expensive  if  pro¬ 
duced  separately  as  a  fuel.) 

Blending  has  stirred  a  lot  of  recent  interest  in  Europe. 
I.a*t  spring  Volkswagen  announced  that  it  will  text 
methanol  gasoline  blends  in  forty-five  of  its  ears  and 
minibuses  over  the  next  two  years,  with  the  \V.  -t  fb-r- 
man  government  putting  up  most  of  the  funds  fur  the 
study.  The  Swedish  government  and  Volvo  plan  to  text 
both  blended  and  straight  methanol  in  300  vehicles. 

Some  researchers  consider  methanol  a  wonder-w  orker 
when  added  to  gasoline.  Thomas  B.  Reed  of  M  l.T.’s 
Lincoln  Laboratories,  oru-  of  the  country's  most  on'  -p..*s.-n 
methanol  advocates,  cites  the  results  that  he  and  his  col¬ 
leagues  achieved  w  ith  a  1009  Toyota.  With  a  mixture  con¬ 
taining  15  percent  methanol,  the  Toyota  got  5  percent 
more  miles  per  gallon  even  though  the  addition  of  meth¬ 
anol  had  the  etTcct  of  cutting  the  total  number  of  B'l'U’s 
reaching  the  engine.  A  number  of  tests  have  also  .'how n 
that  the  addition  of  methanol  can  significantly  reduce  auto 
exhaust  emissions. 
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methanol.  On  a  dyna . .  te*t  stand  at  Connco,  a  Ford 

engine  con  imod  fr.un  15  to  '.’C  percent  fewer  RTU’s  per 
horsepower -hu'ir  with  methanol  than  ii  did  with  ga  .dine. 
And  that  engine  did  not  ev.-i  lake  advantage  of  dill  an¬ 
other  feature  of  n.elhanol,  its  high  octane  raliiig  In  re¬ 
cent  years  the  i:-.inpr.  ion  ratio  in  cars  has  b.-.-n  lowered 
to  about  8  to  1,  partly  o  car*  can  ihc  unk-ailed  ga  line 
without  kiiucki ag.  With  straight  methanol,  tlm  compres¬ 
sion  ratio  can  be  boosted  to  11  or  12  to  1. 

This  has  been  tried  on  a  single-cylinder  research  engine 
at  Exxon’s  re  .-arch  laboratories  in  Linden,  New  J.-r-cy. 
The  combination  of  h  .-ncr  .-pcniliiin  and  a  higher  cum- 
pr.-saion  ratio,  an  Exxon  study  say-.,  pro-hu.-d  energy 
economic  -  rangin'*  from  20  to  15  percent.  If  tin-  -ame  liv¬ 
ings  could  be  realized  in  a  mullicy  limlc-r  engine,  moil  anol 
cars  might  not  have  to  carry  twice  as  many  gallons  of 
fuel  after  all.  Instead,  they  might  manage  with  only  50 
to  75  percent  more 

In  retuu.  fur  carrying  extra  find,  the  future  motorist 
who  buys  the  5:  .t  ;:i.-th:in"i  [lowered  car  on  his  block 
would  enjoy  several  b  neiit-,  lie  would  probably  rave. sev¬ 
eral  hundred  dollars  in  main',  a.-wiec  costs  ov.  r  the  life 
of  his  car.  which  would  run  ,  1.  an-r  without  the  buildup 
of  carbon  deposits.  Sexual  hundred  dollars'  worth  of 
anlipollutiou  d.  vices  nei-dcil  '.o  nnet  the  federal  goxern- 
ments  l'J7S  emi.  ..,m  standards-- including  some  that 
Detroit  is  having  trouble  dev  eh  'ping  —  might  also  be  miss¬ 


ing  from  the  car,  since  they  might  not  be  needed.  And  the 
owner  could  stop  worrying  about  Ol’EC. 

To  bring  out  a  methanol  car,  Detroit  would  have  to 
make  some  change*,  all  of  tin  in  minor.  Sirne  methanol 
tends  to  eat  away  :,t  such  materials  as  aluminum,  mag¬ 
nesium,  and  the  tci  m  plate  coating  on  gasoline  »anh>,  iti- 
stitute  materials  Would  have  to  be  u.-ed  in  the  f  .-1  »>•  u  -n. 
Because  it  takes  more  h.-at  to  vaporize  methanol  than 
gasoline,  fuel  entering  the  engine  might  have  to  b,-  pre¬ 
heated.  Volkswagen  has  adapted  test  cars  to  run  on 
straight  methanol  by  heating  the  intake  manifold  with 
exhaust  gases.  A  small  amount  of  gasoline  or  some  other 
easily  vaporized  fuel  is  also  injected  to  get  the  engines 
started.  Another  special  pi  oh!,  m,  the  tendency  of  rin-th- 
anol  cars  to  produce  obj, ,  tionablc  formaldehyde  odm  .  in 
their  exhaust,  can  be  dealt  with  by  adding  water  to  the 
fuel,  at  a  small  reduction  in  fuel  economy.  'Hie  ur.c  peek- 
lein  that  might  take  a  few  years*  engineering  work  i-.  the 
sluggish  acceleration  of  some  methanol  cars. 

"Why  does  it  smoll  so  bad?" 

AH  the  test  cars  running  today  exhibit  some  of  Mu.  c 
problems  because  they  are  onc-shot  modifications  dor .-  mi 
shoestring  ro.-e.irch  budgets.  Ronald  Welker,  a  ;v,rk:r\* 
meter  reader  in  California's  Santa  Clara  Comity,  -..n-  | 

plains  about  the  time  it  takes  to  start  the  methanol  ;  .  | 

ered  1972  Valiant  that  he  drives  on  his  rounds  urn'  i  a  ' 
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lest  bc'm J  curried  out  by  the  University  of  ?nnt.i  lr.ra. 
•'Sometimes  it  trikes  ten  minutes."  he  '■ays,  even  tlmupn 
the  ear  has  a  *> stern  for  Injecting  propane  (luring  cold 
start*.  During  starling,  he  adds,  the  tar  gives  mT  -tri.t-.g 
formaldehyde  odors.  "My  buddies  all  bay.  'If 'that  -•  n  a 
pollution-free  fuel,  why  dors  it  smell  so  bad  I  he  « ar 
also  is  le<s  p-  ppy  on  the  freeways,  \V  elker  adds,  tmmpn 
another  driver  found  no  such  sluggishness. 

The  sluggish  response,  most  researchers  agree,  is  due  to 
the  iii:tdc"|uaie  vaj.ori/ation  of  methanol  in  carour. '...is 
designed  to  handle  ga-uline.  as  well  as  tnc  uneven  a.  .r- 
button  of  fuel  to  the  engine's  various  cylinders.  I  no  •;  a- 
lion  may  lie  in  fuel  injection,  increasingly  u -cl  n  mt- 
porled  cars,  or  in  some  promising  new  developim  nl  "  11 
as  ".upir  .i/atioil.”  IVIk*  broken  dm  «hh«'r  w 
)y  „1V,|.  droplets  lliroudh  •-nth  demos  as  the  lb  .  .- 
lor-  under  develw.in.-t*  by  Drv~er  Industries,  .i.elnut.ul 

flows  evenly  like  a  gas.  . . 

To  burn  methanol  imw,  .  onto  skeptics  argue,  iv  U  .-at 
cake  when  there  is  still  pi.  nly  ..ft.reaii.  Mnth  r..  1 1  ’’l. 

however,  bclonps  lo  OIKC.  and  ...,r  only  hope  df  y.  1.M 
Oi-ECoil  ala  tolerable  prioo  is  to  demonstrate  a  v  . 
to  adopt  substitutes.  Sin.  v  nielhnnol  is  the  only  h'l’"d  '  ' 

that  can  be  made  I  rum  ewl  now,  it  wo., Id  not  be  terribly 
,  during  f«  the  fed.  ,4 .svernment  lo  underwr,:.. ' lie  in-, 
bis  plant  to  . .  •  -l»eU*  ««•  'be  r-  -  arc 

I  . . ai;,..K..:ltnl 


llivj  III. till  IU  ■  v-.i.v  . .  I  ' 

coturaralic.  ly  anvil  If  VJtc  Ot'KC  cartel  eollap  • 


d  d.-- 


i  b  ti.o  mulhaiiol  md  i  ‘it.  Or  .  •* 
i  , ,,  making  synthetic  t.-d viral  i  ••■*. 
■ate  i  i.al-lamlling  facilities  aid  .v 
g i,,n  civtiijmiiv-nts  could  bo  d  »•  ■' 
,  K,ic  Ueichl,  president  ol  f. 
it  iiliary :  "Kighty-fivc  per  cent  of  the 


manrl  pre'  ahly  v'.ild 
plant  emi’.a  be  >  -  i  •.  •  r 
since  all  the  'hl.fi. 

‘Troni  c ml"  g;~d"'a' 

making  SNG. 
coal-dcvelopm 
system  is  the  same." 

Gelling  ready  for  Ihe  post-pelroleuin  era 

For  a  few  million  .l-H.irs  year,  the  govern 
also  help  gather  ■.■•me  nl  lliu  a.lvl.lmnal  daw 
fore  the  e.mntry  v.mM  "  d-ly  begin  a  I  n  •• 
to  nuthannl.  More  wl.ielc  U  -Is  could  be  . 
volving  fleet s  running  "it  blviids  and  n  .. 
Tl.e  lugic.il  test  vehicles  for  straight,  mvlh 
I'm  tal  trucks,  or  police  cars  that  arc  fuo:-  •! 
fr.-m  i-.  ntral  ge.raees,  where  Ih-ir  perf-im. 
i-!,.  ,-ly  iu.«iii‘..<red.  Tiauigh  air  pollnli-n 

r  (•rubl-'m,  >.-mc  r.-v  >rch  oil  the  a'  :- 
f. ,  i>  i.f  lave.-  -i  ,.ie  methanol  is  «  vvnuhl  be  -i 
■  ri.  y-m.  wh.it  mure  mods  In  ho  known, 
J,".’  ,-le  iu.ilih  I..-  trds  of  methanol  fun  - 
vi'lbl.g  -1  -a^ges. 

N.-ue of  th’...  r.  •  it'll  would  r*  ;>u nl  a  w 
f.,r  the  world  must  got  ready  for  a  pn>t 
in  any  ca-o.  ilh  oil  siijrpiies  prsdeibly  us. 
more  Persian  Gulf*  likely  to  be  found,  Ihe  • 
is  .vluli-  r  we  start  using  new  fin  is  five  y  1  ■ 
or  a  few  decad. slater. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Wentworth  Brothers,  Incorporated 
dated  October  7,  1975 


Discussion  in  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS  in 
Sections  8-F-2,  methanol  pipeline,  pages  122-129,  8-F-5, 
ice-breaking  tanker,  pages  134-136,  and  8-F-6,  submarines, 
pages  137-140,  all  recognize  the  fact  that  methanol  could 
be  transported  from  North  Slope  plants  by  modes  of  trans¬ 
portation  other  than  a  methanol  pipeline. 

Transportation  of  the  Alaska  gas  supply  in  gaseous  form 
would  not  require  additional  expenditures  for  construction 
of  plants  to  change  gas  to  methanol  before  shipment.  The 
methanol  plant  would  certainly  be  a  major  component  of  and 
would  consequently  increase  the  overall  cost  of  any  methanol 
transportation  system.  See  Alternatives  Volume,  pages  122- 
129. 

The  criticism  that  methanol  pipeline  transport  could  not 
compete  economically  with  other  types  of  methanol  transport 
and  the  possible  assessment  of  pipeline  fees  for  the  long 
distance  through  Canada  may  be  valid,  but  the  methanol  pipe¬ 
line  was  never  considered  to  be  a  viable  alternative  to  the 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  No  change  made 
in  the  Final  EIS.  See  page  127  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

Only  "lean  gas"  was  considered  for  transport  in  the  Alaska 
gas  transportation  systems,  either  as  gas  or  as  converted 
to  LNC  or  methanol.  Other  types  of  gas  and  gas  liquids 
probably  would  be  included  with  the  crude  oil  to  be  carried 
in  the  TAPS  oil  pipeline  now  under  construction.  No  change 
made  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  problems  of  substituting  liquid  methanol-fuel  for  natural 
gas  and  of  regasifying  methanol  are  addressed  in  Section 
8-f-2,  pages  121-129  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

The  article  on  methanol  from  Fortune  magazine  has  been  consid¬ 
ered  and  is  cited  in  Section  8-F-12,  References,  starting  on 
page  159  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Westmghouse  Electric  Corporation  Industry  &  Oefense 
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October  16,  1975 


Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 
EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

Room  1538 

U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
I8th  and  C  Streets  N.  W. 


Washington 

,  D.  C. 

20240 

Subject: 

Comments  on  the  Draft  EIS,  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System,  Part  IV  ALTERNATIVES. 

Re  ferences 

:  (1) 

Notice  of  Availability  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  of  Public 
Hearings  locations  and  dates.  Federal  Register  Volume 
40  No.  145  July  28,  1975,  and  Volume  40  No.  159 

August  15,  1975,  respectively. 

(2) 

Volume  1  of  2,  Part  IV  ALTERNATIVES,  Draft  EIS  June 
1975. 

(3) 

Application  filed  by  the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company 
for  a  Federal  Right-of-Way. 

Gentlemen : 

The  Reference  (1)  notice  advises  that  within  a  90-day  period  from 
July  28,  1975,  the  Department  of  Interior  seeks  comments  on  the  Draft 
EIS. 


was  also  made  to  the  appropriate  pages  of  the  Application  filed  by  the 
Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  Company,  Reference  3.  The  relevant  pages  dealing 
with  alternatives  are  in  Section  14e ,  subsection  2. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  EIS  Draft  document. 
Having  worked  closely  with  Maritime  Administration  in  the  Department  of 
Commerce  on  Arctic  petroleum  transport  matters,  we  feel  that  the  treat¬ 
ment  of  the  maritime  alternative  transport  means  for  Arctic  natural  gas 
energy  has  not  been  adequately  handled  in  Volume  I  of  Part  VI  ALTERNATIVES 
If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance  to  the  EIS  task  force  in  completing 
their  staff  work,  please  let  us  know. 


Sincerely, 


William  H.  Kumra 
Manager,  Marine  Programs 


WHK:  s  jm 
Enclosures 
cc  C.R.  Flee 


The  comments  that  are  made  herein  are  directed  entirely  to  the 
adequacy  (or  the  inadequacy)  of  the  material  contained  in  Volume  1  of  2 
of  Part  IV  ALTERNATIVES,  Reference  (2).  In  particular,  the  comnents  are 
in  relation  to  Pages  VI  315  through  V  401,  the  sections  which  deal  with 
marine  (or  maritime)  transport  alternatives  (icebreaking  tankers  and 
submarines)  on  Pages  VI  339  -  VI  357.  In  preparing  the  comments  reference 
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A.  INTRODUCTION 


The  comments  provided  herewith  on  the  draft  EIS  volume  1  of  Part  VI  - 
ALTERNATIVES  are  both  general  and  specific.  The  comments  are  addressed  to 
the  marine  transport  alternatives. 

(1)  EIS  TASK  FORCE  CAN  DO  BETTER 

The  EIS  task  force  has  lumped  the  treatment  of  marine  delivery 
systems  in  with  aircraft  and  dirigibles  as  if  it  were  an  uncommon  thing  to 
transport  petroleum  resources  by  sea.  In  fact,  there  are  so  many  marine 
transport  platforms  (tankers)  in  existence  in  the  world  today  that  many  VLCCi 
are  idle.  On  the  day  that  petroleum  carrying  aircraft  and  dirigibles  are 
idle  because  of  overbuilding  of  transport  capacity  in  this  trade,  the  air¬ 
borne  energy  delivery  systems  will  be  said  to  have  achieved  parity,  and  not 
before. 

The  EIS  task  force  should  recognize  that  the  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  and 
gas  field  lies  on  the  edge  of  an  ocean.  There  is  only  one  reason  why 
delivery  of  these  petroleum  resources  is  not  going  on  right  now  with  the 
use  of  marine  transport  platforms  already  in  the  U.S.  maritime  fleet  inven¬ 
tory.  The  reason  is  the  presence  of  Arctic  sea  ice  most  of  the  year.  A 
1974  source*  suggests  that  in  non-ice  covered  seas  the  shipping  cost  for 
LNG  is  between  $0.07  and  $0. 10/MSCF/1000  miles.  By  sea  through  Arctic 
cean  around  Greenland  to  the  U.S.  East  Coast  is  a  distance  of  about  6000 
miles.  Therefore,  were  there  no  ice  covering  the  Arctic  Ocean,  the  cost 


*LNG ,  Methanol,  Fischer-Tropich  Synthesis  -  Methods  of  utilizing  remote 
natural  gas  sources.  Stanford  Research  Institute,  Menlo  Park,  California 
August  1974. 


of  delivery  by  sea  would  be  on  the  order  of  $0.60  per  MSCF  or  MMBTU.  Over 
the  shorter  route  of  4000  miles  through  the  Northwest  Passage  the  tariff 
would  only  be  $0.40/MMBTU. 

Therefore,  marine  transport  of  Arctic  natural  gas  energy  cannot 
be  dismissed  out  of  hand  as  infeasible,  too  costly,  or  environmentally 
unknown.  There  is,  in  fact,  an  ample  data  base  for  competent  federal  agency 
task  force  evaluation  of  this  alternative  transportation  mode  and  it  is  not 
necessary  to  simply  repeat  what  the  applicant  has  included  in  his  filing. 

The  EIS  task  force  can  and  must  do  better. 

(2)  BACKGROUND 

A  decision  was  made  in  1972  on  the  oil  pipeline  from  Prudhoe  Bay 
to  take  a  North-South  Trans-Alaska  route  followed  by  a  marine  leg  of  the 
transportation  system  because  of  the  then-advertised  and  EIS -documented 
importance,  at  a  national  policy  level,  of  having  an  "All  American"  delivery 
system.  There  appears  to  be  no  change  in.  this  attitude  that  an  "All  Ameri¬ 
can"  system  for  Arctic  natural  gas  energy  delivery  to  "lower  48"  state 
markets  is  important  to  the  U.S.  However,  it  is  not  possible  to  build  an 
"All  American"  system  that  crosses  Canadian  land  or  passes  through  offshore 
waters  deemed  by  Canada  to  be  under  its  jurisdiction  such  as  the  through 
the  Northwest  Passage.  It  is  only  possible  to  build  an  "All  American" 
system  if  it  has  a  marine  leg  somewhere  in  the  delivery  system,  travelling 
a  route  in  international  waters.  Thus: 

(a)  The  Arctic  petroleum  resource  at  Prudhoe  Bay  on  the 
edge  of  the  Arctic  cean  can  be  put  into  a  pipeline 
across  Alaska  to  an  ice-free  port  on  the  south  coast 


of  Alaska,  at  which  point  a  marine  leg  is  used  to 
the  "lower  48"  state  market,  on  the  West  Coast. 

(b)  An  Arctic-Ocean-capable  marine  leg  is  used  direct 
from  Prudhoe  Bay  along  the  North  Slope  coastal 
waters  of  the  Arctic  ocean,  through  the  Bering  Straits 
and  via  the  Pacific  Ocean  to  the  West  Coast  market. 

Because  of  the  shallow  depth  of  the  Bering  Straits, 
the  only  technically  feasible  approach  is  a  surface 
icebreaking  ship  on  gn  interruptable  service. 

(c)  An  Arctic-Ocean-capable  marine  leg  is  used  direst- 
from  Prudhoe  Bay  through  the  international  waters  of 
the  Arctic  Ocean  around  Greenland  and  via  the  Atlantic 
Ocean  to  the  U.S.  East  Coast  market.  The  only  tech¬ 
nically  feasible  approach  to  use  is  the  submarine 
tanker  because  the  pack  ice  is  too  thick  and  extensive 
for  an  icebreaker  tanker  to  get  through.  Transits 
through  the  Northwest  Passage  are  by  definition  in 
Canadian  waters  and  therefore  not  "All  American." 

There  would  appear  to  be  some  merit  in  the  EIS  task  force 
including  a  short  discussion  of  these  three  generic  marine  transport 
options  in  the  section  dealing  with  ALTERNATIVE  TRANSPORTATION  MODES.  The 
fact  that  Alaska  is  non -contiguous  with  the  U.S.  lower  48  states  means  that 
either  a  political  accommodation  must  be  made  with  Canada  or  a  marine  leg 
has  got  to  be  part  of  the  delivery  system.  There  are  no  other  ways.  The 
EIS  document  uses  a  figure  taken  directly  from  the  applicants  filing  as 
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Figure  8-11  on  Page  VI-316.  It  would  seem  appropriate  for  the  task  force 
to  develop  its  own  figure,  including  ihowing  the  submarine  tanker  route 
north  of  Greenland.  A  sample  piece  of  art  work  has  been  included  herewith 
for  your  consideration.  When  showing  Arctic  regions  it  is  important  not 
to  use  a  Mercator  Projection  because  it  distorts  apparent  distances.  A 
Polar  or  modified  Polar  Projection  is  more  accurate,  as  shown  in  Figure  A. 

B.  DISCUSSION 

This  section  deals  with  general  overall  comments  on  the  EIS  Part  VI. 
Section  C  will  deal  with  detailed  comments  on  specific  sentences  and  para¬ 
graphs  of  the  EIS  volume. 

(1)  A  CARBON  COPY  OF  APPLICANT'S  FILING 

The  sections  from  Page  315  through  357  are  almost  a  carbon  copy 
of  the  material  contained  in  the  applicant's  filing.  They  are  thus: 

(a)  Superficial  and  incomplete. 

(b)  Self  serving. 

(c)  Just  plain  wrong  in  some  instances. 

One  could  well  ask,  "where  is  the  new  governmental  EIS  staff  work 
in  relation  to  the  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action?"  What  has  been 
done  in  6  to  7  months? 

(2)  NO  MARAD  COMMENTS  INCLUDED 

The  EIS  task  force  did  not  incorporate  comments  solicited  from 
and  received  from  the  U.S.  Maritime  Administration  on  the  subject  of  sub¬ 
marine  transport  of  Arctic  natural  gas  energy.  Nor  is  there  any  indication 
that  it  was  sought  and  subsequently  received.  Page  315  indicates  that 
references  are  to  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  section,  however,  no  MarAd 
references  are  cited  at  all.  In  fact,  there  is  a  MarAd  environmental  impact 
statement  for  surface  crude  oil  tankers  and  one  for  LNG  ships.  None  of  these 
are  cited  in  the  list  of  references  on  pages  VI  400-401. 
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(3)  NO  MARINE  TRANSPORT  DATA  U'.'-.D 

The  F.7S  Cask  force  did  not  avail  itself  of  other  marine  transport 
systems  data  in  preparing  this  18-page  long  section  (Pages  319  through  357). 
These  data  were  provided  to  the  EIS  task  Torcc  and  more  are  available  from 
the  U.S.  Maritime  Administration. 

(4)  NO  PRIOR  EIS  WORK  USED 

The  EIS  task  force  didn't  avail  itself  of  nor  cite  a  detailed 
document  prepared  for  the  Maritime  Administration  in  1974  on  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Impact  of  Arctic  Submarine  Tanker  System.  This  document,  Volume  III 

of  a  7  volume  design  study  of  Arctic  Submarine  Tankers  performed  for  the, 

' 

Maritime  Administration  in  1974  under  contract  MA-4-3-37032  devotes  214  pages 
to  all  aspects  of  the  environmental  impact  of  a  fleet  of  25  submarine  tankers, 
two  undersea  terminals  and  the  land-side  associated  facilities  for  an  Alaska 

I  North  Slope  to  U.S.  East  Coast  petroleum  transport  system.  Attachment  A  to 

this  letter  is  the  title  page  and  table  of  contents  of  this  study  Volume  III, 
which  has  been  available  to  the  EIS  task  force  since  February  1975.  The 
Attachment  A  reference  is  respectfully  called  once  again  to  the  attention 
of  the  EIS  task  force,  in  October  of  1975. 

(5)  NO  EVALUATION  OF  METHANOL  TRANSPORT  BY  SEA 

Tiie  EIS  task  force  lias  ignored  the  issue  of  transport  of  the 
Arctic  natural  gas  energy  by  sea  through  the  Arctic  in  the  form  of  methanol 
except  for  a  4  sentence  paragraph  on  Page  VI -345  under  the  icebreaker  sec¬ 
tion.  No  mention  is  made  of  relative  environmental  impact  of  a  methanol 
tanker  transport  system  as  opposed  to  an  LNC  ship  fleet  under  the  icebreaker 
section.  The  methanol  submarine  tanker  is  neither  mentioned  nor  comparn- 
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lively  evaluated  from  an  environment  il  impact  point  of  view  in  the  section 
on  submarine  transport,  although  it  is  mentioned  in  two  sentences  on  Page  VI 
380.  This  is  a  glaring  omission  and  it  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Part  C,  below. 


(6)  A  REPEAT  OF  THE  ALYESKA  EIS  CYCLE  IS  POSSIBLE 

By  its  lack  of  recognition  that  more  petroleum  energy  travels  by 
sea  than  through  pipelines,  and  that  the  proposed  El  Paso  Trans -Alaska 
Pipeline  System  would  simply  take  gas  to  the  ocean  to  put  it  on  a  marine 
transport  system  because  Alaska  is  not  contiguous  witli  the  lower  48  states, 
the  EIS  task  force  is  tending  to  fall  in  line  with  the  desires  of  the 
Applicant  by  not  evaluating  alternatives  adequately,  cither  in  Volume  1  or 
Volume  2  of  the  Part  VI  -  ALTERNATIVES. 

An  examination  of  the  1971/72  cycle  of  the  preparation  of  the 
EIS  for  the  ALYESKA  crude  oil  pipelines  and  tanker  fleet  shows  that  the 
treatment  of  Arctic  marine  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action  at  that  time 
was  also  given  short  shrift.  The  fact  that  pipe  for  the  ernide  oil  pipe¬ 
line  had  already  been  bought  and  delivered  to  Alaska  before  the  EIS  cycle 
started  had  a  material  effect  on  that  decision,  but  on  this  round  with  no 
pipeline  purchased  in  advance,  the  EIS  decision  cycle  should  be  even  more 
rigorous.  It  is  incumbent  on  the  EIS  task  force  to  bend  over  backwards  to 
critically  and  systematically  review  the  alternatives  from  the  environmental 
poinL  of  view.  This  has  not  been  done  as  yet  in  regard  to  the  Arctic  marine 
transport  alternatives,  and  their  impacts. 
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(7)  THE  BTU  SHRINKAGE  ARGUMENT  IS  A  HALF  TRUTH 

The  Arctic  gas  pipeline  applicant  (and  the  El  Paso  system  appli¬ 
cant  to  the  FPC),  have  both  used  the  BTU  shrinkage  argument  against  the 
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nlternntive  methanol  transportation  approaches  on  Lho  assumption  that  the 
final  market  end  use  of  the  energy  is  to  be  as  follows: 

(a)  BTUs  of  natural  gas  distributed  through  Lrnditional 
municipal  natural  gas  distribution  systems  to  tradi¬ 
tional  users  such  as  private  homes  where  the  final 
shrinkage  to  zero  is  permitted  to  occur  when  the  gas 
is  burned  for  home  heating. 

(b)  No  petrochemical  use  is  involved.  Petrochemical  market 
end  users  are  not  buying  BTUs  but  tons  of  hydrocarbons 

in  a  convenient  form--CH^.  The  petrochemical  user  will,  j 

in  most  cases,  proceed  to  immediately  take  a  35/.  BTU 

shrinkage  in  the  first  chemical  step  by  changing  the 

CH.  into  C1L0H  or  methanol. 
h  3 

In  fact,  methanol  made  from  associated  gas  at  an  Arctic  oil  field  would 
have  excellent  clean  fuel  uses  in  the  marketplace  in  the  lower  48  states  for  ; 
its  space  heating,  gas  turbine  fueling  and  automotive  fueling  uses.  These 
market  end  uses  are  discussed  in  an  article  in  the  September  1975  issue  of 
Fortune  Magazine,  Pages  146-154.  The  reason  that  a  natural  gas  company 
would  not  push  for  the  distribution  of  methanol  is  easy  to  understand.  The 
applicant  even  suggests  regassif ication  at  the  market  end  for  the  methanol 
pipeline  alternative,  per  Page  327.  However,  as  is  also  admitted  on  Page 
327,  the  methanol  can  be  used  directly  as  a  fuel  or  sold  to  the  petrochemical 
market.  In  the  FPC  regulated  natural  gas  market,  profit  is  directly  propor¬ 
tional  to  the  number  of  natural  gas  BTUs  sold  in  the  marketplace,  not  in 
terms  of  the  number  of  barrels  of  a  competitive  liquid  fuel  distributed. 
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Thus  BTU  shrinkage  on  the  way  to  market  is  profil  shrinkage  nfrer  purchase 
made  at  the  source,  and  to  be  avoided  if  posslbl*  by  the  profit  oriented 
applicant.  However,  that  which  is  in  the  interest  of  the  applicant  may  or 
may  not  equate  with  that  which  is  best  for  the  nation  as  a  whole. 

Turning  to  the  petrochemical  uses  and  assuming  for  the  moment  that 
some  or  all  of  the  Arctic  natural  gas  were  to  be  designated  for  petrochemical 
uses  consider  the  following.  At  the  high  delivered  price  of  Arctic  natural 
pas  to  a  lower  48  state  petrochemical  plant  it  would'  appear  to  be  economically 
sensible  to  take  the  BTU  shrinkage  at  the  wellhead  and  ship  the  energy  to  the 
petrochemical  plant  as  methanol  rather  than  take  the  shrinkage  in  "high 
priced  BTUs"  at  the  market  end  at  the  chemical  plant.  The  petrochemical  user 
is  not,  however,  the  natural  gas  distributor  who,  as  was  shown  above,  seeks 
to  maximize  profit  per  natural  gas  unit  (ft.  )  (or  BTU)  sold  in  the  market¬ 
place.  The  EIS  task  force  in  using  Figure  8-12  on  Page  VI-317,  taken  directly 
from  the  applicant's  filing,  is  falling  into  the  BTU  shrinkage  argument  trap 
which  has  been  set  by  the  applicant. 


(8)  STATE  OF  ALASKA  POINT  OF  VIEW  IGNORED 

In  the  discussion  of  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action,  the  j. 

State  of  Alaska  views  are  ignored  or  not  even  alluded  to  as  regards  the  : 

environmental  impact  of  pipelines  across  Alaska.  There  is  n  fairly  well- 
developed  State  of  Alaska  position  on  this  matter  there  having  been  in 
existence  for  some  6  months  an  Alaska  Gas  Pipeline  Task  Force  chaired  by  y 

the  Attorney  General  of  Alaska.  The  position  of  the  federal  EIS  task  force 
may  or  may  not  coincide  with  the  Alaska  state  task  force  position  on  environmental 
impact  of  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action  but  the  existence  of  the 
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stnc?  task  force  view  of  the  matter  needs  to  be  acknowledged  in  the  federal 
E1S  documents  as  regards  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action. 

(9)  WHAT  ABOUT  THE  NGL? 


The  applicant  has  filed  fn.  a  right  of  way  for  a  pipeline  to  transport 
dry  natural  gas  from  Prudhoe  Bay.  The  Alyeska  Pipeline  consortium  previously 
filed  for  and  won  approval  for  a  crude  oil  pipeline.  In  the  event  that  a  dry 
natural  gas  pipeline  were  approved  the  next  issue  that  will  come  up  is  another 
pipeline,  or  some  transport  means,  to  take  LPC*  natural  gasoline  and  other 
associated  liquids  from  Prudhoe  Bay.  Is  the  EIS  task  force  prepared 
to  face  a  third  cycle  of  approval  for  a  third  pipeline  system  for  which 
the  application  will  not  be  filed  until  the  natural  gas  issue 'is  resolved,  and 
a  transport  means  approved?  Does  the  EIS  task  force  intend  to  treat  each  appli¬ 
cation  for  a  pipeline  from  Prudhoe  Bay  as  totally  unrelated  and  random  occurances 
or  is  a  policy  position  being  formulated?  The  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  route  is 
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thourgh  virgin  Alaska  territory  and  the  El  Paso  pipeline  route  is  not  on  a  shared 
right  of  way  with  the  Alyeska  pipeline  over  most  of  it's  route.  A  third  and 
other  later  pipelines  would  also  not  necessarily  share  the  same  rights  of  way. 

One  of  the  overall  transport  system  advantages  of  transporting  the 
natural  gas  energy  as  methanol  is  that  the  natural  gas  liquids  can  be  processed 
along  with  the  gas  to  produce  a  single  room  temperature  fuel  mixture  sometimes 
referred  to  as  Methyl  Fuel.*  Urns  only  a  single  type  of  transport  system  need 
to  be  built  to  carry  the  crude  oil,  the  methane  and  the  natural  gas  liquids.  The 
environmental  impact  of  a  single  system  is  less  than  that  of  two  or  more  different 
systems . 


*T.M.  Wentworth  Bros.,  Cincinnntti,  Ohio. 


C.  DETAILED  COMMENTS 

The  following  comments  are  on  -pecific  pages  of  the  section  on  ALTER¬ 
NATIVES  . 

(1)  PAGES  VI-326/327. 

This  section  refers  to  the  methanol  pipeline  alternative  as  being 
a  single  36  inch  liquid  pipeline  which  will  carry  that  amount  of  methanol  as 
would  be  produced  from  about  4.5  Billion  cubic  feet  per  day  of  natural  gas. 

If  a  single  48  inch  diameter  pipeline  gas  pipeline  could  be  used  (which  is 
doubtful)  then  the  corresponding  methanol  pipeline  would  be  closer  to  18  inches 
in  diameter  rather  than  36  inches  in  diameter. 

There  is  also  some  doubt  that  more  pumping  stations  would  be  required 
than  for  a  gas  pipeline,  and  finally  it  is  not  clear  why  methanol  would  need 
to  be  refigerated  at  refrigeration  stations  presumably  at  each  pumping  station 
in  the  northern  part  of  the  route.  On  balance  therefore  it  is  unclear  how  the 
statements  made  on  page  V395  could  possibly  be  true,  to  wit:  "The  methanol 
pipeline  system  costs  507.  more  to  build  and  2007.  more  to  operate  than  the  gas 
pipeline.  It  is  only  607,  as  efficient."  These  phases  seem  to  have  been  taken 
wholesale  from  the  applicant's  documentation  and  do  not  seem  to  be  reasonable. 

An  18  inch  diameter  pipeline  would  tend  to  be  less  expensive  than  a  48  inch  pipe 
line  and  6280  miles  of  pipeline  at  something  of  the  order  of  a  dollar  or  more 
per  inch  foot  (per  inch  diameter  per  foot  of  length)  would  seem  to  outweight 
the  cost  of  a  methanol  conversion  plant  in  the  U.S.  When  one  moves  the  pipeline 
issue  to  the  Arctic  along  with  the  methanol  plant  issue  the  same  cost  escalation 
factor  can  be  applied  to  both  so  the  relative  differences  tend  to  cancel. 

Because  the  Department  of  Interior  Office  of  Minerals  Pol  icy  elected 
not  to  look  at  any  alternatives  to  the  two  natural  gas  pipeline  proposals 
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unde-  their  PI.  93-153  section  302  onomic  studies.  It  is  possible  that  the 
EIS  task  force  really  needs  more  competent  economic  analysis  inputs  '•  five 
ETS  decision-making  on  which  system  alternatives  can  be  reasonably  rejected 
from  further  consideration  is  being  made  on  system  economic  grounds.  It  is 
not  enough  to  take  the  applicant's  word  for  it. 


Mf 


The  section  dealing  with  the  methanol  pipeline  alternative  suggests 
that  a  36-inch  methanol  pipeline  would  be  required  to  carry  roughly  one 
million  barrels  per  day  (1MMBD)  of  methanol,  with  about  half  of  the  produc¬ 
tion  being  from  the  Prudhoe  Bay  field.  On  Page  327  is  a  discussion  of  the 
variation  of  the  methanol  pipeline  approach  which  would  use  the  technique  of 
transporting  the  Prudhoe  Bay  methanol  through  the  ALYESKA  Pipeline  on  a  ' 
batch  basis.  This  approach  is  passed  off  in  three  sentences  as  infeasible 
or  as  having  little  merit  because  the  quantity  of  oil  moved  would  be  reduced. 
Tilii  15.  Hill  true.  The  facts  are  that  the  Office  of  Oil  and  Gas  of  the 
Federal  Energy  Administration  has  had  tin's  under  study  and  finds  it  to  be 
completely  feasible.*  Furthermore,  one  million  UBL/day  arc  not  involved 
from  Prudhoe--only  0.21  MMBD  are  involved  at  the  initial  crude  oil  start  up 
production  rate  of  0.6  MMBD  .**  The  ALYESKA  Pipeline  is  currently  contracted 
to  only  1.2  MMBD  of  throughput.  Thus  putting  hatches  of  methanol  through 
this  line  is  quite  feasible  at  initial  crude  oil  production  rates.  In  fact, 
0.9  MMBD  of  cruido  oil  plus  0.3  BBL  of  methanol  can  share  this  pipeline 
capaci ty . 

As  the  pipeline  is  brought  up  to  its  full  design  throughput  capa¬ 
city  of  2  MMBD,  it  could  carry  1.5  MMBD  of  crude  oil  and  0.5  MMBD  of  asso- 


/S 


*"Alaskan  Methanol  Concept.  A  pre-feasibility  Study"  Institute  for  Energy 
Analysis,  Oak  Ridge  Associated  Universities.  Performed  under  F.E.A. 
contract  no.  14-01-0001-1699.  June  1975 

^•Conversion  is  based  on  1  MCF  of  gas /BBL  of  crude  at  Prudhoe  ray  and  1  M(V 
converts  to  0.4  RBL  of  methanol. 


ciated  natural  gas  in  the  form  of  n*  thanol.  It  is  very  unlikely  that  the  g 
field  production  rates  for  crude  oil  could  rise  above  l.r>  MMBD  in  less  than  F 
five  vears  which  provides  the  time  to  build  a  transportation  system  for  the  ft 
methanol.  The  methanol  then  would  be  gradually  displaced  from  the  crude 
oil  pipeline  over  the  succeeding  few  years.  * 

The  use  of  the  ALYESKA  Pipeline  for  methanol  on  a  batch  basis  would 
not,  of  course,  solve  the  problem  of  transporting  Canadian  Mackenzie  Delta 
gas  to  market  so  it  is  understandable  that  the  applicant  would  not  have 
mentioned  this  alternative  system.  Furthermore,  the  cost  per  unit  of 
throughput  from  Prudhoe  Bay  alone  will  be  greater  because  onlv  about  half 
of  the  throughput  is  involved.  Thus  the  only  fair  comparison  in  to-  l  would 
be  with  the  El  Paso  approach. 

On  the  other  hand,  an  Arctic -capable  marine  delivery  system  from 
Prudhoe  Ray  can  pick  up  methanol  at  the  Mackenzie  Delta  in  Canada  or  for 
that  matter  from  the  Canadian  Arctic  islands  where  gas  reserves  are  also 
present . 

As  a  minimum,  the  ETS  task  force  is  remiss  in  not  at  least  admit¬ 
ting  of  the  technical  feasibility,  the  early  availability  and  the  minimum 
environmental  impact  of  the  approach  of  using  the  ALYESKA  Pipeline  on  a 
batch  basis.  No  new  pipeline  needs  to  be  built.  Therefore  only  the  site 
impact  at  the  North  end  for  the  methanol  phase  change  plant,  the  pumping 
and  storage  tanks  and  the  operating  personnel  quarters  are  involved,  along 
with  the  methanol  storage  tanks  at  the  Valdez  end  of  the  pipeline.  Surely 
this  approach  has  the  minimum  environmental  impact  compared  to  the  applicant's 
proposed  approach,  or  the  El  Paso  system  discussed  in  Volume  2  of  Part  VI. 
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Once  Che  matter  of  the  displacement  of  the  methanol  from  the 
ALYESKA  Pipeline  must  be  faced,  some  years  hence,  the  option  set  then 
includes : 

(a)  A  gas  pipeline  over  some  route  with  the  North  end 
methanol  phase  change  plant  investment  to  be  written 
off. 

(b)  A  second  ALYESKA  Pipeline  plus  more  tankers  with  each 
pipeline  using  the  batch  basis  of  oil  and  methanol 
transport,  or  the  dedication  of  one  liquid  pipeline  to 
each  service. 

(c)  Marine  transport  from  Prudhoe  Bay  via  either  the  ice¬ 
breaker  tanker  to  the  West  (and  East  through  Canadian 
waters)  or  the  submarine  tanker  to  the  east  under  the 
ice  cap  through  international  waters.  Units  of  incre¬ 
mental  throughput  are  added  as  needed. 

(d)  Move  all  crude  oil  by  sea  to  the  East  Coast  and  all 
methanol  by  the  ALYESKA  Pipeline  to  the  West  Coast  market, 
up  to  2  MMBD  of  methanol  through  this  pipeline. 

(2)  PAGES  VI-328/329. 


Hp 


The  third  paragraph  of  the  subsection  "Feasibility"  is  a  parroting 
of  the  words  of  the  applicant.  Has  the  EIS  task  force  done  its  own  calcu¬ 
lations  on  the  shrinkage?  Also,  the  shrinkage  is  taken  all  the  way  back  to 
the  natural  gas  form  at  the  market  end  where  SNG  is  marketed  to  natural 
gas  customers  rather  than  in  the  form  of  methanol,  which  is  a  clean  fuel  in 
its  own  right  and  a  petrochemical  feedstock.  It  is  suggested  that  the  shrinkage 
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issue  is  more  along  the  lines  shown  in  Figure  B  when  comparing  a  marine 
delivery  system  with  the  Arctic  Gas  and  El  Paso  proposed  systems. 

This  third  paragraph  tries  to  suggest  that  the  methanol  approach 
is  more  costly  than  the  natural  gas  pipeline  approach.  This  line  of 
reasoning,  even  if  correct  for  a  new  methanol  pipeline  and  associated 
facilities  along  a  route  chosen  for  the  natural  gas  pipeline,  is  not 
correct  if  the  batch  basis  through  the  ALYESKA  Pipeline  is  used.  The 
batch  approach  has  a  low  initial  capital  investment,  delivers  energy  to 
market  soonest  and  produces  revenue  long  before  a  gas  pipeline  can  be 
completed.  No  gas  can  flow  through  a  gas  pipeline  to  produce  revenue  until 
it  is  completely  capitalized  and  built.  Based  on  the  Discounted  Cash 
Flow  method  of  financial  analysis,  there  is  no  way  that  the  first  sentence 
of  the  next  subsection  "Environmental  Impact"  could  be  true  as  a  generic 
statement.  Yet,  it  is  used  as  justification  for  short  circuiting  a 
thorough  treatment  of  the  environmental  impact  issues  related  to  methanol 
pipelines  on  Page  VI-329. 

(3)  PAGE  VI -330 

The  third  paragraph  again  takes  up  the  issue  of  "...the  substantial 
loss  of  natural  gas  inherent  in  the  inefficiency  of  the  methanol  pipeline 
system..."  and  so  on.  Energy  only  exists  In  a  complex  multidimensional  time 
x  cost  x  technology  x  market-need  x  environmental-acceptability  frame  of 
reference.  There  are  no  absolute  "higher  law"  reasons  why  it  is  "bad"  to 
burn  BTUs  of  low  cost  gas  at  the  wellhead  to  make  a  phase  change  to  methanol 
for  the  ease  of  transport,  but  "good"  to  burn  BTUs  within  the  lower  48  states 
when  a  homeowner  uses  the  natural  gas  once  for  temporary  heating  of  his 
thermally  porous  living  space.  It  is  purely  a  matter  of  the  economics,  in 


a  particular  time  period.  Methanol  used  as  a  gasoline  additive  at  30c  per 
gallon  is  probably  more  useful  in  the  transportation  part  of  the  national 
energy  balance  than  the  market  end  BTU  equivalent  natural  gas  in  home 
heating.  30c/gallon  is  $12.60/BBL.  At  a  BTU/BBL  for  methanol  of  3  MMBTU 
the  market  end  price  per  MMBTU  is  $4.20  per  MMBTU  which  is  a  substantially 
higher  price  than  the  natural  gas  can  command.  Therefore  the  economics  of 
the  methanol  approach  cannot  be  ignored. 


It 


(3)  PAGE  VI -339  ICEBREAKING  TANKER 

The  first  comment  is  on  the  choice  of  the  terminal  location  for 
an  icebreaker  LNG  tanker  system  at  Babbage  Bight  in  the  Canadian  Yukon 
territory.  The  shortest  distance  to  deep  water  for  a  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  and 
gas  field  is  about  30  miles  offshore  of  Prudhoe  Bay  itself.  The  400  mile 
pipeline  referred  to  in  the  second  paragraph  would  cross  the  U.S.  Wildlife 
reserve  on  its  way  from  Prudhoe  Bay  to  the  Canadian  border.  The  environ¬ 
mental  impact  on  a  wildlife  reserve  could  be  obviated  by  simply  not  going 
to  the  Canadian  terminal  site  with  the  pipeline.  Unfortunately,  the  offshore 
terminal  at  a  distance  of  20  miles  off  Prudhoe  Bay  is  probably  not  practical 
surface  icebreaker  ship  fleet  because  there  is  no  Hershel  Island  to  stand 
off  the  drifting  pack  ice  off  Prudhoe.  The  Babbage  Bight  location  was  recommended 
for  a  marine  terminal  by  a  study  done  by  the  Canadian  Department  of  Public 
Works  precisely  because  of  the  presence  of  Hershel  Island.  However  a  shallow! 
bar  (45  foot  depth)  prevents  the  use  of  the  Hershel  Basin  in  the  lee  of  the 
island.  This  recommended  the  Babbage  Bight  location  some  15  miles  down  the 
coast  past  Kay  Point  where  deep  water  is  close  to  shore  and  the  Arctic 


17 


r 


-16- 

multiyear  ice  pack  is  "held  at  bay."*  This  study  looked  at  the  terminal 
only  and  did  not  examine  the  technical  feasibility  of  the  year  round  opera¬ 
tion  of  large  icebreaking  tankers  of  the  order  of  326,000  DWT  and  a  draft 
of  76  feet. 

It  is  understood  that  in  the  spring  of  1975  the  EXXON  Engineering 
Research  Co.  Linden,  N.  J.  did  a  study  to  review  the  issues  of  the  icebreaker 
tanker  terminal  off  the  Prudhoe  Bay.  A  copy  of  this  study  might  be  purchased 
by  the  EIS  task  force  as  a  means  of  better  understanding  the  offshore  surface 
ship  marine  terminal  issues  off  the  North  Slope  of  Alaska. 

In  any  case  the  deep  water  offshore  surface  ship  terminal  environmental 
issue  is  important  and  deserves  more  treatment  if  the  terminal  were  to  be 
built  in  the  U.S.  waters  rather  than  in  Canadian  waters.  Building  an  artificial 
island  or "break- ice"  structure  in  80  to  100  ft  water  depths  off  Prudhoe  Bay 
would  require  a  significant  number  of  tons  of  rock  which  is  not  locally  avail¬ 
able  in  the  Arctic,  and  the  ice  free  season  is  relatively  short  necessitating 
a  multiyear  building  cycle.  In  the  previously  cited  reference  to  Volume  3 
Environmental  Impact  Analysis,  of  the  7  volume  Maritime  Administration  sponsored 
study  of  Arctic  Submarine  Tankers,  there  are  appropriate  words  dealing  with 
the  alternative  icebreaking  tanker  terminal  off  Prudhoe  Bay  on  pages  5-5  and 
5-6  of  that  report.  They  are  repeated  below: 

'Northern  Terminals 

(The  northern  terminal  for  the  submarine  tanker  system  is  emplaced  on  the 
seafloor  in  waters  as  deep  as  500  feet  and  as  much  as  40  miles  from  shore.  At 


♦Department  of  Public  Works,  Canada.  "Hershel  Island.  Feasibility  of 
a  Marine  Terminal."  1970. 
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the  500-foot  depth  there  La  no  possibility  of  damage  from  keels  of  ice  pressure 
ridges  or  Ice  islands  overhead.  The  submarine  lands  on  the  loading  dock  creatinf 
n  sealed  enclosure  where  hose  connections  are  made  and  broken  and  where  the 
crude  oil  and  ballast  water  are  pumped.  The  submarine  crew  controls  the  flow 
precisely  during  the  pumping  operation,  and  in  the  event  of  leakage  or  hose 
rupture,  valves  on  either  side  of  the  connection  are  shut  off.  Any  oil  leakage 
is  contained  in  the  enclosure  and  not  released  to  the  sea.) 

The  surface  tanker  northern  terminal  would  consist  of  a  large  concrete 
or  stone  breakwater  (or  break-ice  structure)  on  the  seaward  side  of  the 
terminal  platform  or  buoy.  The  terminal  would  be  in  waters  about  100  feet  deep 
20  to  30  miles  from  shore  off  Prudhoe  Bay,  because  of  the  shallow  continental 
shelf.  Pipelines  from  shore  would  he  installed  in  a  manner  similar  to  those 
for  the  submarine  tanker  undersea  terminal.  The  loading  buoy  or  platform  on 
the  surface  will  be  in  ice  covered  waters  behind  the  break-ice  which  would  be 
designed  to  withstand  the  force  of  the  moving  ice  pack. 

The  young  ice  behind  the  break-ice  must  be  continuously  broken  up  to  allow 
movement  of  the  surface  tankers.  Two  or  three  small  icebreakers  would  be  able 
to  keep  the  terminal  fairly  free  of  sheet  ice,  however,  refrozen  ice  rubble  is 
harder  to  break  than  sheet  ice.  Since  those  icebreakers  must  work  to  keep  the 
harbor  clear  24  hours  per  day,  ship-to-ship  collisions,  ship-to-bottom 
groundings  or  collision  on  the  foot  of  the  break-ice  are  possible.  Moisture 
released  to  the  atmosphere  in  winter  by  the  tankers  and  the  harbor  icebreakers 
would  cause  local  ice- fog,  obscuring  visibility  at  the  terminal  under  certain 
weather  conditions,  and  making  ship  operations  hazardous.  Tanker  motion  imparted 
by  the  weather  during  mooring,  loading  and  unmooring  operations  will  also  be  a 
source  of  potential  damage  and  therefore  oil  spill  pollution.  j 


During  the  construction  phase  of  the  break-ice  structure  for  the  surface 
northern  terminal,  a  very  large  amount  of  rock,  gravel  and  sand  must  be  trans¬ 
ported  from  a  long  distance,  deployed  to  the  area,  emplaced  on  the  bottom 
and  periodically  repaired." 

(4)  PAGE  VI  341  ICEBREAKER  TANKER  FLEET  SIZE 

The  last  paragraph  on  this  page  describes  the  LNG  icebreaker  that  has 
been  postulated  by  the  applicant.  It  is  not  an  EIS  task  force  chosen  design 
nor  even  a  synthesis  of  a  variety  of  independently  derived  designs  for  ice¬ 
breakers.  No  federal  staff  work  shows.  A  fleet  of  25  icebreaking  tankers  are 
indicated  as  being  required,  each  drawing  some  44  feet  of  water  and  being  pro¬ 
pelled  by  between  138,000  and  160,000  shaft  horsepower.  (SHP). 

Some  1300  miles  of  the  Northwest  Passage  route  would  be  transitted  at 
speeds  as  low  as  4  knots  because  of  the  presence  of  the  ice.  Although  the  open 
water  speed  with  160,000  SHP  may  well  be  20  knots  the  restricted  speed  of  the 
passage  part  of  the  route  means  that  about  2/3  of  the  round  trip  time  is  used 
to  transit  1/3  of  the  route.  The  needed  transportation  system  momentum  can 
only  be  achieved  if  the  number  of  ships  occupying  the  slow  1/3  of  the  route 
is  2/3  of  the  fleet.  This  significantly  increases  the  probability  of  ship-to- 
ship  and  ship-to-bottom  collisions.  Queing  of  ships  could  be  a  problem. 

The  previously  cited  Maritime  Administration  sponsored  Arctic  Sub¬ 
marine  tanker  study  speaks  to  this  point  on  pages  5-4  and  5-5  of  volume  3 
Environmental  Impact  Analysis.  It  is  quoted  below: 

"Icebreaking  Tankers  over  the  Northwest  Passage  Route 
A  second  icebreaking  tanker  (IBT)  alternative  to  be  considered  from 
an  environmental  standpoint  would  employ  a  fleet  of  large  IBT's  operating 
from  the  Arctic  Basin  via  the  Northwest  Passage  and  Baffin  Bay  to  the  U.S.  east 


coast.  Although  this  route  is  shoi ter  than  the  transpolar  route  of  the  sub¬ 
marine  tanker,  the  number  of  ships  required  for  a  2  MMBD  throughput  could  be 
as  large  or  larger,  depending  on  their  size  and  average  speed  through  ice  over 
the  operating  year.  For  example,  at  a  speed  through  ice  of  8  knots  this-  system 
would  require  about  30%  more  ships,  of  capacity  equivalent  to  the  submarine 
tanker,  increasing  the  likelihood  of  an  individual  ship  encountering  an  en¬ 
vironmental  damaging  situation  due  to  ship  numbers. 

Aside  from  numbers  however,  the  most  significant  environmental  risks 
in  the  case  of  the  icebreaking  tanker  appear  to  be  those  associated  with  the 
route  itself,  and  the  impact  of  the  route-environment  on  the  ships.  The 
operational  mode  of  the  icebreaker  dictates  a  continuous  series  of  maneuvers 
and  course  changes  in  search  of  minimum  ice  thickness  in  order  to  optimize 
speed  of  advance.  This  operating  mode  increases  the  risk  of  damage  due  to 
bottom-grounding  when  in  restricted  waters  such  as  the  Northwest  Passage.  This 
risk  and  the  risk  of  ice  damage  to  the  icebreaking  tanker  while  in  the  Northwest 
Passage  plus  the  risk  of  collision  with  icebergs  in  the  Baffin  Bay  portion  of 
the  route  appear  to  be  significantly  greater  than  for  the  submarine  tanker  on 
the  transpolar  route. 

After  the  Manhattan  voyage  over  this  route  in  1969  and  1970  the 
Canadian  government  established  by  law  a  unilateral  100-mile  pollution  coastal 
zone  around  Canada.  The  Canadian  government  has  interpreted  this  zone  as  a 
specific  deterrent  to  unregulated  passage  through  the  inter-island  waters  of  the 
Canadian  Arctic  archipelago  and  Canadian  law  requires  ships  to  operate  in  pairs 
when  in  these  waters.  Whether  the  Canadian  law  could  be  interpreted  to  exempt 
icebreaker  tankers  from  traveling  in  pairs  through  these  waters  is  doubtful, 
because  the  purpose  is  to  provide  one  icebreaking  ship  to  assist  another  when 
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either  gets  stuck  in  the  ice.  Operating  icebreaker  tankers  in  pairs  in  bad 
weather,  winter  darkness,  white-outs  and  ice-fog  through  the  restricted  waters 
of  the  Northwest  Passage  appears  to  increase  the  risk  of  ship-to-ship 
collision  and  ship-to-bottom  grounding. 

As  regards  bottom-grounding  the  Canadian  scientific  ship  HUDSON 
has  determined  that  undersea  pingos  exist  in  significant  numbers  in  these 
waters.  "A  pingo  is  a  cone  of  antediluvian  ice  coated  with  frozen  muck,  a 
thousand  feet  in  diameter  at  the  base  and  one  to  two  hundred  feet  high, 
sticking  up  like  a  dirty  knife  from  the  bottom  of  the  Arctic  Sea  to  within 
forty  feet  of  the  surface."* 

On  balance  the  environmental  risks  associated  with  operating  ice¬ 
breaking  tankers  through  the  Northwest  Passage  route  appears  to  be  significantly 
greater  than  for  the  submarine  tanker  via  the  deep  water  unrestricted  trans¬ 
polar  route." 

Volume  2  of  Part  VI  ALTERNATIVES  has  some  appropriate  words  in 
regard  to  LNG  tankers  and  the  potential  for  weather  induced  accident.  The 
Arctic  Northwest  Passage  route  has  even  worse  weather  than  the  West  Coast 
route  and  in  addition  the  ships  must  contend  with  the  ice.  The  relevant 
paragraphs  from  pages  VI  927/928  and  929  are  reproduced  below 

"2.  Accident  Potential 

The  shipment,  handling  and  storage  of  LNG  is  so  fraught  with  physical 
hazard  to  Its  handlers  that  it  is  treated  with  elaborate  precautions.  To 
date  there  has  been  no  major  events  involving  an  LNG  carrier,  but  the  number 
of  carriers  has  be^n  limited.  In  1974  there  were  only  14  cryogenic  tankers 
in  operation  throughout  the  world.  Their  combined  operating  experience 
was  800  voyages  or  50  ship  years  (Federal  Energy  Administration,  unpublished). 

By  contrast  the  ship  fleet  postulated  in  the’  El  Paso  Alaska  application 

totals  16  cryogenic  tankers  making  3*.  .  voyages  a  year  (19  ship  years).  * 


*Anou . 
sciunt 


"Pingoes  and  the  Northwest  Pa.  .age:  Historic 
ific  ship  HUDSON"  Canada  Tod.- .,'D'AuJounT  >>ui 


discoveries  of  the 
spring  1974. 
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Another  factor  which  will  very  probably  affect  the  chances  for  a 
collision  is  the  Increasing  size  of  the  LNG  carriers  in  service.  The  first 
cryogenic  tanker  had  a  capacity  of  5,000  nP.  By  1971  the  13  cryogenic 
tankers  in  service  had  an  average  capacity  of  40,000  m^.  The  carriers 
planned  foi  Alaska  ser/ice  are  165,000  nr*  cryogenic  tankers.  Greater 
momentum,  and  greater  susceptibility  to  winds,  cross  currents  and  tides 
make  the  larger  vessels  correspondingly  harder  to  control. 

Cryogenic  tankers  in  service  between  Prince  William  Sound  or 
Cook  Inlet  and  the  west  coast  would  be  traversing  a  corridor  already  in 
use  by  a  similar  number  of  large  oil  tankers  servicing  the  TAPS  terminal 
at  Port  Valdez.  It  is  hard  to  imagine  a  shipping  lane  anywhere  that  would 
be  more  congested  by  vessels  of  the  size  of  these  behemoths. 

Cryogenic  Tankers  which  must  cross  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  are  going 
to  encounter  severe  weather  and  sea  conditions  regularly.  The  chances  are 
excellent  that  an  accident  which  could  be  relatively  minor  under  normal 
conditions  could  propagate  into  a  disaster  in  a  winter  gale  in  the  Gulf. 

The  opening  of  new  oil  and  gas  exploration  areas  in  places  such 
as  the  Bering  Sea,  Bristol  Bay  and  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  as  well  as  the 
proliferation  of  new  drilling  sites  in  Cook  Inlet  and  the  Santa  Barbara 
Channel  could  pose  additional  navigational  hazards  for  large  tankers. 

The  special  hazards  and  problems  associated  with  the  large  cryogenic  and 
oil  tankers  are  such  that  these  vessels  need  to  be  considered  when  future 
drilling  and  production  platforms  are  placed  anywhere  near  existing  or 
potential  tankers'  lanes. 

There  is  little  doubt  that  the  opportunity  for  a  major  I.NG  spill 
at  sea  is  increasing.  Therefore,  it  is  essential  that  added  emphasis 
be  placed  on  not  allowing  a  spill  to  have  an  opportunity  to  occur.  The 


opportunity  appears  to  be  greatest  in  the  marine  transportation  of 
LNG.  For  this  reason  it  is  essential  that  the  selection  of  materials 
used  in  the  construction  of  the  cryogenic  tankers,  the  development  of 
operational  procedures  and  the  strict  adherence  to  these  procedures 
is  subject  to  the  most  detailed  kind  of  scrutiny  and  regulation  by  the 
U.S.  Coast  Guard  and  other  responsible  agencies.” 

In  the  light  of  there  observations  on  LNG  tankers  in  Volume 
2  of  Part  VI  it  would  seem  appropriate  to  include  the  same  sort  of  words 
in  Volume  1  of  Part  VI  under  the  discussion  of  LNG  icebreaking  tankers. 

Methanol  submarine  tankers  are  far  safer  in  terms  of  the  fluid  carried,  and 
they  would  stay  away  from  the  weather,  the  ice  and  the  other  surface 
ship  traffic.  The  EIS  task  force  should  acknowledge  this. 

(5)  PAGE  VI  344  NUCLEAR  POWERED  PROPULSION  HINTED 

Hie  applicants  words  are  repeated  here  in  regard  to  the  availability 
of  commercial  nuclear  propulsion  power  reactors.  The  problem  that  the  Mari¬ 
time  sponsored  nuclear  propulsion  program  has  had  is  one  of  finding  a  fleet 
ship  operator  who  needs  the  120,000  SHP  which  would  be  available.  The  ice¬ 
breaker  tanker  application  would  be  a  logical  one.  The  problem  is  not  the 
unavailability  of  readily  available  commercial  electric  utility  reactor  tech- 
nology,  it  has  been  in  the  settling  on  the  fleet  of  ships  to  use  the  large  power 
plant  design.  Titus  it  is  not  correct  for  the  EIS  task  force  to  use  the  appli¬ 
cants  words. 

in  regard  to  the  earlier  availability  of  tankers  as  compared  to 
the  complete  pipeline  Lite  section  is  correct,  but  the  build  up  rate  of  the 
ships  would  equal  or  better  the  maximum  rate  of  Prudhoe  Bay  oil  field 
associated  natural  production  build  up. 


The  proposed  natural  gas  pipeline  will  have  early  excess  capacity 
even  with  its  long  lead  time  because  the  field  production  increase  rate  is 
finite. 


(6)  PACE  VI -34 5  METHANOL  COSTS 

The  paragraph  at  the  top  of  the  page  deals  briefly  with  the  methanol 
transport  by  sea  as  an  alternative  to  LNG  but  the  last  sentence  is  unclear. 

It  reads:  "However  the  shipping  costs  over  the  long  distances  that  either 
LNC  or  methanol  would  have  to  be  transported  would  still  be  higher  for  the 
methanol”.  Higher  than  what?  Also,  since  when  is  a  3900  nautical  mile  sea 
voyage  longer  than  a  6280  statute  mile  pipeline  project?  The  section  needs 
to  remove  the  comparative  phrases  or  tone  down  the  conclusions  which  sound 
more  like  those  of  the  applicant  than  those  of  the  EIS  task  force. 
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(7)  PAGE  VI -349/350  SUBMARINE  TERMINAL 

This  section  is  labeled  "submarine"  but  it  is  in  fact  a  repeat  of 
the  applicant's  filing  on  the  subject  of  submarine  tankers  operating  from 
a  terminal  off  Babbage  Bight  in  the  Canadian  Mackenzie  Delta  area.  This 
section  does  not  show  why  a  submarine  tanker  terminal  wouldn't  have  been 
more  reasonably  placed  40  miles  off  Prudhoe  Bay  in  a  300  foot  water  depth 
there.  Examination  of  Plate  3  of  the  Canadian  Department  of  Public  Works 
report  on  the  Hershel  Island  (Babbage  Bight)  marine  terminal  for  surface 
ships  shows  that  to  reach  a  300  foot  water  depth,  the  terminal  would  be  due 
east  off  Hershel  Island,  not  off  Babbage  Bight. 

On  Page  VI -350  the  phrase  is  used:  "Construction  of  such  an 
underwater  terminal  at  Prudhoe  Bay  on  Mackenzie  Delta  was  not  even  con¬ 
sidered  since  it  would  require  even  longer  underwater  pipelines  than  the 
25  and  15  mile  ones  that  would  be  required  for  an  LNG  icebreaking  tanker 
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offshore  terminal."  Well,  the  applicant  didn't  consider  it,  but  documents 
available  to  the  EIS  task  force  since  February  1975  have.  Therefore,  the 
EIS  task  force  needs  to  reflect  the  results  of  this  evaluation  and  conceptual 
design  already  paid  for  by  the  Federal  Government.  What  is  being  referred 
to  is  the  previously-cited  Maritime  Administration  1974  study  of  Arctic 
submarine  tankers  performed  under  contract  MA-4-37032.  This  study  has  a 
whole  section  on  an  undersea  terminal  for  loading  submarine  tankers  40  miles 
off  Prudhoe  Bay.  See  in  particular  Volume  IV,  Part  II  -  Technical  Analysis, 
Chapter  5  entitled  "Prudhoe  Bay  Terminal  Design  Analysis."  Chapter  6  of 
this  report  entitled  "East  Coast  Terminal  Design  Analysis"  also  treats  the 
undersea  unloading  terminal  issue. 

The  EIS  task  force  simply  cannot  ignore  the  record.  The  govern¬ 
ment  has  already  paid  for  the  work  and  it  could  hardly  be  more  relevant. 

(8)  PACES  VI -350/351/352  LNG  SUBMARINE  SYSTEM  FEASIBILITY 

The  applicant  has  set  up  a  straw  man  called  "LNG  submarine 
tanker"  which  it  is  hoped  can  be  demolished  as  a  viable  alternative  to  the 
proposed  action.  The  concept  of  an  LNG  submarine  is  not  economically  and 
technically  feasible  by  general  agreement  in  the  ship  system  design  commu¬ 
nity  but  not  for  the  reason  the  applicant  has  used  in  trying  to  demolish 
the  straw  man.  The  real  reason  that  an  LNG  submarine  is  not  practical  is 
that  a  submarine  must  carry  something  back  in  the  ballast  trip  which  weighs 
close  to  what  it  carried  on  the  payload  trip.  On  the  southbound  payload 
trip  the  tanks  are  filled  with  a  liquid,  LNG,  at  a  very  low  temperature. 
Filling  the  tanks  with  air  on  the  ballast  trip  will  make  the  tanker  much 
lighter  which  in  a  submarine  means  it  will  not  longer  be  able  to  attain 
the  neutrally  buoyant  condition.  To  achieve  the  necessary  neutral  buoyancy 
a  heavy  liquid  in  an  amount  of  mass  equal  to  the  difference  in  the  density 
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of  LNG  ami  air  would  have  to  be  c-rried  north,  in  the  cryogenic  cargo 
tankage,  or  in  adjacent  tankage  in  a  seawater  displacement  mode.  Thus  on 
the  southbound  trip  the  LNG  submarine  transports  LNG  cryogenically  and 
sea  water  in  the  variable  ballast  tanks,  and  on  the  northbound  trip  it  would 
carry  air  (cryogenically)  and  a  liquid  heavier  than  seawater  in  the  variable 
cargo  tanks.  There  are  no  such  heavier  than  water  liquids  available  in  the 
quantities  needed  and  furthermore  that  could  be  left  permanently  on  the 
Alaska  North  Slope.  The  result  is  that  the  applicant  has  set  up  a  techni¬ 
cally  infeasible  straw  man  system  which  falls  down  of  its  own  accord.  The 
applicant  has  not,  however,  discussed  at  all  the  real,  technically  feasible, 
submarine  delivery  system  for  Arctic  oil  and  natural  gas  energy  in  the  form 
of  Methyl  Fuel.*  This  approach  has  been  mentioned  in  this  material  commenting 
on  the  EIS  document,  in  Section  C(l)  and  the  EIS  task  force  made  a  two 
sentence  mention  of  it  on  Page  VI-380.  For  the  record,  the  Maritime  Admin¬ 
istration  study  shows  that  the  submarine  tanker  could  carry  methanol  essential 
interchangeably  with  crude  oil  just  as  is  done  in  surface  tankers.  The 
northbound  ballast  is  seawater  in  both  the  case  of  the  crude  oil  and  the 
methanol  as  the  southbound  cargo  payloads.  This  system  is  an  engineering^ 

and  economically  feasible  system. 

On  Page  Vl-350/351  appear  three  sentences  (at  the  bottom  of  Page 
350  and  at  the  top  of  Page  351)  that  are  lifted  out  of  context  from  a 
previous  work  on  crude  oil  submarine  cankers  performed  in  1969.  The 
dimensions  of  the  postulated  LNG  submarine,  its  service  speed  of  16  knots 
'based  on  75,000  shaft  horsepower  and  its  fleet  size  of  65  submarines  is 
based  on  arbitrary  assumptions  made  by  the  applicant.  A  more  realistic 
set  of  assumptions  for  the  EIS  task  force  to  use  would  be  based  on  Che 


previously  cited  Maritime  Administration  study,  assuming  one  can  get  over 
the  initial  hurdle  of  thinking  of  LNG  and  consider  the  fleet  of  submarines 
as  carrying  methanol. 

Using  the  methanol  production  rates  from  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Mackenzie 
Delta  of  roughly  550,000  BBL  and  490,000  BBL  respectively  as  stated  on 
Page  VI-326,  a  fleet  of  submarine  tankers  would  be  built  to  carry  a  through¬ 
put  of  about  1  MMBD.  The  previously-cited  Maritime  Administration  study 
postulated  a  2  MMBD  throughput  and  the  fleet  size  was  25  ships  each  carrying 
2  MMBBL,  with  a  25-day  round  trip  at  20  knots.  Thus  for  the  purpose  of  a 
methanol  transport  system  at  1  MMBD  each  submarine  could  be  of  1/2  the 
deadweight,  or  half  the  number  of  the  larger  subs  could  be  deployed.  13 
Submarine  tankers  of  a  278,000  dwt  nominal  size  (2  MMBBL)  is  a  lot  more 
reasonable  than  45  "LNG  submarines".  Alternatively,  25  submarines  that 
can  each  carry  a  little  over  1  MMBD  of  methanol  would  be  able  to  carry 
essentially  the  same  volumetric  payload  as  the  applicant's  45  submarine 
fleet  postulated  to  carry  "...the  total  LNG  plant  output  of  1,200,000 
barrels  per  day."  (Last  sentence  of  2nd  paragraph  on  Page  VI-351). 

(9)  PACE  VI -351/352/353  SUBMARINE  SYSTEM  FEASIBILITY 

This  section  deals  with  the  supposed  infeasibility  of  the  sub¬ 
marine  system..  It  also  reads  very  much  along  the  lines  of  the  applicant's 
documentation.  It  will  be  discussed  point  by  point. 

(a)  As  to  the  submarines  themselves,  no  large  cargo  carrying 
submarines  have  ever  been  built  for  commercial  use." 

(Page  VI-351,  last  paragraph.) 

o  While  this  is  true,  it  is  worth  asking:  "What  is  a 
submarine  tanker?"  It  is  made  up  of  two  parts.  The 
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payload  hull  is  for  all  practical  purposes  a  rectangular 
crossection  surface  tanker  u-idbody  and  holds  a  room 
temperature  liquid  (methanol  or  crude  oil)  pressure 
balanced  to  the  surrounding  sea  precisely  as  is  the 
case  in  a  full  surface  tanker.  The  payload  is  already 
fully  submerged  in  the  surface  tanker  ease,  having 
displaced  an  equal  volume  of  water.  In  ballast  the 
submarine  tanker  carries  seawater.  That  surface  tankers 
are  an  established  technical  art  can  reasonably  be  held 
to  be  true. 

o  As  to  whether  nuclear  submarines  are  real  it  need  only 
be  pointed  out  that  the  U.S.  operates  over  100  of  them 
and  has  an  enviable  safety  record  over  almost  20  years. 

The  operation  of  submarines  under  the  srctic  ice  is 
also  well  established. 

o  All  that  a  submarine  tanker  really  involves  is  a  nuclear 
attack  type  submarine  plus  two  unmanned  hard  ballast 
tanks  housed  within  the  midbody  of  the  surface  type 
tanker  with  a  bow  and  stem  of  a  horizontal  rather  than 
vertical  configuration.  Why  all  the  fuss' 
o  Why  does  a  prototype  have  to  be  built  as  stated  in  the  last 
sentence  on  Page  VI-351?  What  reasor  is  given  by  the  EIS 
task  force  to  justify  the  following  "To  develop  such  a 
submarine  would  probably  require  several  years  of  intensive 
engineering  effort  to  construct,  test  and  develop  a  proto¬ 
type."  It  also  might  not.  Is  this  the  view  held  by  the 
Maritime  Administration  or  is  this  view  the  consensus  of  the 
EIS  task  force  alone? 


(b) 


(c) 


The  last  sentence  on  Page  VI -351  and  the  top  of  Page  VI -352 
says:  "As  to  the  submarine  routes,  there  are  no  presently 
available  hydrographic  charts  adequate  for  the  systems' 
requirements,  so  that  a  three-to-four  year  program  of  detailed 
hydrographic  surveying  would  have  to  be  carried  out  to  chart 
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the  navigational  hazards  of  all  the  potential  routes."  Is 
this  statement  made  as  a  result  of  a  detailed  staff  study  by 
the  Defense  Mapping  Agency's  Hydrographic  Center  or  is  this 
an  hypothesis  of  the  EIS  task  force?  DMA  has  no  submarines 
with  which  to  do  the  needed  six  month  route  survey  it  is 
true,  but  the  Navy  Department  does,  and  it  could  be  asked  ! 

to  make  one  of  its  Arctic -capable  subs  available  for  this  civilian 
mission.  The  hydrographic  survey  issue  is  not  a  problem. 

The  third  paragraph  on  Page  VI -352  suggests  that  "...the 
building  and  testing  of  a  prototype  submarine  and  the  carrying 
out  of  the  necessary  associated  activities  would  probably 
take  several  years..."  While  building  a  fleet  of  submarine 
tankers  will  take  some  years,  so  will  a  pipeline.  However, 
the  first  ship  can  carry  payload  long  before  the  last  ship 
in  a  fleet  has  been  completed.  Furthermore,  by  using  the 
ALYESKA  pipeline  on  a  batch  basis, as  discussed  in  Section 
C(l)  of  these  conanents  on  the  EIS,  to  carry  methanol  during 
the  time  that  the  ship  fleet  is  being  built  up  actually 
would  deliver  natural  gas  energy  to  the  lower  48  state 
market  long  before  the  gas  pipeline  could  be  completed. 

Therefore  this  paragraph  could  well  be  completely  wrong. 
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(d)  The  last  paragraph  of  Page  VI-352  is  just  plain  wrong. 

It  is  not  true  that  "...almost  no  development  work  has  been 
done  on  submarine  tanker  design..."  The  fact  is  that  the 
Maritime  Administration  sponsored  submarine  tanker  design 
effort  has  been  available  to  the  EIS  task  force  since 
February  1975.  It  has  been  done. 

Further,  the  second  part  of  this  sentence  "...an  approxi¬ 
mation  of  the  fuel  usage  is  not  available."  is  wrong.  Using 
the  number  of  shaft  horsepower  hours  for  a  fleet  of  25 
submarine  tankers  with  a  325  or  so  day  operating  year,  a 
transit  speed  of  20  knots  and  120,000  shp,  the  fuel  usage 
rate  can  readily  be  calculated  from  the  Maritime  Administration 
submarine  tanker  study.  Also  what  is  the  BTU  shrinkage  in 
natural  gas  when  nuclear  propulsion  is  used?  It  is  zero. 

A  series  of  submarines  of  the  size  and  speed  needed  to  carry 
the  throughput  involved  will  have  to  be  nuclear  propelled. 
Therefore,  the  transportation  system  propulsion  plant 
requirements  for  natural  gas  BTUs  will  be  zero. 


Z°l 


(e)  The  Page  VI-353  statement  that:  "There  are  no  reliable 

estimates  of  the  capital  and  operating  costs  of  the  system..." 
is  true  if  an  LNG  submarine  is  involved.  It  is  not  true 
if  a  methanol /crude  oil  submarine  system  is  involved.  Again 
the  Maritime  Administration  study  is  cited. 
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1s  the  "p.-  ihlem"  one  of  designing  an  underviter  pipeline 
and  terminal?  A  conceptual  design  with  cost  estimates 
wa?  performed  during  the  previously  cited  liar  Ad  submarine 
tanker  study  in  1974. 

b)  Maybe  what  is  meant  by  "problems"  is  really  "...starting 
shipping  operations  within  the  time  framework  required  by 
the  availability  of  the  North  Slope  Gas...".  If  this  is 
the  "problem"  then  both  natural  gas  pipeline  proposals 
also  have  the  same  problem,  and  only  the  methanol-through- 
Alyeska-pipeline-on-a-batch-basis  system  is  viable  for 
early  delivery  of  natural  gas  energy.  As  has  been  discussed 
in  section  C)  1)  above,  the  methanol  approach  has  both 

a  short  term  and  a  long  term  part.  The  short  term  stage 
1  system  comes  on-line  before  either  gas  pipeline  could, 
and  the  stage  2  system  consisting  of  the  fleet  of  methanol 
submarine  tankers  are  put  on-line  following  their  lead 
time  for  design  and  buildup.  This  is  a  straight  forward 
approach,  so  what  is  the  problem? 

c)  The  sentence  in  question,  which  is  a  full  paragraph  in 
length,  seems  to  want  the  reader  to  conclude  that  sub¬ 
marine  systems  are  "neither  practical  nor  economically 
feasible  and  therefore..."  This  is  pretty  sweeping  and 
somewhat  at  variance  with  the  previously  cited  Mar  Ad 
study  of  the  submarine  tanker  system  which  found  the 
crude  oil  or  methanol  submarine  tanker  to  be  practical 
and  economically  feasible.  Who  is  the  public  to  believe? 

Mar  Ad,  the  duly  constituted  Maritime  agency  of  the  govern¬ 
ment,  or  a  land  ori*-..ted  Department  of  Interior?  Has  the 
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(f)  Page  VI-353  has  a  statement  which  grudgingly  admits  of  the 
possibility  of  methanol  transport  in  the  submarine  tanker 
instead  of  LHC.  Then  the  paragraph  ends  with  two  sentences, 
the  first  of  which  is  a  verbatum  repeat  of  the  last  sentence 
of  the  first  paragraph  on  Page  VI-345  on  the  surface  ice¬ 
breaking  tanker  material,  and  just  as  unsubstantiated.  The 
last  sentence  of  this  paragraph  on  Page  VI -353  isn't  even 

a  complete  sentence.  Some  point  is  intended  but  one  is  not . 

(10)  PACE  VI-353/354  ENVI RONMESTAL  IMPACT 

The  section  on  Environmental  Impact  begins  with  the  follw/ing 
sentence.  "The  problems  of  designing  even  a  prototype  cargo  submarine 
and  the  underwater  pipelines  and  terminal  and  of  starting  shipping  operations 
within  the  tine  framework  required  by  the  availability  of  the  North  Slope 
gas  for  shipment,  at  the  present  time,  appear  to  make  this  system  neither 
practical  nor  economically  feasible  and  therefore  all  of  the  potential 
environmental  effects  are  not  considered  in  detail." 

This  sentence  will  be  analyzed  in  detail. 

a)  T he  "prototype  submar ine"is  apparently  meant  to  refer 
to  the  "prototype"  mentioned  on  page  VI  351.  This  was 
discussed  above  in  section  c)  9)  b).  The  requirement  for 
a  prototype  has  not  been  demonstrated  by  the  EIS  task  force, 
nor  wis  it  in  the  recently  couple  led  Mar  Ad  Submarine 
Talker  Study  previously  cited.  Besides,  what  are  the 
". . . .probleas  of  designing  even  a  prototype..."'  Is  the 
problem  one  of  not  having  enough  na/al  architects  and 
engineers  to  do  the  design  work?  What  is  meant  by  this" 
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EIS  task  force  done  a  $411  K*  study  of  cormercial 
submarine  tankers?  If  so  why  isn’t  it  made  available  to 
compare  with  the  Mar  Ad  work?  Is  it  possible  that  a 
comprensive  EIS  task  force  study  of  this  alternative  was 
never  made? 

d)  The  last  part  of  this  long  sentence  on  page  VI  353  says: 
‘...therefore  all  of  the  potential  environmental  effects 
are  not  considered  in  detail.  In  other  words,  by  deciding 
to  reject  the  submarine  system  cn  the  basis  of  its  being 
"...neither  practical  nor  economically  feasible..."  it  is 
now  possible  to  short  circuit  any  further  analytical  EIS 
work  regarding  the  environmental  impact  of  this  alternative 
How  convenient,  rather  like  a  self  fulfilling  prophesy. 

Had  the  one  sentence  paragraph  said  as  follows  then  the 
reader  might  have  been  left  with  the  impression  that  the 
task  force  had  done  its  homework; 

Environmental  lup.^cc 

For  the  environmental  impact  issues  of  the  submarine 
tanker  approach  the  reader  is  referred  to  the  recently 
completed  Maritime  Administration  study  of  the  submarine 
tankers,  Volume  3  of  which  is  reproduced  herein  as 

Appendix  _ .  This  volume  of  the  Mar  Ad  study  is  titled 

"Environmental  Impact  Analysis"  and  represents  the  most 
comprehensive  work  on  the  subject  yet  produced  for  the 
Government. " 


".ppendix  XX  Research  and  Development  Contracts  Awarded  during  FY  1974" 
page  93  of  the  U.S.  Maritime  Administration  Annual  Report  for  FY  1974. 
Gov’t.  Printing  Office  $1.90 
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e)  As  it  is  this  part  of  the  EIS  document  can  be  seriously 
faulted  as  being  arbitrary,  poorly  "staffed  out"  and  just 
plain  wrong.  What  the  document  should  do  is  to  show  why 
an  LNG  submarine  is  technically  infeasible,  as  discussed 
above  in  section  c)  8).  Then  the  EIS  document  should 
proceed  to  discuss  the  environmental  impacts  of  generic 
submarine  systems,  and  the  methanol/crude  oil  type  of 
submarine  in  particular,  for  which  purpose  the  Mar  Ad 
study  volume  3  is  the  most  authoritative  material 
produced  to  date  on  the  subject.  Then,  the  Mar  Ad  study 
volume  3  can  be  reproduced  in  its  entirety  as  an  appendix 
to  the  EIS  document,  or  edited  appropriately.  That  would 
constitute  adequate  staff  work.  Anything  less  is  inadequate. 
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delivery  system?  Does  it  mean  that  there  is  a  psychological  hang-up  about 
the  presence  of  the  ice?  A  submarine  has  no  need  to  come  to  the  surface  in  the 
Arctic  during  normal  commercial  operations  so  does  it  really  make  any  difference 
whether  the  surface  is  frozen  or  not?  A  submarine  transits  submerged  where 
there  is  no  ice,  so  what  difference  does  Che  ice  make  as  long  as  the  transit 
depth  is  well  below  the  deepest  ice  pressure  ridge  keel?  .The  whole  subject 
of  the  under  ice  transit  has  been  treated  in  great  detail  in  the  MarAd  sub¬ 
marine  tanker  study.  What  is  the  real  problem  as  opposed  to  the  non-quantif iable 
visceral  issue?  The  EIS  task  force  has  not  been  very  objective  and  specific 
on  this  issue. 

d)  The  last  sentence  of  this  paragraph  reads:  "The  risks  of  accidents  would 
appear  to  be  very  high,  especially  during  the  development  period."  They 
also  could  "appear  to  be  very  low,"  depending  on  one's  visceral  attitude. 

In  attempting  to  quantify  and  remove  the  a  priori  biases  from  the  is3ue 
of  Arctic  under-ice  operations  the  EIS  task  force  is  again  referred  to  the 
MarAd  submarine  tanker  study  in  the  volumes  dealing  with  underwater  navigation, 
environmental  Impact,  risk  analysis  and  safety  considerations.  The  following 
is  quoted  from  the  MarAd  study,  volume  VI  System  Development  and  Support 
Requirements,  under  the  section  on  Risk  Analysis  (Pages  11,  12  of  Volume  VI 
of  the  MarAd  study). 

"The  third  dimension  of  hazard  Involves  submarine  operation,  navigation 
and  communication.  The  submerged  operation  automatically  eliminates  surface 
weather  problems  and  shifts  the  problem  to  navigation,  collision  avoidance 
and  ship  control.  The  submerged  condition  complicates  the  communication  problem 
but  two-way  real  time  communication  over  extended  distances  is  not  an  absolute 
necessity. 

The  (Arctic)  route  selection  for  the  submarine  largely  removes  the  problem 
of  draft.  Nearly  all  of  the  seas  over  the  selected  route  are  deeper  than  the 


II  Page  VI  356  UNDERWATER  OPERATIONS 

In  the  middle  of  this  page  is  a  sentence  which  reads  as  follows:  "The 
complete  absence  of  operating  data  for  large  submarine  cargo  carriers  and  the 
unavailability  of  military  submarine  studies  both  make  evaluation  of  underwater 
operation  in  Ice  covered  waters  difficult."  This  sentence  Is  analyzed  in  detail. 

a)  "The  complete  absence  of  operating  data  for  large.  .  .  "  Strictly  speaking 
the  same  initial  phrase  could  have  preceded  a  discussion  of  Arctic  petroleum 
pipeline  operations  also.  There  is  no  operating  data  for  large  oil  or  gas 
pipeline  systems  in  the  Arctic  permafrost  either  so  why  single  out  large 
submarines  for  criticism?  As  with  pipeline  technology  there  is  some  Arctic 
experience,  in  this  case,  with  small  submarines  operating  under  the  Arctic 
ice.  Naval  submarine  operations  can  be  referred  to  and  were  evaluated  in 

the  previously  cited  MarAd  submarine  tanker  study.  Some  of  the  data  generated 
by  the  Navy  in  under  ice  transits  in  the  Arctic  Ocean  has  been  reduced  and 
published,  in  particular  related  to  ice  thickness  and  ice  pressure  ridge  keel 
depths.  Dr.  W.  Weeks  of  CRREL  has  published  three  or  four  scientific  papers 
on  this. 

b)  The  second  part  of  the  sentence  reads:  " . unavailability  of  military 

submarine  studies...."  Unavailable  to  whom?  Does  this  mean  unavailable  to  the 
applicant,  to  the  EIS  task  force,  to  the  maritime  industrial  community,  or  to 
the  general  public?  The  fact  is  that  by  establishing  the  appropriate  need-to- 
know,  which  was  done  during  the  course  of  the  previously  cited  MarAd  submarine 
tanker  study,  the  Navy  data  base  can  be  made  available.  What  is  the  problem? 

c)  The  last  part  of  the  sentence  reads:  " . make  evaluation  of  operation 

underwater  operation  in  ice-covered  waters  difficult."  Does  this  mean  that 
the  "evaluation"  is  "difficult"  for  the  EIS  task  force  or  an  hypothetical 
applicant  for  an  alternate  maritime  Alaska  North  Slope  natural  gas  energy 
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vessel's  collapse  depth.  Modern  inertial  navigation  equipment  and  the  planned 
backup  systems  reduce  the  navigation  problem  considerably  -  certainly  no  more 
complicated  than  long  distance  air  navigation.  Collision  avoidance  with  ice¬ 
bergs  on  other  submarines  is  handled  through  active  sonar,  passive  sonar  and 
"flight  path"  procedures.  Comparing  the  low  frequency  of  contact  expected 
with  submarines  and  Icebergs  and  the  current  traffic  problems  of  aircraft, 
the  submarine  tanker  is  probably  100  times  less  likely  to  have  a  problem 
than  a  modern  jet  plane. 

Docking  will  offer  certain  hazards  but  the  environment  is  less  severe 
and  more  predictable  than  current  ocean  surface  environments,  and  will  be 
much  less  crowded  than  many  modern  airports.  Close  range  communication 
and  sensing  plus  the  power,  inertia  and  traffic  rules  anticipated  would 
seem  to  make  the  docking  problem  quite  manageable." 

37  12)  Page  VI  357  GOOD  BUSINESS  RISK 

The  last  paragraph  on  this  page  makes  certain  statements  about  nuclear  pro¬ 
pulsion,  licensing,  etc.  and  makes  a  judgement  about  the  business  risk  of  an  LNC 
submarine.  The  EIS  task  force  should  confine  itself  to  the  Environmental  Risks  and 
not  make  sweeping  judgements  about  the  business  risk.  The  paragraph  is  confused  and 
could  usefully  be  re-written. 

13)  Page  VI  379/380  LNC  SUBMARINE 

Here,  under  the  heading  of  "Summary  and  Comparison  of  Environmental  Impacts 
of  Alternative  Transportation  Systems,"  the  paragraph  at  the  bottom  of  the  page 
starts  out  with  three  r.hort  sentences  which  are  true  about  LNC  submarines. 

Then,  the  paragraph  goes  on  to  discuss  methanol  submarines  in  two  short 
sentences  which  are  also  true.  The  last  sentence  of  the  paragraph  (on  the  top  of 
page  VT  380)  however,  attempts  to  judge  the  whole  issue  of  the  submarine,  transport 
in  one  sweeping  sentence  as  follows: 

"These  concepts  are  not  viable  in  a  reasonable  time  frame  (5-10  years)  and 
the  problems  are  not  sufficiently  defined  to  assess  the  environmental  impact." 
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This  sentence  is  not  true. 

a)  By  using  the  two  stage  method  of  methanol  transport  previously  spoken  to  in 
c)  1)  in  these  comments  on  the  EIS  volume,  the  methanol  approach,  which  uses 
a  submarine  system  in  the  second  stage,  is  viable  in  a  reasonable  time  frame. 


b)  The  assessment  of  the  environmental  impact  of  a  petroleum  carrying  submarine 
which  could  be  used  to  carry  methanol  has  already  been  done.  As  was  mentioned 
in  section  B)  4)  of  these  comments  on  the  EIS  volume,  the  previously  cited  1974 
MarAd  submarine  tanker  study  devoted  an  entire  214  page  volume  (Vol.  Ill)  to 
the  detailed  assessment  of  the  enviromental  impact  of  a  petroleum  carrying 
submarine  system  operating  from  Prudhoe  Bay  to  the  U.  S.  East  Coast. 

Therefore,  the  page  VI  380  paragraph  must  be  corrected  to  reflect  the  true 
condition. 
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13)  Page  VI  381/382/383  LAND  BASED  ALTERNATIVES 

There  is  an  interesting,  but  not  altogether  surprising  conclusion  that  can  be 
drawn  about  the  work  of  the  EIS  task  force  at  this  point.  AL1  of  the  system  alter¬ 
nates  evaluated  in  the  matrix  in  the  table  8-49  "Summary  of  Environmental  Impacts 
of  Alternative  Transportation  Systems"  are  of  a  land  route  type,  without  exception. 
No  generic  marine  or  airborne  alternative  is  to  be  found  on  this  matrix  which 
purports  to  be  a  summary  of  alternatives.  It  is  not  a  summary  at  all.  It  is  a 
synthesis  of  land  based  evaluation  criteria  arranged  against  a  set  of  land  route 
transport  means. 

a)  Examination  of  the  two  stage  methanol  transport  system  previously  discussed 
against  the  criteria  set  of  table  8-49  would  show  the  following: 
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NA 

It  does  not  take 

least  impact  using  the 
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much  effort  to  see  that  the  two 
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the  above  finding  on  an  enlargec 

n  the  matrix,  plus  one  more  note 

s,  so  it  should  be  easy.  By  the 

stage  methanol  approach  has  the 

e  8-49.  We  challenge  the  F.1S 

table  8-49.  Only  4  more 

on  the  right  hand  side  to 

EIS  task  force's  own  evaluation 

-40- 


procedure  as  embodied  in  table  8-49  the  two  stage  methanol  system  is  clearly 
the  best  system  from  an  environmental  impact  point  of  view.  Marine  system 
use  a  free  right  of  way  and  don't  alter  land  areas. 

b)  Either  the  EIS  task  force  is  going  to  have  to  face  up  to  the  environmental 
superiority  of  the  methanol  approach  or  you  will  have  to  change  your  criteria 
set  to  make  the  ETS  finding  come  out  to  favor  the  applicant's  proposed  natural 
gas  transport  approach. 

14)  Page  VI  387  METHANOL  SYNTHESIS  PLANT  FRESH  WATER  REQUIREMENTS 

The  section  on  Methanol  Pipeline  on  this  page  addresses,  correctly,  the  issue 
of  the  fresh  water  requirements  of  the  methanol  synthesis  plant.  Approximately 
0.55  tons  of  fresh  process  water  are  required  per  ton  of  methanol  produced.  There 
are  two  ways  that  this  can  be  provided  on  the  North  Slope: 

a)  By  the  use  of  a  seawater  desalination  plant  using  a  flash  evaporation 
which  is  a  standard  technique. 

b)  In  the  case  of  the  submarine  delivery  system  or  a  surface  icebreaker 
tanker  marine  delivery  system  from  Prodhoe  Bay,  the  ship  will  have  to  carry 
water  back  on  the  ballast  trip.  Therefore,  an  ample  supply  of  fresh  (oily  or 
"methanoly"  ballast)  water  can  be  used  to  supply  the  methanol  synthesis  plant 
needs.  This  aspect  w^s  not  discussed  on  page  VI  387.  It  should  be  because 
the  methanol  synthesis  plant  approach  to  handling  the  natural  gas  energy  is 
clearly  feasible.  The  EIS  document  cannot  simply  make  the  type  of  biased 
self-serving  comment  more  appropriate  to  the  applicant's  proposal,  thus: 

"This  water  would  be  removed  rom  the  Prudhoe  Bay  and  Mackenzie  Delta 
areas  and  transported  to  the  (pipeline)  destinations  in  California  and 
Pennsylvania  where  the  methanol  would  be  transformed  back  to  natural  gas 
and  water."  The  methanol  does  not  have  to  be  transformed  back  to  natural 
gas  at  the  market  end,  and  the  proct  :;s  water  for  the  methanol  synthesis  plant 
on  the  North  Slope  does  not  have  to  i>a  removed  from  this  area  as  the  biased 
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paragraph  would  have  the  reader  believe. 


15)  Page  VI  395.  METHANOL  PIPELINE  ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIOLOGICAL  IMPACTS 

This  section  ostensibly  deals  with  the  economic  and  sociological  impact  of 
the  methanol  pipeline.  As  was  mentioned  previously  in  section  c)  1)  of  these 
comments  on  the  ETS  volume,  the  statements  about  relative  methanol  pipeline  costs 
and  efficiency  are  wrong  and  also  irrelevant.  A  better  set  of  issues  had  better 
be  found  under  this  topic. 
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16)  Page  VI  400,  401  REFERENCES 

As  was  previoulsy  stated  under  section  B)2)  of  these  comments  on  the  EIS 
volume,  the  reference  list  is  clearly  lacking  in  any  references  to  maritime  delivery 
system  documents.  The  EIS  task  force  is  requested  to  remedy  this  deficiency.  It 
is  suggested  that  the  numerous  references  cited  in  this  commentary  on  the  EIS  volume 
would  represent  a  good  start. 
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17)  Page  VI  433  CONVERSION  FACTORS 

The  appendix  III  conversion  do  not  include  an  appropriate  factor  for 
methane  to  BBL  of  pure  methanol,  or  for  that  matter  an  MCF  of  dry  methane 
combination  with  BBT.'s  of  NCL  (natural  gas  liquids)  to  Methyl  Fuel.* 


MCF- of  dry 
in 


VV 


*  T.  M.  Wentworth  Bros.  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 
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ALASKA  NORTH  SLOPE  PETROLEUM 
TRANSPORT  TO  MARKET 


rr  ,,  — . 'ciilo  i eceived 

from  Westinghouse  Electric  Corporation 
dated  October  16,  1975 

has  been  co^offorYfong"^!™  of  ?imln'ti!'11Very  15  3"d 

recently ,  has  not  be  /  ic  started  "'“re 

Final  EIS,  considerltioro? ^arL  rf  r8hlV  35  y3t'  tha 
as  methanol  or  LNC  is  covered  i  ellvery  of  natural  gas 
129  aad  of  theCAlternativesBVoluine?Pth  P‘8“ 

for  most  of  thereat  mlans"jhat  shippl'^"  °f  the  Arctic  Ocean 
would  necessarily  have  to  h  in  PP  38  coacs  from  that  area 

from  and  through  Ue-frle  waters  Be  'T  ^  Shlp"a"ta 
gas  transportation  from  the  North  1  fl8ures  for  costs  of 

Ocean  cannot  be  based  realistically1^'  lce"covered  Arctic 

Prices  in  ice-free  areas  d°™Parison  with  current 

in  the  Final  EIS,  ’  information  has  not  been  Included 

"  Sr's'  given^fu'l ^consideration  £\£  ?  f™  —  I  or 
Alternatives  Volume  in  Sections  9-F  «  M  n1  EIS  tha 
122-129,  8-F-5 ,  Ice-breakine !n  Methano1  Pipeline,  pages 

Submarines,  pages  137-140.  ei"’  pages  *34-136,  and  8-F-6, 

4'  inhrFL?b^rbur,re^^tr?“^ir‘feir'd  -  -  — 

117  Of  the  Alternatives  Volume.  ’  “  n°"  appears  on  page 

Pages1n6-158VofmtheSAlteJnativerv'I°"  "T  ^  discussad  on 
Task  Force  has  attempted  to  ioelLtf  °f  the  FI"al  EIS-  T 
from  the  Applicants’  reports  but  also"f 17““  ^  °"ly 

sources  as  possible.  1  f  as  many  other  valid 

6-  Any  review  comments  from  the  Marlrimo  aa  a  - 

other  government  agencies  dfSCratl°n  (MarAd^  and 
versions  of  the  EIS  we  e  noted  and  reviewers  of  the  earlier 

EIS  whenever  appropriate.  £he  -me ‘"^rporated  into  the  Draft 
comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  which  u  P  °Cedure  was  followed  for 
appropriate  in  the  Al'tSt^NS™  ^ 

Transportation  System,  ""prepr«dinforthSPMrti  ]  ArCtic  Sub”arine 

and  issued  in  1975,  unfortunately  was  nor^'a'1”'  Admlnlst  rat  ion 

zi£lm^th- 

repeatedly  to  the  West  inghouse^re'entit^eV"  ?£  Fot"^  ^ 


The 


of  the  Final  C°J®U^lon  and  Coordination  Volume 

Maritime  Administration  1975  reno  f  i  Permission  to  cite  the 
it  was  not  received  by  thl  Alternatives  v'?  In for"ation  from 
Maritime  Administrating  u„,u'  '  0  ^  2*k  F°r"  f™ 

report  was  placed  in  fho  ,u>  1975  when  a  coPV  of  the 

inspection.  This  report  ha^bewTrafe  C°T'erce  Llbrary  for  public 
Final  EIS  1„  the  Alternatives  Vo^nm  eXtenatyaly  in  the 

and  137-140  and  has  been  included?  °7  P??“  122'129’  134-136, 
on  page  159.  d  d  In  the  llst  of  references  starting 

7.  Same  as  6.  above,  paragraph  2. 

8-  Same  as  6.  above,  paragraph  2. 

9.  Same  as  3.  above. 

10.  Same  as  1.  above. 

Is  a  known  and  admntVd'f«rVVVrbV1VVthVriM,,raJ  8“  “  methano1 
transportation  system.  Attention  has  b«n  \  V°rlng  a  "ethanol 

rhe  Alternatives  Volume  of  the Tinai%,l  *  thls  Problem  In 

While  methanol  is  an  excellent  rlu  fIS,  paees  122  and  124-125. 
fuel  applications,  there  are  manv  nth  ''t  3nd  USeful  ln  numerous 
directly  substitutable  for  natural  nSt3"ces  “here  it  is  not 

which  now  use  21  percent  of  all  the  ^  "°.tab:ly  ln  Private  homes 
country.  Thus  when  natural  gas  is  neJdeTi  *“  ln  tha 

form  in  which  it  is  originally  nrv  1  V"  S°  "apy  uses  ln  the 
logical  to  transform  thfeVtjL  I  d0'S  "0t  Seem  ta° 

of  energy  efficiency)  only  tl  have  toU?PUt  Vr  "ethano1  <»ith  a  loss 
(with  another  energy  efficiency  loss)  regasify  at  least  part  of  it 
methanol  arcticle  from  Fort  ^  to  meet  these  needs.  The 

the  A1  tematives'volume^of  "the  , T"™4 

references.  1  EIS  and  included  In  the  list  of 

of  pipelines  crosfing'the  sjaje'hlvrb'”"8  <?n''lr°nme"tal  impacts 
Volume  of  the  Final  lIS  &  “V* 

lmpactsPof  thf  const  rue tion^of  JhetIlC°kSld'r  ‘h'  envir“'""antal 
System  and  not  to  specie  on  poss^Me  1 ,3tUralfCaa  Transportation 
be  taken  in  the  future  by  Interior  orlh  °f  3Cti°n  that  ®lght 

Nr:?thr1ino8pe°:h'r  PlP"Iaea  aad  tha‘r  co„teynr^rhe~u:tead8Mo„Ciths 

t  he 'pi  na^E  IS  "because  U  ^pp^^th^  ^ .  A1“rna  '  Ives  Volume  of 
discussed  there.  Only  „„e  cooling 


13. 
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figure  b  *  Nuclear  Propelled 


15.  This  comment  regarding  the  batching  of  methanol  through  the  TAPS 
pipeline  without  reducing  the  amount  of  oil  carried  would  hold 
true  and  be  possible  during  the  initial  period  of  TAPS  oil  trans¬ 
port  as  has  been  noted  on  page  127  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the 
Final  EIS.  The  same  page  also  Indicated  that  special  permission 
would  be  required  from  both  the  Department  of  the  Interior  and  the 
State  of  Alaska  before  anything  other  than  oil  could  be  transported 
through  the  TAPS  line.  This  decision  could  be  made  only  if  the 
Alyeska  consortium  agreed  to  carry  methanol  as  well  as  oil  in  the 
pipeline  and  reapplied  to  the  State  and  Federal  government  for  per¬ 
mission  to  do  so.  If  the  decision  were  delayed  until  after  oil  had 
started  to  flow  through  the  TAPS  line,  the  full  oil-carrying  capacity 
of  the  pipeline  might  be  reached  before  construction  of  the  methanol 
plants  on  the  North  Slope  had  been  completed  and  the  gas  thus  made 
available  for  transport.  In  any  case,  no  construction  of  methanol 
plants  would  be  started  before  governmental  permission  was  granted 
for  methanol  transport. 

16.  Same  as  15.  above. 

17.  Same  as  11.  above. 

18.  Same  as  11.  above. 

19.  The  ice-breaking  tanker  has  been  discussed  fully  in  the  revised 
tanker  section  appearing  In  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final 
EIS  on  pages  133-136  as  well  as  being  mentioned  briefly  on  pages 
124  and  137. 

20.  Same  as  19.  above. 

21.  The  possible  availability  of  nuclear  propulsion  systems  for  sub¬ 
marines  is  discussed  in  the  Final  EIS  on  pages  137  and  139  of  the 
Alternatives  Volume. 

22.  Discussion  of  comparative  shipping  costs  for  methanol  have  been 
deleted  in  the  Final  EIS. 

23.  The  section  on  submarine  terminals  has  been  expanded  in  the  Final 
EIS  on  page  137  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 

24.  A  detailed  discussion  of  submarine  transport  of  LNG  or  methanol 
is  included  in  the  expanded  submarine  section  on  pages  138-140 
of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

25.  Same  as  24.  above. 

26.  Discussion  of  a  "prototype"  submarine  has  been  deleted  from  the 
Final  EIS  but  discussion  of  the  problems  of  building  them  and 
the  first  one's  coming  off  the  ways  in  1984  are  considered  on 
page  137  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 


27.  The  discussion  of  the  need  for  new  and  more  detailed  hydrographic 
charts  of  the  proposed  submarine  routes  through  the  Arctic  has 
been  retained  in  the  Final  EIS,  for  the  need  still  exist.  Even 
the  1975  Maritime  Administration  report  refers  to  it  in  volume 

3,  the  impact  analysis  on  page  1  and  it  also  appears  on  page  138 
of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

28.  Same  as  26.  above. 

29.  Same  as  6.  above  paragraph  2. 

30.  Same  as  6.  above  paragraph  2. 

31.  This  subject  is  covered  in  the  expanded  section  on  submarines 
on  pages  136-140  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

32.  Same  as  31.  above. 

33.  Same  as  15.  above. 

34.  Statement  revised  on  pages  139-140  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of 
the  Final  EIS. 

35.  Same  as  34.  above. 

36.  Same  as  31.  above. 

37.  The  hazards  associated  with  transportation  of  a  cargo  such  as 
methanol  by  submarine  under  an  ice-covered  sea  are  discussed 

in  the  submarine  section  pages  138-139  of  the  Alternatives  Volume 
of  the  Final  EIS.  The  safety  and  protection  of  the  submarine's 
crew  (i.e.  the  "human"  cargo)  deserves  the  highest  consideration 
and  priority  in  considering  any  such  plan  for  methanol  transport¬ 
ation. 

38.  The  statement  regarding  "a  good  business  risk"  was  deleted  from 
the  Final  EIS. 

39.  Same  as  3.  above. 

40.  The  entire  matrix  discussed  in  this  comment  was  dropped  from  the 
Final  EIS  as  being  too  indecisive  and  inexact  for  use  as  a  basis 
for  comparisons. 

41.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the  water  needs  in  methanol  synthesis 
plants  appears  on  page  122  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the 
Final  EIS. 

42.  This  comment  is  considered  in  detail  on  pages  124-127  of  the 
Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS.  Because  the  methanol 
pipeline  system  would  include  methanol  plant  facilities  as  a 


very  necessary  component  and  thus  part  of  its  overall  cost,  the 
system  could  hardly  avoid  being  more  costly  than  a  natural  gas 
pipeline  which  requires  no  such  conversion  facilities. 

43.  Many  new  references  to  methanol  and  its  transportation,  including 
the  Maritime  Administration  1975  report,  have  been  added  to  the 
References  Section  of  the  Alternatives  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 

44.  The  conversion  chart  was  not  changed  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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(202)  ’25-2*11 
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(701)255  46«0 

Fakco.  Nom«  Oakota  55102 
(701)  232*5050 


Gaamd  Forks,  North  Uakc 
(701)  775  9801 

(701)539-5510 


MARK  ANDREWS 
North  Dakota 


(Congress  of  flic  -Uuitef)  States 
^iousc  of  ^.uprrsi'itt.ttaics 
p.C. 


COM  M  ITTEE  ON  APPROPR I ATION3 


Statt,  Juttict.  Com  mi.  m:i.  ano  Ju 


October  20,  1975 


Alaska  Natural  Gas  Project 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Room  1538 

Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


Page  Two 


draft  is  correct,  that  North  Dakota  law  is  complied  with  and  that 
the  projections  made  accurately  state  the  effect  of  the  proposal  on 
North  Dakota. 

I  am  also  enclosing  a  copy  of  a  letter  I  have  received  from  the 
Buford-Trenton  Irrigation  District.  I  think  they  make  an  excellent 
point  and  I  would  strongly  urge  you  to  include  their  remarks  when 
considering  the  impacts  this  pipeline  will  have  in  this  Irrigation 
District.  I  strongly  urge  acceptance  of  the  route  proposed  in  thei 
recommendation  which  would  be  near  the  Lewis  and  Clark  area  and 
which  would  not  result  in  as  harmful  effects  on  the  Irrigation 
District. 


ATTENTION:  JEWEL  BABCOCK 

Dear  Sir: 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  hearing  record  for  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Project  is  being  held  open  until  October  28,  1975. 

In  your  environmental  impact  hearings,  I  request  you  give  strong  ; 
consideration  to  providing  North  Dakota  home  consumers  and  I 

businesses  a  part  of  the  natural  gas  that  would  be  piped  through  I 
the  Alaskan  Arctic  -  Northern  Border  Pipeline,  assuming  that  route  I 
is  chosen.  I  I 

The  Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  states  that  this  gas  will  .  I 
serve  22.5  million  people  in  20  major  metropolitan  areas.  But  the  I 
needs  of  North  Dakota  must  not  be  ignored.  ® 


I  request  that  my  letter  be  made  a  part  of  the  hearing  record  as 
well  as  the  one  from  the  Buford-Trenton  Irrigation  District,  and 
I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you  on  this  matter. 


Best  personal  regards. 


MARK  ANDREWS 

Congressman  for  North  Dakota  MAjm 

Enclosure 


To  deal  with  this  problem,  I  have  been  joined  by  Senator  Quentin 
Burdick  of  North  Dakota  and  the  Montana  Congressional  Delegation  in 
intervening  in  the  Federal  Power  Commission  proceedings  (CP75-96, 
etal)  now  underway  to  determine  whether  the  Alaskan  Arctic  or  a 
competing  route  should  be  approved  to  carry  Alaskan  gas  to  the  lower 
48  states  and  how  any  such  approval  should  be  conditioned.  Our 
position  as  intervenors  is  clear — if  Arctic  Gas  -  Northern  Border  i= 
granted  a  certificate  of  convenience  to  build  the  pipeline,  it  must 
be  conditioned  upon  North  Dakota  and  Montana  firms  being  allowed  to 
buy  a  reasonable  amount  of  the  gas  from  the  pipeline  consortium  and 
receive  it  from  the  pipeline  at  a  point  in  North  Dakota  and  Montana. 

We  will  remain  firm  on  this. 

It  is  imperative  that  the  Interior  Department  review  carefully  the  | 
effect  the  pipeline  will  have  on  North  Dakota.  State  agencies  should^ 
be  actively  consulted  to  make  certain  that  the  basic  data  in  the  ft 


“on.  "ark  AM'lrev;9 
Vonae  of  "pprffient ati ves 
k'ashlncton,  D.C.  2C515 

■>ear  ut.  Andrews : 

This  In  reasons*  to  vctir  letter  of  October  20  in  which  vou  express 
your  concerns  re&ardinv  the  irnnactfi  of  a  nipeline  proposal  by  the 
Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company  which  would  crow  N’orth  Dakota. 

That  pipeline  Is  nart  of  a  larger  pipeline  proposal  to  transport 
rsturnl  pas  fror<  the  Prtidhoe  Fay  area  of  Alaska  to  markets  In  the 
lower  4B  States,  and  is  the  subject  of  a  draft  environmental  impact 
statement  (MS)  entitled.  Alaska  Natural  Das  Transportation  System. 

Thanh  you  for  enclosing  the  copy  of  the  statement  dated  September  30, 
1S7S.  opposing  the  proponed  «1  Ipnment  of  the  pipeline  by  the  Buford- 
Trenton  Irrigation  nistrlct. 

The  i/ajcr  point  you.  male  regarding  the  need  for  availability  of  bow* 
of  r!.e  Alaskan  pan  for  **orth  Dakota  citizens  repeats  the  strong 
statements  made  on  the  same  subject  at  our  hearing  In  Bismarck  on 
September  2D  and  3D.  Tour  intervention  in  the  Federal  Power 
Commission  proceedings ,  in  our  vlev,  in  the  eorroct  forma  in  which 
to  make  those  view*  known. 

l-et  w  assure  you  that  our  3IS  vrlter/analysts  are  carefully  revlevlug 
all  of  our  hearing  trauscrints  and  the  many  coffsum  lea  t  ions  received 
by  mail.  All  substantive  Issues  dealing  with  the  adequacy  of  the  EIS 
will  be  identified  and  reflected  in  the  final  FIS  in  the  form  of 
changes  and  written  responses  to  each  issue. 

Tour  letter,  plus  that  of  the  Buford-Trenton  Irrigation  district  are 
being  made  a  part  of  the  record  and  vlll  he  called  to  the  attention 

of  our  vriter/analyst*. 

Thank  vou  for  sharing  your  thoughts  with  u*.  If  we  can  be  of  aaslatance, 
let  us  know. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mark  Andrews, 
Congressman  for  North  Dakota 
dated  October  20,  1975 


1.  Comment  noted  -  no  response. 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS . 

3.  Consultation  with  State  agencies,  organizations,  the  general 
public,  etc.  concerning  the  Draft  EIS  has  been  an  important 
phase  in  the  Development  of  the  Final  EIS. 

4.  The  final  centerline  of  the  pipeline  has  not  been  selected. 
Therefore,  minor  route  adjustments  may  avoid  crossing  the 
Buford-Trenton  Irrigation  Project.  However,  if  the  pipeline 
crosses  this  project,  negotiations  with  the  irrigation  water 
users  and  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation  by  the  Applicant,  will 
consider  measures  to  minimize  adverse  impacts.  Refer  to 
pages  410,  494-496,  and  614  of  the  North  Border  Volume, 

Final  EIS. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Roman  H.  Foeolnpa 
Project  Manager 

Alaska  Natural  Das  Transportation  System 


CC:  Dawes  (v/original  Incoming) 
Noldan  (w/copy  of  Incoming) 
Koegftggs  (w/copy  of  Incoming) 


Sou Ian  (w/copy  of  AmcAmlng) 
Leonard  (w/copy  of  incoming) 
Reeding  File;  Hold  Copy 


y 
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LES  ASPIN 


Congress  o!  tfje  ©niteb  States 

5)ouse  of  Representatibes 

ffiaEfcfngton,  jg  ^  20515 

October  1,  1975 


60S  Mm  Shot 
Racinc-  W.acoNBiN  6S403 
414-612-6194 


Jomovila*  Wiiea«*t«  SIMS 

*06-752-9074 


Honorable  Kent  Frizzell 
Acting  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Interior 
18th  &  C  Streets,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Frizzell: 

The  Interior  Department's  recently  completed  trans-Canadian 
pipeline  study  is  probably  the  longest  and  most  comprehensive 
environmental  impact  statement  ever  written.  I  would  like  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  respond,  briefly. 

The  study  provides  solid  evidence  that  the  6280  mile  pipeline 
should  be  built  in  order  to  easily  transport  natural  gas  from 
Alaska  to  the  continental  United  States. 

I  have  supported  and  continue  to  support  the  Canadian  rather 
than  the  Alaskan  route  because  the  Canadian  route  will  maximize 
the  amount  of  natural  gas  delivered  to  the  mid-West  and  to 
Wisconsin.  With  impending  shortages  and  Wisconsin's  dependency 
on  natural  gas  for  its  industry,  we  must  move  as  quickly  as 
possible  on  the  pipeline  proposal  to  insure  urgently  needed 
supplies  for  the  mid-Westem  states. 

While  the  environmental  impact  statement  shows  that  there  will 
be  some  adverse  effects,  it  also  demonstrates  that  these  en¬ 
vironmental  hazards  can  be  mitigated  and  the  trans-Canadian 
pipeline  built  in  an  environmentally  sound  way.  The  alterna¬ 
tive  route,  across  Alaska,  requires  the  transport  by  tanker  of 
super-cooled,  liquified  natural  gas  and  involves  notable  safe¬ 
ty  hazards. 

In  light  of  the  findings  of  the  environmental  impact  statement. 


Honorable  Kent  Frizzell 
October  1,  1975 
Page  2 


I  urge  you  to  support  the 


LA/11 


In  Replv  Refer  To: 
21718  (302) 


Dear  *5r.  Aspin: 

Thank  vou  for  your  letter  of  October  1  In  vhich  you  cemented  favorably 
on  the  comprehensive  nature  of  our  craft  environmental  impact  statement 
f FI*! >  entitled,  '  Alaska  Natural  Oas  Transportation  System."  Your  support 
reyardin?  the  adequacv  of  the  statement  is  rreatlv  appreciated. 

Your  preference  for  the  United  States-L'anada  pipeline  proposal  is  aha  reJ 
hy  a  number  of  others.  Please  bear  in  mind,  *.»ovever,  t!iat  the  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statement  (EIS)  is  aimed  at  obleetivelv  analyzing  and 
assessing  the  environriental  factors,  both  beneficial  and  adverse,  tiiat 
will  be  trivyered  in  the  event  the  applicant's  proposals  are  implemented . 
I'mrlrof-inental  impacts  are  one  of  a  number  of  considerations  vhich  ve 
will  take  into  account  in  decidin'*  to  issue  or  not  Issue  permits  to 
cross  Federal  lands. 

Our  objective  Is  to  release  the  final  FIT  next  February.  This  vill 
require  a  concentrated  effort  for  our  vr iter /analysts  who  are  vorkinr 
on  the  project.  Let  us  assure  you  that  the  entire  Interior  tean  is 
pressing  to  complete  our  FIS  in  a  tinely  maimer.  Until  the  FIS  is 
released,  it  would  he  premature  for  us  to  express  favor  *or  either 
of  the  tvo  proposed  svstews  to  transport  Prudhoe  Fay  pas  to  markets. 

If  ve  can  be  of  assistance,  please  let  us  Vtiov. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Les  Aspin,  Congressman  from  Wisconsin 
dated  October  1,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  -  no  response. 


(  . . 

*uv  Jftjs  Secretary  of  the  Interior 


Hon.  Les  Aspin 

Bouse  of  Representatives 

Washington.  D.C.  20515 

cc  Secy  R.F. (2) : SignerRF  (2)LU  (2) 

PB;  PeT:  S;  DCS:  ES:  CL 

?ioldan  (v/incoolng)  •  I.eonardv'fv/incociing)  Soulen  (v/ Incoming) 

302  Reading  Pile  -  Room  1540;  Bold  Copy 

LLKRASoulen:  bas :  If  / 9/75 .-Retyped  : LLM: RASouleu :bae  -.11/3/75 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Congressman  John  Melcher,  Montana 
dated  September  25,  1975 


of  tho  oi  EIS'"°rJh  E?rder  Volumei  evaluates  the  potential  impact 
lit  K  «  7  ^  Pipeline  oa  Montana  and  other  states  along  the 
drift!  Ill  r°Ute’  C°nSiderable  lefinement  was  made  in  Ihe 
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'jJICnUcb  Elates  Senate 

COMMITTEE  ON  COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON.  D.C.  20510 

September  29,  1975 


t lie 
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Honorable  Kent  Frizzell 
Acting  Secretary 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Secretary: 

Enclosed  are  my  comments  on  the  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior 
evaluating  the  proposed  Arctic  gas  pipeline.  I  will 
be  unable  to  attend  the  public  hearings  held  in 
Anchorage  and  would  appreciate  it  if  my  remarks 
could  be  made  part  of  the  records. 

With  best  wishes, 


STEVENS 

Uni  tied  States  Senator 


Enclosure 


Hon.  Ted  Steven* 

United  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 

Dear  Senator  Stevens: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  September  29  to  which  you  attached  your 
comments  relating  to  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (F.IR) 
entitled,  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System."  Aa  requested, 
your  comments  are  being  made  a  part  of  the  public  hearings  file  and 
will  be  carefully  considered  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  FTS. 

Your  preference  for  the  FI  Paso  system  proposal  is  shared  by  a  number 
of  others.  Please  bear  in  mind,  however,  that  the  environmental  Impact 
statement  (FIS)  is  prepared  to  objectively  analyze  and  assess  the 
environmental  factors,  botli  beneficial  and  adverse,  that  will  be  triggered 
in  the  event  the  applicant's  proposals  are  implemented.  Before  the  F.IS 
process  can  begin,  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  must  be  requested  to 
take  some  action.  Without  an  application  being  filed  with  this 
Department,  the  Secretary  ia  not  being  asked  to  cake  an  action.  This 
is  the  basic  reason  why  we  have  not  subjected  the  El  Paso  system  proposal 
to  the  same  degree  of  scrutiny  that  has  been  applied  to  the  Arctic 
Gas  system  proposal. 

You  will  be  pleased  to  know  that  we  continue  to  be  in  close  contact 
with  the  Federal  Power  Commission  staff.  The  FPC,  based  on  the  Alice 
Henry  decision,  has  taken  action  to  adopt  the  Interior  draft  EIS, 
with  certain  reservations,  as  its  own.  Additionally,  we  understand 
that  the  FPC  staff  is  planning  to  complete  and  release  its  draft 
EIS  on  the  El  Paso  system  proposal  sometime  next  month. 
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Our  own  schedule  for  our  final  EIS  calls  for  camera-ready  copy  to 
the  printer  during  January  1976,  and  release  in  February.  Under 
current  guidelines,  the  Secretary  may  take  his  action  (i.e.  issue  or 
not  issue  permits)  no  sooner  than  30  days  following  release  of  the 
final  EIS. 

Let  roe  assure  you  that  we  are  pressing  forward  as  rapidly  as  we  can 
to  prepare  and  release  our  final  EIS.  This,  of  course,  paves  the 
way  for  the  critical  decisions  which  must  be  made  by  this  Department 
and  the  Federal  Power  Commission.  Your  testimony  submitted  for  the 
record  has  been  put  in  the  hands  of  our  writer/analysts  and  will  be 
carefully  considered  by  them  in  the  preparation  of  our  final  EIS. 

Thank  you  for  sharing  your  thoughts  with  us.  If  we  can  be  of  assistance, 
please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Roman  H.  Roenlngs 
Project  Mansger 
Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 

cc: 

Dawes  (orginal  incoming  and  response) 

Soulen 
Noldan 
Leonard  J 
DDRF(A) 

SCSO  (#21713) 

Reading  File  -  Room  1540 

Hold  Copy 

Roenlngs 

LLM: RASoulen : baa : 10/24 / 75 


COMMENTS  BY  SENATOR  TED  STEVENS 
ON  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (EIS) 
PREPARED  BY  THE  DEPARTMENT  CP  THE  INTERIOR 
ON  THE  ARCTIC  GAS  PIPELINE  PROPOSAL 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  grateful  for  the  opportunity  to 
present  my  views  on  the  draft  Environmental  Imnact  State¬ 
ment  _  prepared  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  on  the 
Arctic  Gas  Line  proposal. 

At  the  outset,  let  me  make  clear  that  I  do  not  support 
the  Arctic  proposal  because  I  believe  the  trans-Alaska  gas 
pipeline  is  the  best  route — not  only  environmentally  but 
also  from  the  point  of  view  of  the  United  States  consumer. 

The  proposal  of  Arctic  envisions  a  line  which  would 
span  2,600  miles  across  Alaska  (195  miles  of  the  line  would 
be  in  Alaska)  and  Canada  carry ir.g  gas  from  Alaska's  North 
Slope  and  Canada's  Mackenzie  Delta  and  delivering  it  to  two 
entry  points  into  the  United  States;  one  at  Kingsgate, 

British  Columbia,  and  the  other  near  Monchy,  Saskatchewan. 

The  seven  part  study,  for  the  most  part,  was  a  de¬ 
tailed  analysis  of  this  project  proposed  by  Arctic  Gas  but 
gave  only  cursory  mention  of  the' all-Alaska  gas  pine line  route. 
The  reason  for  this,  apparently,  was  that  El  Paso  Alaska  Company 
had  not  yet  filed  for  the  necessary  permits  that  must  be 
issued  by  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  cross  the  Federal 
lands  involved  in  the  all-Alaska  route.  El  Paso  felt,  and 
the  Federal  Power  Commission  agreed,  that  it  was  not  necessary 
for  these  permits  unless  El  Paso  received  certification 
from  the  EPC.  I  believe  that  in  the  interest  of  savin" 
valuable  time  that  the  .raft  111  -  ..d  have  explored  both 

routes  in  depth.  The  EPA  requires  an  analysis  of  all  possible 
alternatives  to  the  proposed  Federal  action.  Obviously,  the 
trans-Alaska  route  must  be  examined  thoroughly  if  the  alterna¬ 
tive  is  to  be  objectively  reviewed.  I  am  aware  of  no  require¬ 
ment  that  ar.  applicant  must  file  for  a  Federal  oernit  before 
his  proposal  becomes  the  subject  of  an  environmental  assess¬ 
ment.  If  the ^ El  Paso  application  is  accepted  by  the  Federal 
Power  Commission  the  Department  of  the  Interior  can  then  bill 
the  Alaska  route  applicant  for  the  necessary  fees. 
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I  would  like  to  direct  the  Department  of  the  Interior's 
attention  to  the  recent  case  of  Alice  Her.rv  v.  Federal  Powe" 
Commission  decided  by  the  U.  S.  Court  ck  Apneals  For  the 
District  of  Columbia.  The  case  indicated  where  two  agencies 
are  involved  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  the  lead 
agency  can  be  used  bv  the  other  department  to  complete  its 
own  analysis.  Thus  if  the  El  Paso  proposal  were  certified  by 
the  FPC  and  Interior  was  then  called  upon  to  issue  rights  of 
way  for  the  trans-Alaska  system  then  Interior  could  use  the 
FPC's  evaluation  of  the  El  Paso  application  as  its  own,  with 
appropriate  analysis  and  modification.  I  would  therefore  urge 
that  the  final  EIS  give  equal  consideration  to  both  proposals 
currently  before  the  FPC. 
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As  I  mentioned  above,  one  of  the  reasons  for  a  joint 
analysis  is  the  time  element.  American  consumers  arc  an  integral 
element  of  the  environment  and  the  tine  element  may  well  be 
the  most  critical  element  facing  them  and  needs  to  be  weighed 
carefully.  A  two  year  difference  in  construction  may  mean  the 
difference  between  continuous  service  of  gas  to  our  nation's 
homes  and  industries  or  curtailment  with  its  accompanying  dis¬ 
astrous  side  effects.  Canada  has  already  indicated  that  they 
will  curtail  all  gas  and  oil  exports  to  the  United  States 
by  1978.  Only  the  all-Alaska  route  offers  American  consumers, 
homeowners,  and  workers  a  chance  of  avoiding  the  detrimental 
effect  of  this  curtailment. 


Another  point  which  must  be  closely  examined  in  any 
final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  concerns  the  best 
utilization  of  the  phvsical  structure  designed  to  transport 
natural  gas  from  Alaska's  North  Slope.  One  projection  is 
that  the  gas  from  Prudhoe  Bay  will  flow  for  19  years.  If 
there  is  no  new  recoverable  reserves  of  gas  discovered  by 
this  time  which  could  be  transported  via  an  existing  trans- 
Canadian  line  it  will  lie  fallow;  its  useful  life  determined 
by  the  availability  of  the  natural  resource.  However,  a 
stationary  gas  line  is  only  one  part  of  the  trans-Alaskan 
route.  An  integral  part  of  that  system  is  the  super  tankers 
which  will  be  built  in  America  and  manned  by  American  crews. 

It  is  not  unrealistic  to  exnect  a  useful  life  from  these 
tankers  of  S6  years  ti.uablinr  than  to  be  used  to  transport 
natural  gas  from  other  areas  of  Alaska  not  served  by  the  pipe¬ 
line  in  future  years. 

Other  areas  I  have  discussed  before  include  the 
Canadian  Native  Land  Claims  problems,  the  environmental  problems 
raised  by  crossing  the  Arctic  '.'ildlife  Range  and  vast  expanses 
of  virgin  wilderr.cr.r.  in  Canada,  the  power  of  the  provinces  to 
tax  or  obstruct  in  other  ways  a  gas  pipeline  running  through 
Canada,  the  balance  of  payments  questions,  the  amount  of 
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American  labor  employees  or  issues  of  national  security.  These 
issues  were  not  raised  because  their  importance  is  in  anv 
way  diminished  but  because  they  have  been  raised  before  and  I 
wanted  to  explore  some  different  issues. 


Response  to  Comments  from 
U.S.  Senator  Ted  Stevens  from  Alaska 
dated  September  29,  1975 


1  &  3  The  draft  EIS  has  been  substantially  revised.  New  Informa¬ 

tion  has  been  included  and  the  final  EIS  has  been  shortened  by 
elimination  of  some  duplication  and  omission  of  some  nonessential 
material . 

The  major  impacts  of  the  proposed  routes  and  the  identified 
alternative  routes  have  been  summarized  in  the  Overview  Volume 
which  has  been  completely  revised. 


142  The  Alternatives  Volume  includes  an  analysis  of  a  pipe- 

1 ine-LNG-t anker  alternative. 

The  Federal  Power  Commission  has  revised  its  draft  EIS  for 
the  El  Paso  proposal  and  is  currently  preparing  the  final  EIS 
on  this  project. 
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CANADA 


IncJ'an  and  Aff«i  rr*s  ir.cl.ennes 

Northern  Allans  eiouNord 


1746  Massachusetts  Ave  nw 
Washington,  D.c.  20036'  *W 

October  31,  1975 


Mr.  William  w.  Lyons 
Deputy  Under  Secretary 
pt.  of  the  Interior 
Room  6116 
18th  6,  'c  street 
WASHINGTON,  D.c.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Lyons: 

Of  the  Department  of  the^nterior”11^100  °£  coraments  on  Part  l 
whi^ef^-'ff^^/^^an  gas  transit lmpaCt 
to  ua  hy  the 

note  that  extensive  o£  Indian  end  Northern  Affairs 

mentsf  ^  ^™ly 


attach  the  proviso  to  the  en?losecJthe  past'  we  woul<J  like  to 
-interpreted  as  an  endorsement^^! 


Yours  truly, 

.  1  /  . - 

J  L  Cv4k'~ 

B.  Watson 
First  Secretary 


OTTAWA,  Ontario  KlA  0H4 
October  22,  1975. 

Mr.  Bruce  Watson, 

Canadian  Embassy, 

1746  Massachusetts  Avenue  N.W., 

Washington,  D.C. 

U.S.A.  20036 


Dear  Mr.  Watson: 


I  am  forwarding  a  number  of  comments  on  Part  III  of  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  by  the  United  States 
Department  of  the  Interior. 


The  comments 
Copies  of  th< 
to  Environmo; 
will  be  ccrr~; 


relate  specifically  to  socio-economic  content. 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  were  provided 
■t  Csnaaa.  My  understanding  is  that  Department 
r.ting  on  the  environmental  content. 


mace  o_  documents  supporting  the  Canadian  Arctic  Gas 
-.peime^tc.  application  to  the  Department  of  Indian 
ana  northern  Ar fairs  and  the  National  Energy  Board.  We 
query  tne  rationale  in  using  such  a  narrow  data  base  for 
impact  assessments. 


This  loiter  and  the  attached  comments  should  in  no  way  be 
construed  as  an  endorsement  of  the  environmental  impact 

Statpnnnt  c 


Yours "sincerely , 


Director, 

Northern  Program  and 
Policy  Planning  Branch. 


COJIllillfU  is  \ju  iui  i.  _ _ 

Draft  Environmcni  Impact 
Statement  on  Alaskan  Natural 
Gas  Transports tioi ^  System 


Page  624 


Page  631 


Page  631 


Page  635 


In  the  last  paragraph  on  page  624,  it  is  stated 
that  "a  basic  handicap  to  activities  of  the 
Territorial  Governments,  however,  is  the  lack 
of  an  adequate  revenue  base  within  their 
jurisdiction".  This  is  also  stated  on 
page  645.  Whether  or  not  this  is  a 
"basic  handicap"  is  a  matter  of  opinion  which 
is  not  well  substantiated  in  this  section  of 
the  paper.  In  the  preceding  paragraph  the 
- legislative  powers  of  the  Territorial 
Governments  arc  said  to  be  similar  to 
provincial  legislatures.  It  would  perhaps 
be  more  informative  if  this  discussion  were 
broadened  uo  include  the  responsibilities 
of  the  Territorial  Governments  for  money 
bills  and,  in  the  subsequent  discussion  on 
revenue  sources,  mention  should  be  made  of* 
grants  in-lieu-of  corporate  and  personal 
income  taxes  and  the  operating  and  capital 
grant  structure. 


On  page  631,  it  is  stated  that  natural  gas 
reserves  are  present,  but  production  is  not 
known.  Published  sources  {Oil  and  Gas 
Activities  1974,  DIAND)  provide  production 
figures  for  natural  gas  for  the  KWT  and  Yukon 
as  follows :  Pointed  Mountain,  NW?  -  87.7MMCFD 
Beaver  River,  Yukon  -  3.1  MMCFD. 
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2. 
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Alberta  contains  most  of  Canada's  proven 
fossil  fuels;  however,  other  areas  have 
significant  potential.  Alberta  is  the 
major  Canadian  producer  of  oil,  gas  and 
elemental  sulphur  but  there  is  no  signifi¬ 
cant  metal  production  in  the  province. 


Paragraph  two  seems  to  be  misleading.  In 
fact,  most  major  exports  from  Alberta  arc 
relatively  unprocessed  c.g.  coal  to  Japan, 
and  the  Alberta  government  is  attempting  to 
increase  the  processing  of  natural  resources 
in  Alberta.  This  policy  lias  significant 
implications  for  other  users  of  these 
resources  in  Canada. 
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Pages  635  to  637  Statistics  on  the  Working  Age  Population  - 
15  to  65. 

.  This  is  a  statistical  tool  only  and  must 

be  regarded  as  such.  The  legal  school 
leaving  age  in  the  Territories  is  16  years 
and  most  young  people  remain  the  the  school 
until  17  to  18  years  of  age.  Most  native 
people  who  are  60  years  or  over  should  not 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  labour  force. 

Page  635  It  is  stated  that  unemployment  and  under¬ 

employment  are  generally  acknowledged  to  be 
-high  in  the  NW7.  From  1971  Census  data, 
we  know  that  unemployment  among  native  peoples 
is  high,  but  more  importantly,  the  participation 
rate  among  native  people  is  extremely  low. 

The  generalization  contained  in  the  paper 
should  be  amended  to  more  accurately  reflect 
the  true  situation. 

Page  636  Persons  who  are  unemployed  and  seeking 

work,  or  registered  with  Canada  Manpower 
as  looking  for  work  produce  Canadian 
unemployment  statistics.  In  the  Territories 
such  statistics  are  not  available  as 
sufficient  Manpower  offices  'nave  not  been 
established  to  serve  a] 1  the  communities. 
Manpower  Centres  arc  located  at  Yellowknife, 

Hay  River,  Fort  Simpson,  Inuvik  and 
Whitehorse . 


Page  637 


Page  637 


Page  638 


Comment  that  mining  produces  little  employment 
is  not  correct.  The  table  referred  to 
indicates  that  mining  is  the  third  largest 
employer  after  government  and  other  contracting. 

The  generalization  that  "absenteeism  and 
alcoholism"  are  the  major  problems  in 
hiring  northern  personnel  is  not  acceptable 
without  research  data  to  back  it  up. 

The  1972-73  survey  incated  the  native 
work  force  available  was  about  1,200  - 
subject  to  a  number  of  factors. 


.  .  .2 


Page  642 


As  neither  survey  has  complete  coverage  of 
the  study  region,  the  per  capita  income 
derived  from  either  survey  i*s  questionable. 
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■  Page  649 


Page  654 


Page  654 


Page  657 


Page  660 


Page  675 


On  page  -649,  reference  is  made  to  the 
dramatic  comparisons  that  can  be  made 
among  Northwest  Territories  government 
annual  expenditures  during  the  period  59-60 
to  71-72.  The  comparisons  may  be  dramatic, 
but  should  be  explained  by  virtue  of  transfer 
of  responsibilities  to  the  Territorial 
Government  during  this  time. 
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With  reference  to  paragraph  two,  if  the 
pipeline  is  not  built,  it  seems  very  unlikely 
that  current  levels  of  oil  and  gas  development 
would  continue  until  1985.  This  could  also 
cause  declines  in  other  areas  of  the  northern 
economy  which  are  dependent  upon  oil  and  gas 
activities .  This  fact  seems  to  be  acknowledged 
later  in  the  report  e.g.  on  page  III-688, 
III-1406,  III-1762  and  others. 


H 


People  in  the  Territories  are  not  forced  to 
hunt  and  fish  to  "avoid  starvation".  There 
are  good  social  assistance  programs  administered 
by  Territorial  Governments  to  meet  the  basic 
needs . 
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It  would  be  more  appropriate  to  use  Kutchin 
instead  of  Loucncux  as  the  form  "Kutchin 
Indians"  is  known  to  the  population  of  the 
United  States. 


b)  The  exact  number  is  not  know,  but  it 
is  doubtful  if  the  fltitis  Association  of 
NUT  represents  7,000  people.  There  may  be 
about  5,000  people  of  mixed  ethnic  parentage 
in  that  Territory. 


d)  The  exact  number  is  not  known  but  it  is 
doubtful  if  Yukon  Association  of  Non-Status 
Indians  in  the  Yukon  Territory  represents 
3,500  to  5,000  people  of  mixed  blood.  There 
may  be  about  1,500  people  of  mixed  ethnic 
parentage  in  that  Territory. 

Natives  prefer  to  live  and  work  in  their 
homo  communities..  They  will,  however, 
rotate  to  employment  as  this  is  the  only  work 
available  for  many  of  them. 
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Page '676 


Page  678 

Page  678 
Page  678 

Page  679 

Page  679 

Page  680 
Page  683 

Page  694 

Page  698 


Very  general  comment  in  paragraph  two  on 
Alberta  housing;  seems  to  suggest  that  housing 
conditions  in  Alberta  as  far  south  as  Calgary 
are  the  same  as  those  in  the  Northwest  Territories 
They  are  not.  Highly  sophisticated  housing 
pertains  in  settled  areas  in  the  provinces. 
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Reference  has  been  made  on  page  678  to  a 
"Vocational  and  Technical  Training  Department" 
in  the  Yukon  Territory.  No  such  department 
exists.  The  correct  terminology  should  be 
"Vocational  and  Technical  Training  Branch 
of  the  Department  of  Education." 

"Canada  Manpower  has  Manpower  Centres  in  both 
Territories  to  administer  training  programs. 

Some  hostels  in  the  Territories  are  operated 
by  church  groups  under  contract  to  the 
Territorial  Government.  Hostels  are  not, 
however,  sponsored  by  churches 

All  educational  or  training  programs  available 
in  the  Provinces  are  also  available  to 
residents  of  the  N.W.T. 

By  1975  the  Applicant  had  only  made  available 
105  training  positions.  Not  all 
of  these  positions  have  been  filled. 

The  word  "provisional"  should  read  provincial. 

Several  features  unique  to  the  northern 
territories  are  described.  Among  these, 
it  is  stated  that  the  form  of  government  and 
administration  is  unique  and  is  now- 
undergoing  rapid  change.  The  type  of  change 
is  not  explained. 

Local  involvement  and  local  government  are 
the  outgrowth  of  an  intensive  community 
development  program  that  was  introduced  in 
the  Territories  as  early  as  1958.  All  senior 
staff  posted  to  native  communities  between 
1958  and  1968  were  trained  to  varying  degrees 
in  the  community  development  approach. 

"Average  age  of  death"  is  a  misleading  statistic. 
Life  expectancy  is  more  meaningful,  but 
unfortunately,  more  recent  statistics  are 
not  available. 


Page  699 


Page  700 


Page  701 


Page  1041 


Page  1042 


Page  1043 


Pago  1046 

Page  1058 


It  is  stated  that  "It  appears  that  existing 
mechanisms  fci  off-setting  the  anticipated 
increase  in  (alcohol)  abuse  are 
totally  inadequate".  No  discussion  of  these 
mechanisms,  nor  why  they  are  inadequate, 
is  provided. ’ 


Pages  1061-1070 


The  two  Terri  Lories  receive  Grants-in-lieu 
of  personal  anti  corporate  income  taxes  which 
are  collected  by  the  federal  government 
on  their  behalf.  This  fact  should  be  noted 
as  appropriate  on  these  pages. 


Statistics  appearing  on  page  700  tend  to  give 
the  impression  that  the  North  is  a  high-crime 
area.  This  distorted  picture  is  attributable 
to  the  limitations  attached  to  the  data 
used  in  the  Report.  Rates  appearing  in 
-the  Crime  Statistics  tables  published  by 
Statistics  Canada  are  based  or.  100,000  of  the 
estimated  total  population  and  this  process 
produces  rates  which  are  statistically 
unreliable  for  very  small  populations  like 
Yukon  and  Northwest  Territories.  Secondly, 
the  crime  rates  are  based  on  the  number  of 
cases  reported  to  the  police  and  do  not  reflect 
the  actual  number  of  cases  for  which 
charges  were  levied. 
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All  people,  not  just  natives,  develop  more 
complex  desires  ana  needs  as  their  standard 
of  living  improves. 


As  there  never  has  been  any  source  material 
indicated  to  support  the  data  in  this 
table,  they  remain  questionable. 


Dates  given  for  the  completion  of  Dempster 
c.nd  ..ackcnzie  Highways  arc  no  longer  correct. 
The  recent  program  established  for  the 
Mackenzie  Highway  is  completion  to  Wrigley 
by  1978  with  no  plans  for  construction  north 
from  Wrigley.  The  Dempster  could  be  completed 
by  1978  i:  sufficient  funds  are  made  available 
but  no  target  date  has  been  announced  for 
completion . 
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'..'ilk  the  recent  cut  back  in  funds  for  the 
Mackenzie  Highway,  the  statistics  presented 
in  this  table  are  no  longer  correct. 


Page  1073 


Page  1076 


Page  1274 


Page  1274 


Page  1421 


On  page  1073,  it  is  stated  that  funds  available 
to  governments  from  increased  revenues  if 
the  pipeline  were  completed  would  be 
available  for  use  within  the  region 
to  develop  the  services  and  facilities  for 
which  the  governmental  units  are  responsible. 

There  is  no  basis  in  fact  for  this  statement 
as  far  as  I  am  aware. 

Natives  prefer  to  remain  in  their  home  I  3? 

communities  -  they  rotate  to  30b  opportunities  I 
by  necessity. 


With  reference  to  paragraph  one,  availability 
of  natural  gas  may  encourage  mineral 
production  to  a  greater  extent  than  indicated 
here.  Trends  in  the  mineral  industry  are 
to  increase  the  amount  of  processing  at  the 
mine  site  if  energy  is  readily  available 
particularly  if  used  in  processing  e.g. 
natural  gas  for  the  direct  reduction  of  iron 
ore . 

Paragraph  three  suggests  that  little  of  the 
benefits  01  cheap  energy  will  accrue  to 
northerners.  However,  it  should  be  emphasized 
that  a  Canadian  government  objective  will  be 
to  ensure  that  the  maximum  benefits  possible 
from  the  development  of  the  pipeline  will 
be  received  by  northerners. 

Population  of  non-regis tered  Indians 

The  figure  of  3,500  to  5,000  non-regis tered 
Indians  on  page  660  and  the  figure  of  3,000 
Metis  on  page  1,472  are  open  to  question.  No  _ 
reliable  estimates  are  available  on  the  I  7«<2> 

population  of  non-status  Indians  in  the  Yukon.  I 
Yukon  Territorial  Government  officials  I 

believe  that  the  figure  (which  includes  ■ 

Mtitis)  is  around  1,600  (_♦_  5®)  for  the  year  1971.® 


The  figures  on  cash  benefits  to  Natives 
should  be  treated  with  extreme  caustion. 


Age 

Age 

15-64 

65 

Total 

Male 

5,540 

100 

5,640 

Female 

2,570 

40 

2,610 

Total 

8,110 

140 

8,250 

Pages  1472-1G14  Local  Govern..  >nt  and  Band  Chiefs 


Page  1614 


Page  1820 


“  indicated  clearly  on  pages  1472 

and  1614  that  the  comments  relating  to  local  ■  IJZ 
government  and  the  role  of  band  chief  apply  ®  ^ 
only  to  Indian  communities. 

Population  of  Whitehorse  1953  and  1971 

Part  of  the  increase  in  the  population 
of  hnitehorse,  referred  to  on  page  1614 
is  attributable  to  a  change  in  the 
boundaries  of  the  City  of  Whitehorse. 

The  economic  impact  of  the  construction 
phase  of  CAGPL  line  in  southern  Canada, 
mainly  Alberta,  could  be  quite  significant 
depending  upor.  economic  conditions  in  the 
area  at  the  time. 
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Page  C29 


Pace  G44 


Pace  668 


Pace  1074 


Eottom  of  the  page.  The  sentence  reads: 
"Northwest  Territory  revenue  sources  are: 
license  fees  from  the  private  business  sector 
in  a  region  of  largely  government  business; 
fuel  tax  in  a  land  of  few  vehicles  and  gasoline 
costing  rcore  than  51.00  per  gallon;  liquor 
tax;  tobacco  tax;  and  general  sales  tax. "  It 
should  read:  "Northwest  Territories  revenue 
sources  are:  license  fees  from  the  private 
business  sector  in  a  region  of  largely  government 
business;  fuel  tax  in  a  land  of  few  vehicles 
and  gasoline  costing  in  some  cormunities  more 
than  SI. 00  per  gallon;  liquor  tax?  and  tobacco 
tax."  Actually,  there  is  no  general  sales 
tax  in  the  Northwest  Territories. 


% 


Last  paragraph.  The  first  sentence  reads: 
"Service  industries  employ  75  percent  of  the 
labour  force  of  13,549  in  the  Northwest 
Territories  (Table  2. 1.2. 9-1)."  It  should  read:' 
"In  1972,  service  industry  activities  provided 
employment  for  75  percent  of  the  estimated 
total  6,343  nan-years  of  employment  in  the 
study-region  (Table  2. 1.2. 9-1)." 

Table  2 . 1 . 2 . 9 . 4 .  Study  region  personal  income 
from  nil  scarce = ,  i-j~ i  .  the  estimated  personal 
income  figure  for  l-'ort  Providence  reads  as 
$15 2, 434.  It  should  be  shown  as  $152,434. 
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Item  a.  The  last  part  of  the  sentence  reads: 
"...Kakisa  Lake,  Lac  Lamar re,  Enterprise." 

It  should  read:  "...Kakisa  Lake,  Fort  Liard, 
Enterprise . " 

Item  b.  The  last  sentence  reads:  "There  are 
eight  settlements  within  the  study  portion... 
Fort  Norman,  Fort  Liard,  Old  Crow,  Wriglev." 

It  should  read:  "There  are  seven  settlements 
within  the  study  portion...  Fort  Norman,  Lac  la 
Martro ,  Wriglcy . " 
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Table  3.1.2.10-1.  The  title  of  the  table  docs 
not  reflect  an  accurate  description  of  the  con¬ 
tent  of  the  table.  It  reads:  Prc~cctod  ::op- 
ul  at  ion  by  sub-region  ,  19  "5  - 1  c>  3  b  :  without  the 
pipeline  ■  It  c/.cule  actually  reau:  ic cal  ..nd 
male  v.or.'-.ir.n  are  oonulaticn  in  the  stuuv  rceron, 
1571  and  15S1. 


s~o 


PagC’'  107  8 


Page  1255 


io-2  ::ere  again  the  description 
of  the  contoJ?  of  the  table  should  be  changed. 

ft  rfadf  1roi^d^a^nd_.i^orhin=I 

In.  onnul«tISiCT?rT|Lc_stuci^ 

•-7i4i4rr_T^^ia7rlir.e.  It  should  reaa.  ero__ 

roqu — 

ment5T~5V  ..•h-rncion  .  1971-la3_j. 

First  paragraph  The  last  part  of  this  1( 

have^an^overalfbenef iciafef feef 63An  adverse 

i:^ctp^c^t^ei:ntdw™ctfst1to&S=*locaI 

gftettsttpgi&afc 

read  something  line.  •••  Af¬ 
reet*  nn  the  1 ocal  economy.  An 

adverse1 impact  could  be  i-posed  on  the  local 

eC°e°Sstfto  it'th roucf  i ncono°leakage  due  to  ’ 
Strict  purchasing  of  goods  and  services  fro, 
outside  of  the  region”. 
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fZ. 


Response  to  comments  received 
from  Canadian  Embassy 
dated  October  22,  1975 


1.  Although  extensive  use  was  made  of  the  application  and  the  Applicants' 
supporting  documents,  there  was  also  extensive  use  of  Canadian  Govern¬ 
ment  reports  and  the  public  literature,  as  supported  by  "References" 
included  in  the  Statement.  It  is  true  that  the  data  base  was  more 
restricted  in  some  subject  areas  than  others,  including  the  socio¬ 
economics  parts. 

2.  The  criticism  is  acknowledged  as  pertinent  but  necessary  information  to 
further  substantiate  expressed  opinion  was  not  available  (section 

2. 1.2. 9). 

3.  Statement  modified  in  agreement  with  comment  (section  2. 1.2. 9 

4.  Agree;  statement  modified  (section  2. 1.2. 9). 

5.  Agree  with  criticism  and  statement  modified  (section  2. 1.2. 9). 

6.  The  comment  is  accepted  as  correct  but  the  general  nature  of  the 
statement  is  consistent  with  the  statistical  source  referenced 
and  no  change  has  been  made  (section  2. 1.2. 9). 

7.  Agree  that  the  generalization  is  inadequate  (section  2. 1.2. 9). 

8.  Statement  modified  to  include  statement  in  existing  manpowers  centers 
(section  2. 1.2. 9). 

9.  Statement  modified  to  reflect  mining  is  relatively  lower  than  other 
tabulated  categories  in  producing  employment  (section  2. 1.2. 9). 

10.  Source  of  data  has  been  entered  (section  2. 1.2.9). 

11.  No  response  required 

12.  Agree  with  the  comment  (section  2. 1.2.9). 

13.  The  criticism  is  accepted  but  the  suggested  explanation  of  these 
comparisions  was  inadvertently  omitted  (section  2. 1.2. 9). 

14.  Statement  modified  to  reflect  agreement  (section  2. 1.2.9). 

15.  Statement  modified  to  reflect  agreement  (section  2. 1.2.9). 

16.  Statement  is  consistant  with  source  used  and  is  allowed  to  stand 
without  change  (section  2.1.2.10). 
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17.  Statement  qualified  (section  2.1.2.10.). 

18.  This  comment  appears  to  be  in  agreement  with  the  Draft  Statement 
(section  2.1.2.10). 

19.  Statement  has  been  modified  (section  2.1.2.10). 

20.  Change  made  (section  2.1.2.10). 

21.  Change  made  (section  2.1.2.10). 

22.  Change  made  (section  2.1.2.10). 

23.  Change  made  (section  2.1.2.10). 

24.  Change  made  (section  2.1.2.10). 

25.  Correction  made  (section  2.1.2.10). 

26.  In  agreement  but  the  subject  is  considered  too  complex  for  treatment 
in  this  Statement  (section  2.1.2.10). 

27.  The  facts  are  acknowledged,  however,  the  change  to  reflect  them  was 
inadvertently  omitted  (section  2.1.2.10). 

28.  In  agreement,  but  the  only  statistics  available  were  so  based 
(section  2.1.2.10). 

29.  This  is  admittedly  a  subjective  conclusion  based  upon  study  reports. 

30.  In  agreement  with  the  comment  but,  in  the  absence  of  any  means  of 
cross-checking  statistical  sources  used  with  other  sources,  no  change 
has  been  attempted  (section  2.1.9.10). 

31.  This  appears  to  be  a  truism  and  does  not  require  change  in  the  State¬ 
ment  (section  2.1.2.10). 

32.  The  source  of  data  used  is  referenced  (section  3. 1.2. 9). 

33.  True,  but  the  projections  would  be  the  same  for  a  new  start-year 
(section  3. 1.2. 9). 

34.  Change  made  (section  3. 1.2.9). 

35.  Table  3. 1.2. 9-7  of  the  Draft  EIS  is  retained  and  attention  called  to 
the  states  of  the  statistics  (section  3. 1.2.9). 

36.  The  comment  is  undoubtedly  true.  The  data  source  is  referenced  (sec¬ 
tion  3. 1.2. 9). 


37.  Change  made  (section  3. 1.2. 9). 

38.  Statement  modified  (section  3.1.2.10). 

39.  No  change  required  (section  3.1.2.10). 

40.  Statement  modified  to  accomodate  the  comment  (section  6. 1.2. 4). 

41.  Statement  modified  (section  6. 1.2.5). 

42.  Qualification  added  to  reflect  data  furnish  by  the  commentary 
(section  8. 1.2.4). 

43.  Changes  made  (sections  8. 1.2.4  and  8. 1.2.5). 

44.  Qualification  added  (section  8. 1.2.5). 

45.  Statement  modified  (section  8. 1.2.7). 

46.  Statement  modified  (section  2. 1.2.9). 

47.  Suggested  comment  included  as  part  of  Statement  (section  2. 1.2. 9). 

48.  Correction  made  (section  2. 1.2. 9). 

49.  Statement  modified  (section  2.1.2.10). 

50.  Table  title  changed  (section  3.1.2.10). 

51.  Table  title  changed  (section  3.1.2.10). 

52.  Substitute  wording  accepted  and  the  statement  revised  (section  5.1.2. 3) 
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Geological  Survey 
National  Centre 
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C.  II.  Staines 
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The  review  of  the  DEIS  was  re.  irieted  to  subjects  related  to  the 
environment  J.\  Canada,  concentrating  or.  the  l'riea  (or  Jai..;)  Rcu.c. 

Tho  eauentu  were  vnd*  with  r  ;^ct  to  i)  :ccurt;v  of  intonation; 

11-»  «  ■  '  ■  . ice  19  (  c-off  da: 

and^ili)  balanced  presenter ie...  The  review  is,  tr.  reir..-.  ,  r.ot  complete, 

sect  Ion  van  noted.  Our  agr.:.  ,-nt  » 1th  the  valid  ..r.d  accurate  state- 
r*cets  which  comprise  by  far  the  greatest  pr.rt  of  tha  D£IS,  is  not 
identified. 


CKN-ER-M.  cor-.:::irs_: 
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certain  sections  are  t-,.  .  -all  ■  :  YS* . 
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a  utatiOrt  >.  or.;  it  tor-.  Yl» '!  -  .v.  .'.»•  or..':'  o.' 
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evaluation  of  :i..  :  pace  cr  .  na.«burcs  cn  all  affected  spades  r 


hr-  cvaluaCli.  of  the  C..n..d;..a  ;  .  /tic::  -  :  t'r..-  raotc,  the  !'ZIS  av*  t-’:. 
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(.talc - 1  .  .is,  i  : 


a)  The  icpllcatian  .ha?  cr.vir;  ..  .  nf.  i.  r  -  r.iti^ntc.. 

lo’y  i.:  . 


;  if  ;tn..-J-.rl  ..  .>11...  tcvhr.olo,’/  : 


b)  The  iuplica r lor.  t;.;.t  Cnn.il.;  i.out'.  of 

netuovk  of  ..11  ■-v.:.!.er  roods  .m  -  ..-.ww  -:c  .  n 


c)  The  Inferred 


d  by  -..  effect.-... 
itatic.'a  to  cc: 


r.  ...:-w  :'--->•  o, 


vi.:;: 


r.  or  t'r.  of  C5  _j;_tude  only. 


hi  applic; u 
vasal ,  and 


becuisu  avarc  of  o»r.c  •.•oter.tiall,  ht.-...'ul  •  ■  acts  of  i:.s  pr;  ;.j. 
is  conui<h:ring  ch.-.r.;!:.!;  then.  Xcutc  chnr.jt:.«  have-  beer,  •.node,  construction 
technology,  vcti.odolo^y  nnd  tisins  of  opernti.-ns  are  bexnfl  revised  end 
additional  data  or.  corral;:  and  bioiujical  facets  v^ru  collLttitd.  llc-.-.vev, 
apart  f ron  itajor  route  alignner.t  cb.'.r. jc*s ,  no  notifications  vere  formalized, 
therefore,  the  cc=.T.er.ts  in  the  D21S  ere  appropriate. 

5.  The  D2IS  does  not  address  the  effects  of  development  or.  the  utilization  of 
such  natural  resources  as  fish,  vllcilfe  and  tfr_ber. 


pipeline  or  with 
' ,  fuel,  oil 


7.  The  teems  preparing  the  DbIS  did  not  rake  u..e  of  the  »»u  rrous  reports 
or  studies  sponsored  and  published  by  the  Government  of  C..n:.;a  (Task 
Force  on  Northern  Gil  Developacat)  north  of  60°,  especially  in  the 
fields  of  suriicial  Ctology,  soils  end  ve^etatior.. 
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The  DEIS  i*.,- licit  tls.-.t  :  erase  /...u1  ci 

are  adu^uote  to  protett  c;.vivc.v  , 

area.  To  date  Cl 
environmental  dare 
landscapes  such  as  river  valley  . 
sand  dune  are 
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relatively  severe 
SC-TV  of  the  tore  fragile 


I 

(4.0V.1) 

410 


I 

(4.0V.1) 
411  • 


Tlie  DEIS  sea  recent  "Design  criteria  foi  the  Arctic  and 
conditions  ..rc  r  3 :  CO;  sice  . ,  !  adc .  t  .  " 
our  under; : amling  that  work  Is  Icie.g  dene  to  est-bi's'- 
design  criteria. 


Subarctic 
.  It  ia 
acceptable 


723 
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be  S4  -•  •  '  :  COBStC .  CM  '  ->■  . 
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couli)  be  o'.uvd  chi.*  clause  :. jujocccl:  : oral  c/.: 


The  Crr:.l  S...:d  7.1!  Is  Sr.  . 

Sa  -  ’ .  .  - .  -  -  :  '•  -  :  • 

hn.tc*:.'..  ...d  other  rocra.:::  c-iwio.  .r  .a  p.-ip:-.:*::  ro  ertr-.: 

atr  a  oi  -  ••  -  -r-..  :  t.,  : 

it.  ew.dc  o£  this  arcs  i..  ti  _  rt. 


It  is  str.t-  i  that  ’ 

l  . . .  . 


cl.  rr.ilxs  rir; 


{4.0V. 2} 
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{4.GV.2} 

431 


{4.0V. 3} 
432 


icr-d  t’.uuiolvt;  to  r.l  .. —  :  .it!  ;  .tt-'.  t-SCiu:  c 

is  COO  --  ---  r ' .  _  ... 

B  -  .  .  -  '  -  . Ci  -  -  . 

-  .  ..  -  .  .  -  ' 

u  1st  ....  .  -  -  — 

that  oil  :\.y  1.-  ieta.\;c_.  .vie.  .-t  low  i.  yj 

exaetir.::  :..>eexes  ts<e  ..-o  «v>ort  ..a.  ui;  r.v - e::cets 

on  v,  ja.hc.:  soil  r.:c.;::.unc  .t  llcrcnr.  VA.-ls  -r.c 

Vuktc;-nkru;.,  :  .T  by  hatch...  :aa,  7.v.,  reilobrcs. ,  .  and 

Telfcr.i,  SI.) . 

It  is  .toted  that  the  .r-.i’.iuat!.  ::--v  dlocussa;!  effective 
r.lti-  -ine  u.i  .ure»  oXmp:  for  Arctic  ara.-:.  We  co  not 
belie v  thsr  miilr.-itic.:  ir.  t!  .  scar..  i-  totally  effective, 
tvider.-e  of  pipelining  . .  .■..r.ziagy  in  the  cere  fragile  inr.dscases 
of  the  prairies  and  ir.  cJiataiMai  trees  of  British  Columbia 
demonstrates  conclusively  ti.ee  chair  present  techniques  arc  not 
effective,  there  ere  r.v.ercat  instances  of  severe  crosicn  problems 
0a  page  432  concern  is  expressed  over  t?-rc-r  withdrawals  reaucir.g 
1 

the  prairies  similar  probiess  could  veil  arise  where  utilization 
of  vatcr  iron  marshes  or  shallow  prairie  lakes  would  have  dire 
effects  or.  wildlife  species  such  as  : 


discuss  the  disposal  of  _.ti»anol  a 
itself  fails  to  odeouati  ly  consider  the  potential  environmental 
inpact  of  disposal  ar.d  to,  11s  of  this  type  of  xzateriml. 

The  DEIS  co-.-cem  ovet  aufeis  should  be  more  towards  flow  changes 
in  downstream  habitats  then  effects  on  oxygen  levels. 


{4.0V. 3) 
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{4.07.3} 
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I 

{4.0V. 3} 


U.CV.il 


{5.0V. 2) 
472 
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494 


If  const  ruction 
the  p-.  ciods  of  1 
surj.ci  fv..  fo.-  ci 
prOlvCLie.l  of  S! 


lcip..Ltl  «  ,  |if  ..n;  i-l «•,..*  t.ve 

on  slr.it.ir  .-oni  coring,  ,»ogr.. 
s!  utd  b«  .  Or. 

stv  sir.:;  J  J;..;  groynca  in  0i  . 
:  ;.c<  :  . .  ffli.dK  «»£  si.  . 

•  ir  .;  .  . 

As  of  the  ch-r:.-t  ; V.:  ;;.  v  -.1  I :.;r.. 


.  i.lrv.ay  pr<;  — c-  .-.e  1. tor 

Stic  , . .  1.  h 

follow  ... 

arv  J3  end  CJt.cs  oi  1  .  :  .  . 

ond  oJJeutlr.^  sen. .dales.  ..  ..  .  ,_o  _.  ... 

not  be-  a  ...  .  S  •  S 

r.ariiu.  sal  data  is  .  .ob.:'.  .  .  .1  bl... 

The  rc<*i;.re  ;tnt  here  i:  net  »  .  •  icat..  .  civ .  n.  •  ;‘.v.  . 


;d.  :t.  -r  ti .tr:  :;jsce  le>.  end  i. .m 

,vi:  -:,..e.*.c .  Tifuetii  or.  ieriiif.u _ ca 

of  fis!i  spc.clvs  i-  he.  r.:;  --cd  ...•;. 


B2a-..tir.  r. r  ;  - 


c‘i‘  ll‘J  important  sl:art-cc:-n  c: .  .c  will  t.e  sedi  v.-.latio.-.  of 
overv.  ter  in;,  areas,  '/utcr  •.:..e  a:.t!  gravel  retsaval  ethers. 
Syncrg.-stic  cr.d  additive  effects  arc.  not  discussed. 


PAKr m  .  V0Ll,..-  j.  


(north  of  60°) 


The  description  of  the  existing  environment  is  very  uneven  and  fall  into 
three  categories :  a)  adequate  description:;;  b)  descriptions  too  general  to 
be  ef  any  value;  c)  oc.criptioas  too  general  to  be  accurate.  This  section 
suffers  greatly  from  tl.r  lack  of  references  to  studies  by  the  Ca r.-dion 


a)  The  following 

generalized  account: 


e  within  the  constraints  of  a 


Vhysi<«,;:...»hy 

Ver.et.il  ‘on 
Wildlife 
Ken logical  cm 
.Mr  ipi.iliiy 


fc)  The  following  1.  .cripiio.-. .  were  t_a  :.;i  :  >■  ■  w*  Ms..>  or 

these  were  wriitrr.  descriptions  o:  -_s  is  and  .  ;lvir.  .  :  i'-.*-- 

of  providing  rod.  information.  The  shaft  to.  in,;  of  wt.eSt-  ..  ..:<•■  •  *'-r 
briefly  indicated. 


bedrock  -  a  vary  gencrciiaed 
regio-.-'i  pict-rc 

Surficial  d«sjx»:.its  -  refor.-.r.  to 


. t.a.nl  . a  .  :y  : 


m.r: 


-  -  .  ■  1 .  .u  -  - : 

and  snali  scale  tapo.  r —  ...a;  .  inw  c--<riy.t ion  _r.^ 

:  only  for  siote^  .-r-i. by  •  r_  nn.-st-vay, 
but  :.i.L  -ic.;v.  are  r..  t  .  .  wllcvs 

the  contour."  ini:,  svr. '-*!>  i  -  its  .  ....1-;  of  ..:.ir 


trosc  -  rtitr.oug.i  t;-.e  t.uojcc.  ir.  Cvvcieo  *1.  ^.<v  o. 
treatise  on  pcrra.ros:,  :na  dsc.  -n  .  ..  1 

Candi.-n  conditicr.s.  Pamarrc  eoraidt 

,  arc  .  ;v  . 


ver  it  is  the  cxc.ptio.-.,  rather  ch..:.  c..o  rule,  but  xs  in 
Alaska.  This  leads  the  author  tc  combine  distributism,  of  pcrmairost 
with  ice  contest,  a  relationship  which  does  not  ]»olc  true  wrx 
The  analysis  booed  on  such  yarsafrost  categories  is,  therefoi 

Soils  -  The  treatment  of  this  subject  is  ccrpletcly  -r.accurr.to .  The  four 
Government  of  Canada  p-blications  on  the  subject  were  rot  consulted, 
resulting  in  inaccurate  statements,  such  as: 

"South  of  Little  Chicago  =cdiu:c-tcxtured  Celt:  Hiscesols  predominate" 
In  fact,  iliotosols  (organic  soils)  cover  about  107.  of  this  area. 

The  Ulstosols  on  peat  plateaus  are  perennially  frozen  (Colic),  but 
in  fens  they  me  not  frozen. 

"Eutric  Flvvisols  :re  alluvial  soils  with  o  pi!  '.•sore  t'  .;;s  5.5 
This  statement  is  credited  co  Jana,  1972  who  worked  in  the  Mackenzie 
Delta  area,  but  is  used  by  the  IA  IS  to  apply  to  the  Fort  Sorr.an- 
Wriglcy  area  some  450  t.tlcs  swey. 


III(I) 

{3. 1.2. 5) 
6G1 


HKD 
(3. 1.2.5} 
682 


Kcntj.M.  ...  t_ide  ot  "23  t-  riltuv  :t  Terr  t  r.  coir-.n  ties".  /here 
are  .1.  f.i.-t  ••■.ovc  ri.a.i  dC-  c..  ml;  i„  the  hort..  T.  ; i :  orico 

and  it  ■  not  known  -  (  referred  w  is  _ 

geographic  district  el  the  h’.’f. 

The  UK;::  ehv  i  -  >1  -  fiVWB 

i:.  :  L  ■  l  .  :  ;  •  O  .  tiwJ  ihit 

it  so . t  out  of  do:<  ....v  .c  is  sa:  .1  •- .  •- 

..s  r. . c t ion 


the  sub .  •  -  •  -  —  •’ 

KUT  co.\t.u.v  ;-.vS.  ..  ..  :  should  now  lit  Cw.  to 

that  c;:.  ;  .  v  . 

common!  .  .  .  .  .  -  ... 

be  expected  of  then. 


Ill (1) 

110  -  562 


T'nis  section  of  tr.c  I'. XI*  I.  •t.-iecly  descriptive  a 1  ra^i.'.rei 
little  cwc.. .  -  *.t .  Tl.vse  sen:,  .'at.  :.re  extrr-clv  ;.  .tel  nr.  ..vide 
very  little  .let.- 1  led  i:::t  r  •.  :-v  hot  .A.  ,c.'v«  to  o.'t.ntite 
unfac.il..  r  with  .-.  w  ...  ...  1  c..orvita  c:  the  tr; *.!•-.  envrugh 

•which  t  .  w  ! .  .  .  ...  ...... 

cuitcriaj  if.  viviuly  .-..y  -  .  ..  where  the  r  ...r..ct  ■  ..-.tics 

le  ic  ^.ul.e  Av.ut»  tl  ...o  Swixu  m  t.iiU  area  :.rr-  r.cc.i  tore 
complex  Chon  this.  The  trot.:  .  ....  of.  vegoeorfon  v.' chin  chi  -.r..vi;.ces 
(l-aE«  555  -  Sf'i)  Ir.  very  and  was  bnit-i  on  the 

applies;::  ’s  . .  :  :  ...  .  -l  i_  l:.t - _:.:or r_:..  .  Lh.oc 

the  many  other  sources  nvoil.-diK  were,  not  consult.:  in  order  to 
complete  review  of  th*:;  important  s-bject.  It  -s 
.hat  sct.s  areas,  such,  as  the  Croat  Eire*,  hills,  ere  not 
tinned  in  this  discussion. 


111(0 
{2.1. 2. 7) 
563 


IIKI) 

{ 2.1.2.13) 
718 


The  fishery  resources  of  the  prairies  a 
two  pages  while  that  of  the  Columbia  Uiver  drr.ir.ige  _s  ccn fitted  to 
less  than  one  paragraph.  When  one  considers  the  value  of  these 
resources  compared  to  the  portion  north  of  60°,  ens  cen  or.ly  conclude 
that  the  treatment  is  totally  unsatisfactory.  T...S  is  likely 
reflccccd  in  the  detail  provided  by  the  proponent  rather  char,  the 
authors  of  this  impact  statement.  Similarly  the  treatment  of  big 
game  vassal s  for  the  prairies  is  extremely  sketchy  end  antelope  in 
Saskatchewan  and  Alberta  art  not  even  mentioned  in  the  DEIS. 

Once  again  this  section  :i  the  DAIS  is  treated  very  inadequately 
and  it  ir.  worthy  of  note  that  only  existing  recreational  facilities 

of  readily  available  source 


724 


1II(U) 
(3.1.2. 1) 
769 


111(11) 
(3. 1.2.1} 
776 


Although  tha  DEIS  gives  good  dc.-cr i ytiwrt  of  r>.c  cl:  -tu  of 
the  Ca...:dicr.  Arctic.  w;‘.  ccnment*  revere lag  ell-  its;  og sua'ecm 
are  rather  general.  The  SETS  k’  id.. .Uffcl  a  r.-.  a:  *>•  :>-«*« 
and  it  mol tea  c  number  of  very  va:  cr.ticisns  c.  :  av.-I.c.  •-  s 

proposal.  her-wer ,  the  —  crlf.c.  ayp^ae  to  --  --.-es. —  — ;,i 

of  cubklnati.-ting  i: t_  -  J  -wm. 

The  section  ca  the  effete  of  cli- on  cc.-.s.ruct- -  tYrc.je. 

.fv.ffc-.* heve  keen  s  .  ■- -it  -no: r-ct;  -**  --  'i-  in 

report  .-iicr:r  a  rexs.  ..!•  gc.-J  re.  d  cyst,  .s  and  t-.t-.s  t  ..czwss 

for  s .  -  - 

erul  *oo t*..v«  *tcm  £a-.V_c  :’:.a  rani  ..  >  a  t  c arc  c ;t -1  .  -  at 


III(II) 
(3. 1.2. 2) 
777 

111(11) 

I3.1.4.Z* 

eoa 


ui(ii) 

(3. 1.2. 3) 
830 


111(11) 
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.  -  • 

through  the  rar.gulcnJ  ir.  Wet  v.a  —  e;  cou.c  - 

unless  cone  very  carefully  c_-  -d  cease  c.-r'irr:.  .  za 
would  1.;  p-t . - ir.t  .  .  -teas  a-  sa-ir.- 
would  not  sustain  heavy  .raff: :  cv.-n  in  Ary  wench;.* 

Tea  analysis  of  slc-t  occarr  -  and  xteopnc:  .  i:  i 
side  clouts  .re  net  cc r . .acre.  is  tr.a«  .r.tcj  -..a 

‘  :  ec/.tocr  t.  . 


:  .  1 


:  :.:1 

7 -is 


is  — r.tct.f of  to  use  cx .s’-  -..3  .  i  -  s  fat*  ; ..at 

.  crcsti-n  s:  re-v  r--.ts  - - 

toot  arc- -  of  tlx.-  7-rair.:.  gr_  .  -.^ttrtafs  eta  if.  rtlattv.ly 
ohorc  supply  and  t;:e  question  coal-  iv  su.sec  that  fa  ccmst ruction 
_  - !  s  -  -  J  her. to  creat 

ten  :  .  -  -  -  -  —  ---  -  -  -  -  .  - 

Impact. 

According  to  tha  enjisatrinj  geology  evaluntio..  analysis,  55. 3E  of 
the  iiain  Line  north  of  £v  is  in  clay  soils,  they're  tha  vote: 
category  "3".  Sooth  of  \  £f.  X  of  the  route  is  is  this  c.-tfory. 
Hundreds  of  miles  of  pipelines  ware  built  ana  ere  operated  t.f.  of 
60°  on  lends  in  category  ' Althea ;h  problems  h-.a  beer.  ts:.  -r.ccr 
cspecialiy  at  river  crossings,  pipeline*  can  be  o-crczc 6  in  this 
category  vitrout  ur.dus  die: ic-itics.  Tr.is  casts  doubt  or.  the  value 
of  this  evaluation  shier,  tends  to  overemphasize  the  adverse 
engineering  struct-rcl  qualities  of  the  soil. 


The  classification  of  perrafrost  in  the  DEIS  coxbir.c 
(distribution)  of  pc.~._irast  with  ice  content.  The 
leaves  no  provision  for  high  ice  content  permafrost  in  the 
southern  fringe  of  ti.c  pornafrosz  none-  where  perrxfrost  occurs  in 
peatlands  .  nd  is  highly  _cy.  In  Canada  distribution  ana  icc 
content  arc  not  necessarily  related.  This  analysis  is,  therefore, 
of  lioited 


III(II) 
(3.1. 2. 3} 
841 


Tin;  iht«-e  c. 
peraji  lost) 


its  of  rfce  Sl'C.  fi~cx  (oi.;>i..  er  4.-g  ...alo.  >.  • 
.or-t)  arc  very  cf«  a  and  unreliable  a:;  r.:.a-.:n  above.  It 
follow:--  fiat  a  synthes; r  jf  tno  r.  ..l-a  ei.  . 

ur.re-1  in;. ' .  .  F)*rt  :yc.  iku  »,  v: ...  c>.  .i:  — - 

fro*  its  pares,  iriil  be  nisi  -  - 

has  a  -  *  value,  owe  !  I  •  * . *««v  -  - 

roch,  resultant  irxUi  shtiwld  b-  fa.*  * .»w-ar  i  .  .  u-.  »  •  ■u 


yyj(il)  Can.idi.-n  C.-vcr;  :  -nt  ^ssts.-i.  * if.- .  ra  .s.  •  .:  ra.  ...:  av..:  - 

(3. 1.2. 5)  apparr.it  aiscrep.-.r.cies  oef-v.-  .  Cwt .  --cd  oh...-.  .  .  -  .ch..rgc 

CtO  data  and  zi.a  aatu.il  v.  .  e-:.ti: — :  cf  .  - 

scour  depths.  Tnlr  concern  5-  r.a1.  . 


III(Il) 
0.1.2. 5} 
876 


IH(il) 
(3. 1.2. 5) 
87/ 


III(H) 
0.1. 2. 5} 
879 

III(II) 
0.1.2. 5} 
864 


IU(II) 
(3. 1.2. 5) 
886 


HI(II) 
0.1. 2.5) 
883 


uioa  with  dr-i.-— ja  -is  a  re.  -H  z-  p.p.-l-:.*- 

ci.-..  ti*.  o  u  .  c  .  -  t  r...:.-Lw  . '..ic-r.  •  *.  .  .5. 

..  C.  -  -  . 


tJv.ty.  C«r  c....:  . :.: 

an.  tea  past  coastr-cti-..  c£  i„::e:ni  -ralr  -t.  -  i 

by  ici.igs  caur-d  l;  .Cu  suia  -. '/»*!-,•  .r.t,  a.,  n.:  - 
a  a  i  r  i  .  -  -  -  -  . : . .  -  r .  »  .  *  i i  . 

xc  £«;•—  n..d  by  b.  .  —  c^s-z/c. : —  aie  — z  — 

Changes  in  drainage  turn-  coslJ  .-l-o  ri  S-j  z  in  terrestrial  and 
equatlc  habitat  los»;.  Wczcr  quality  impacts  should 


c  of  the  table  listing  46  s-re-ns  i-aportar.z  zo  the  fishery 
:rcti  :s  cuustianablc  as  to  its  cmplctacss.  Ar.y  scr--_a  viih 
water  flej  at  the  tiae  of  car.structior.  should  be  considered  as 
icport..r.t.  Tne  stater ent  th..Z  sed.-c-at  trcns;-ort  diszancti  "c.'e 

not  ve 


spawning  areas  as  well  as  win'.’.- 

The  oagaicude  of  the  effects  of  gravel  renaval  will  depend  on  s;vcrnl 
factors  other  then  replacement  reus  as  idenLifitd  by  thu  CE13 
Including  vcluc.es,  depth  ar.d  timing  of  extraction,  creation  of 
velocity  barriers,  ir.crecsci  lev--*',  of  : 
the  gravels  ace  used  for  spasming  -ad  p< 


Ar.v  increase  in  suspended  .-tCii.nt  will  affect  benthic  invertebrates. 
This  nay  «e  a  short  term  effect,  dependent  or.  the  ability  of  ti->; 
strea*  to  retwe-  chi:-  incrt.-.r.e.  The  DEIS  limits  these  effects  to 


16 


111(11)  Altbo*;  .  the  Dr.IE  addr--  .  —  s  Itself  to  problem:.  o*  ia-..:d  with 

(3.1. 2. 5)  fuel  ■  .ills  and  the  «-s  -~z  of  icstlr. ;  wh-  in  '  nil  :.tr* 

C89  c»m,ui  -Is,  it  does  r.ar  .a.se  the  .  -..curns  a>s (.sides  v: ...  line 

rupture  during  testlrg  r  at  ri. rc iuc-  .e  a  -.si  a.-,  into 

bzcc-ja  chcr.uds,  a-.  :  c sj-.  c-;  ..iaex  -  .:  ..-..'.-i 

with  Piihiial  solution  disposal . 


lit (II) 

O.i.2.5; 

853 


The  statena-nt  in  the  'X'.li  that  fact  rl.-.i  dc,.: :.u_: -ua  «:.  d.-r  ice  would 
be  rerarded  because  of  !c/  level.,  si  oxygen  is  ar.  i.»_c-i.r.i..: 
gor.:  ml  leaden.  O.y-.;.  levif:.  it.  i.-u>  trear..-  s...y  :.r_.  .  n  quite  J.igh 
during  the  ice  cc.erc.  rica. 


Ill (if)  Tbs  DalS  does  rat  acarcz  : 
(3. 1.2. 5)  with  .-.banda.-cmint  cf  the  line. 

854 


111(11)  This  section  or.  vcj:  zciic.-.  r.arth  ul  69  relic.:  h-^vily  tn  t:.; 

(3. 1.2. 5)  report  by  :  errand./.  (lv.  i.  .  ..s  ib-.'.-r.ad  hi..  r._  :  .  rtpsrzs, 

902  BOinly  by  the  Cover..— -r.t  si  C..r-ac - .  .r.siccd  of  pei.-.g  is  the 

original  inforr.acio..,  E£I£  regc.c  suaxar . zes  a  su— ;.  y,  vath 
attendant  iaaccurecl;  .  iaanples: 


t)  Source  of  Table  3.1.:.. £-3  (?.  IIT-Sll)  ...  crlavt.  -  - 
high  "report far.  af  ha...-,  .a.  . :  .. 
loretl  Kcri-.z  (63d)  1  -  It  is  ;  .  -•  -.  -.  . . 

tv— h..h»,  eqe_.i...  .  :  CiO.Ca  car.npy  -ir.j.  itrer.z  ss:..s&;’ 

stands  with  ti.e  isz~:  : -—r.-ie  sof tweed  caaxur.izies; 

ii)7i cadence  o:  a  ,  c.^  ales  to  '  e. . .  :  •.ii.-;  i - 

incorrect  (p.  IIf-1.  peatac.ad  e&f»  r.at  co.x  r  tha  er.iira  area 
be.vecn  the  Peel  ar._  T.  -.-iila.-t  L-ke,  c.sr  tr.e  cat-:.  . a-aveei 

Hai  ;  Indian  Lake  ar.a  Chick  La-.c .  This  siaic  .er.t  results  ;r.  the 
exaggerated  insert..:. ae  of  pea:  covered  surfaces  or.  revegetnzien 


111(11)  The  gcnaralizcd  state. er.z  in  c!.e  DEIS  that  the  irs.-.ct  or.  vegetation 
0. 1.2. 5)  would  generally  decra  .aa-  fret,  north  to  south  is  acceptable ,  cue  even 
938  -  S53  in  the  south  oca  cnccer.cers  some  areas  such  as  sand  cures  where 
vegetation  dicturbar.ee  and  *'  z  esscciat-ad  cr color,  ca.i  be  v^ry 
serious.  In  the  DEIS  the  anticipated  impacts  in  the  boreal  f crest 
area  appear  to  have  been  urder-estinaccc  in  part  due  to  apparent 

of  the  degree  of  settlement  In  these  areas.  It  has 

fire  would  be  o:  minimal  impact  since  adequate  roads, 
to  control  them.  Throughout  much  of’  the  rcuce 
through  the  forested  area  this  would  be  far  from  true.  Similarly 
on  the  lire  from  Caroline  to  Xsnchy  they  assume  th.3t  fires  would  be  of 
little  significance  ir.  this  Icult-ral  and  urbanized  area."  P.uch 
of  this  arcs  is  relatively  undisturbed  and  unsettled  rangeland  aed 
prairie  fires  could  certainly  be  a  much  more  serious  threat  than 
stated  in  this  report.  Tne  statement  that  "fire  is  an  important 


nni  cccsysrms  ar.d  -he  threat  of  pipzlin®  related  fir eS 
:  ciror  sign.: icar.cn''  (rage  553)  cry  be  true  ir.  an 


academic ,  continental  sei.se,  but  inch  tires 
important  significance  to  local  residents. 


III(II) 

(3. 1.2. 7} 
S54 

TI.C  i.  r.  .  :v  in  iu:l>  id  it  will 
sti-c..  :  •  uw  1 .  g  do.  leg 

Iptli  •  : .  it* 
cr.ubliw.g  rapid  rczaval  o:  tin-  _ 

.  lv  he  of  g.vnu.  * 

■  .  .  .  in  UrS  -.  . 

.  .  .  ......  . 

111(11) 

(2. 1.2. 7) 
960 

/.eaiu,  Arctic  vr  *>•;!..  -  •  :  - 

.... 

of  silt  ir.  the  s.  ri'.g.  .  . 

■  •  ‘y 

••  •  -  -  . 

III(II) 

(3. 1.2.7; 
962 

Tha  li.,t  of  ap.  ai.u.  giv.-r.  : 
is  ."nr  frow  co.-.pl 

-  r.Lg.a:  U.I  f.. :  E...  :-.cL*: 

III(K) 

(3. 1.2.7/ 
963 

Ti..'  SEiM  ..taro..  . i.-c  if  -i..  . 

nc:  c.  ..  .  .  i;  ..st  .  . 

several  .. —  re.  her  .  c:.  .  .....  .  . .  - 

The  examples  given  (i’o.’nr  :.c  ra  blare)  .-  :  s.  ’.i'-  .-.  :-j 

be  built,  /.na:  »*r  :.ajsr  ■  .  bald  b.;  ice  b-r  .1  .j..  r.  - —  .-.g 

curing  sprang  i-— w. 

111(11)  Tha  DEIS  rtiers  to  353  o;  .  iMrkci-  *..hu  in  y^j;  5  .  . 

{3.1.2.71  -  -  ....  .  .  .  '  -  -  - 

974  bunting  !: 

rcferauce  wax  a.-.c.c  to  z!i»-  ....  .  -  :  .cl..  .. -i  c. .  .  .  ....  a  - 


Ill  (si)  f.c  i.a  states  he: 

{3.1.2.71  ••  .io  ixitilhiU  toad:  So  :  . 

975  c.'  th  ...  -.w.  .  inis  ..  ral  .  ;.  fur  f  ..  .  ...  Local  ..  nhs 

do  not  impose  q  :  as  on  h.*.r\v:.c  big  g  -ze.  rund  .  for  hu:  :  .r.g 
licer.s  s  arc  not  added  :a  ter:  :  ial  gsvc-rnme..t  revu.iu.-s  f-r 

III(II)  Kith  rczpcct  to  the  pGrcupir.c  aid,  the  Dali  states  “This  heed  has 

(3. 1.2. 7)  flouris.  eJ  Ueca.-.se  of  the  isolated  and  undeveloped  state  of  its 

976  habitat,  sc  any  change  would  adverse".  This  latter  clausa 
presumes  the  here  has  r.o  adaptability  or  resil ien.-u.  The  vulnerability 
of  this  herd  is  of  concern  beemu^a  its  resilience  ar.d  adaptability 

is  unknc.-a,  while  the  ccacvrm  cf  the  native  end  other  people  relate 
core  to  their  increased  accessibility  to  the  hard. 

111(11)  The  Dempster  Highway  as  disc-i:  res’,  in  the  DEIS,  though  relevant  to  the 

(3. 1.2. 7}  long  term  viability  of  tha  ce. 'boa  herd,  is  considered  to  have  more 

982  impact  through  providing  increased  access  to  groups  other  than 

pipeline  workers. 


IH(II) 
(6. 1.2. 2) 
1264 


Although  the  DEIS  st-t-as  (paga  893)  that  p 

probable  to  toma  degree,  cad  that  r--.aU  additions  cf  waste  i 
create  a  serious  impact  cr.  tha  water  quality,  it  is  i 
"Use  c:  scan;*-  ry  tri-or:*_n:  icctho_:.  and  sewage  lagoons  sr.oxlu  cnoi^ra 
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111(11)  no  scrlcu*.  .'.lcoretloafc  t  tfcv  ul...ri  -let  ;  m  lo.  |:-lcv-.  quality 

(6.1  .2.2)  of  valor  iccaurccs".  1*  -  felt  ihci  ih  proW..vj  r.'  ia^Oi:: 

12G4  construe t ».«ia  mi  o;.ar.:t-<  :  p^c-li  .  to  >*....  .  -t  .  :v.s  (i  uevcJop- 

Cosit'd  Peat  of  thaw  brlbr.  ;.r,d  b.r  .  ir.t»tab  i.urt- .c  )h*  picb...  erry 

of  water  r.-ii^icc  «:  <;..e  .  . '•  ~rc.> 

Che  potential  for  o..vir.  .  vets*  j.,  ......  a..  :»;■  .  . : :  .  . 


111(11)  The  'G3h*»  ciiti.  uncart;.!:,  .luu  la>.  -■  «-r  U 

(C.l.2.3)  it  fail  .  to-  r-cognira  t'«  .  t.  iofC.a;.  co...rol«i  ov.: 

1271  aircraft  traffic. 


Of  the  Aiitrr.jtlvoi  h  ' .  c  .  ■  ■ 

alttrasttv.  was  -,  - 

to  he  i 


in  <•  i  .  i  .  e: 
r.o.rc  c:  ;>.e  -t 


This  ccctSar.  of  the  Dai 5  jive*  ilbslt  often  Isuv  ..1  .zn, 

of  the  ct  ...lit  lens  a.-l  f.t.elpat.--  •  .  -re.:. 


(e. 1.2.1# 

1301 


i7  ucn-.il:  !•■ 


:1  cr.  •  3*1:. I-"  an-  "Oil  ftrov  1 1'.:.'1  i  tht 
caper .Ally  : .  J.:  Old  C..  .  i'li.i  cr%.  an 

.-  the  Old  C.';  -•  1-ltir.S  c:c  ..at. 


V.ic  preyo.  .-1  a. •  . .  .  -. 

Old  Crew  Flats ,  althra_‘.  ::  i  O'  .  - 
DEIS.  The  ol-.iiarity  :  ‘  cht  .  • 
the  oil  Crow  .'lit.,  c  .•  i.  to  r:.e 
Plateau"  would  be  preforrrea 


.  .-  e .o.c^..L..y  .  .  ...v- 

uf  1 )  great  entail  by  the 
;  the  cots. led  dictutsl-n  of 


of  Old  Craw  Ihrafa. 


111(111)  Apparently  tna  DEIS  did  rat  cake  use  of,  no.-  has,  referred  to.  the 
(C.  1.2.1)  cost  rccei.t  d  cosprei.: :,.iw  study  on  surficial  dc;.c  .its  (hushes, 
1306  1973,  Geological  Survey  o.  C  da)  a Ions  this  route. 


1‘AhV  VI  -  VOl-lMd  II  -  Vt-SA  J 


VI  (II) 
((i.2) 

927  -  961 


‘  wl  I !.  lh'.:. 


All  of  the  land  baaed  <■: 

nrc  lu.  ntud  on  /w-ivic..n  •  '•  I  - -  - 

Tic,  .tat  a  to  CamC!  ..t.  I*  'i-ited  to  tr.T  r# . c.-t-.oa 

ull'lll.-M..  t3 

__  uw  •  l  ilUSCt  ' 

in  psrt'cMiMtute.  at  *-ei  '.•■  “•  1-  -a 

u,!i(ici  jit,  .r.J  any  net  Mu. 

It  l.  nbvtoc.  that  liver",  «**«!,«  ««.!«  in  .  f  '?£■ 

ioiuKJ  ly  :••  tit-.  Va.t.tr.'.  tr  .....  ..  .  <-a 

chance:,  of  such  a  s>l*.l  Vr-  r  1-t  -■  »y  r ;  -  -j  ••••-  :  j-.— . 

coulo  b-  cultc  terfo .  -  vlr  -  sl-.te-  < 

lim.f fled  •  ..c  cot.  viv.r  ...  - 

auh— u-ly  ii— fv.‘-  #•)•—  o  * 

thick  tr.i  aver  ..I:.--  tr.suu..  '  '-ec  ..eco..u. 
ctroni’.  por.uibllity  •*■  «  cvllit^cn  o  ta. 
in  i’r.it.o:.  o:  the  i--  r..::...  -h-r.  cl:.-, 
vapour  cloud,  hr.atvv.r  h.  .  .  <-:.t  :  ./-astu  ' 

and  the  resiuu.il  eff-e."  '•••: fr-:i  th-'r  -o  - 
The  effects  cf  sacred -  abnor.'-Uy 

,..w  ...to  the  u. i..  -cl  veers'. u.:.  .  ,•**[* 

I  likely  l  US  '  '  • '  •  '  ' 

'  . 


lOlr.i.  Jo  . 


if  ic  involved  .*  i:  rf.e  u.  nr  or  a  >«■-*  '  ■  -•*-  - 

moo-  It  it  it  !  ■  I  tl  •  - 

SL.  fat  :1c  .Jill  M-.T.V,;  .M  -•  . >  .  • 

in  ckw..-  o.  tv’-uty— .  -  >■  -  •  •  •  " 

involved  ufthi.i  iu  i..ct  o.  .  .  here  ic  -luO  u  •  •'*  lo^:.  oi 
life  to  peosevcrc  or.’oii  e.  wr...*).i  viihiv.  eh-  1  srei.  .  •« 

,r<*»m«,.fl.ycT . 

»rc  c.etre.-.cly  rcaotc  -r  r.  i ..-.vn-e. vd  nar....  - 

be  most  difficult  to  cqw.te  the-.e  visUt  to  those  invoivaw  .a 
uiueline  thvou-h  the  prairie  provinces  cince  n  totr._ly  dif fe.— .t 
**  ^  ......  .  •  Miiilv  several  cJi.-icuc.es 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  Canadian  Embassy 
dated  March  3,  1976 


The  critical  review  of  the  Draft  EIS  by  the  Department  of 
Environment  was  well  received  and  appreciated.  Regretably,  the 
comments  were  received  after  the  Final  EIS  was  printed  and 
advantage  could  not  be  taken  of  the  many  helpful  suggestions  that 
would  have  improved  the  document.  Many  of  the  items  criticized, 
however,  were  improved  upon  in  the  normal  course  of  the  revision 
of  the  Final  EIS. 


PRIVATE  CITIZENS 


H6?  WILMETTE  *VCNUE 
WILMETTE  ILLINOIS  60091 
«l»  CObC  3lt 


law  of  nets 

Charlotte  Adelman 


CHICAGO  ILLINOIS  60602 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Charlotte  Adelman 
dated  January  23,  1976 


January  23,  1976 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Illinois  State  Parks  are  discussed  on  pages  451-452,  468 
586,  654  and  659  of  the  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


Mr.  Anthony  T.  Doan 
Conservation  Department  Director 
Springfield,  Illinois 


Dear  Mr.  Dean: 

I  agree  with  your  stand  objecting  to  proposed 
National  Gas  Pipeline  through  Illinois  State  Parks 
and  urge  the  U .S.  Bureau  of  I. and  Management  to  oppose 
any  such  action  since  it  would  nave  detrimental  impact 
on  wildlife  habitat. 


Sincerely, 


Charlotte  Adelman 


C 


A :  aap 


cc :  U.S.  Buj-'  au  of  Tand  Management 
Peoples  Gas  Co. 


96oo  Reseda  Blvd.,  #118 
Northridge,  CA  913 2U 
October  6,  1975 


Dear  Sir: 


I  strongly  urge  you  to  have  the  pronosed  natural  gas 
pipeline  routed  around  the  Acetic  Wildlife  Range  in  northeast 
Alaska.  TIis  is  such  a  prime  habitat  for  birds  and  Dali  sheep 
and  caribou  and  has  already  been  set  aside  as  such.  The  pipe¬ 
line  could  easily  be  routed  south  to  Valdez  along  the  oil 
pipeline  route  or  to  Fairbanks  to  join  up  with  the  Ascan 
Hishway . 


Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

James  P.  Allen,  October  6,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 


My  wife  and  I  think  it  is  ridiculous  to  wreck  the 
habitat  of  this  area  for  a  savings,  perhaps,  of  a  few  dollars; 
and  the  noise  from  the  blow-out  of  those  pumping  stations 
would  most  certainly  wreck  the  area  as  a  habitat. 


Sincerely  yours, 


James  P.  Allen 

y 


7Z7 


9600  Reseda  Blvd.  #11 8 
Northrldge,  California  91324 
October  6,  1975 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sirs: 

After  viewing  a  recent  slide  presentation  and  reading  some 
current  literature  on  the  Artie  National  Wildlife  Range,  I  am 
very  concerned  about  the  proposal  to  construct  the  gas  pipeline 
through  this  area.  This  area  was  established  to  preserve  the 
unique  wildlife  and  wilderness.  The  construction  and  resulting 
maintenance,  pumping  stations,  etc.  could  not  help  but  permanently 
disrupt  the  delicate  balance  that  exists  between  various  animal 
and  bird  species,  and  a  land  that  Is  so  easily  scarred  and  damaged 
by  human  activities.  Since  other  alternative  routes  are  possible, 

I  urge  their  consideration.  I  stand  completely  opposed  to  the  gas 
pipeline  orosslng  any  portion  of  the  Artie  National  Wildlife  Range. 
Thank  you  for  your  time  and  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

/  .  ■ 

Nancy  R.  Allen 


Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

Nancy  R.  Allen,  October  6,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 


/-  /  •  h 


l 


i  .  > ,  . 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Robin  Ames 
dated  October  8,  1975 


V 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 


I 


'  '  Uo  .  •  ’  ,  j . 

...  .  ,■  .  f,  r  .  ■■  .  j  ,  .  v 

/  ) 

.  -  •  .  •  -  V.  A 

/  •  v'.  *•>  (■  . >  J..\ 


V  A 


k  - 1-.  J.  ; 
A  7Ti..t 


-i  n  l  i 
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Response  to  Comments  received 


from  Scott  Bailey 
September  26,  1975 


Septenber  2o,  1975 


1903  ^astlawn  Apt.  11  > 
i-iidland,  r.ich.gan  4^640 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Pinal 
EIS.  See  the  Alternatives  Volume  for  a  discussion  of  LNG 
alternatives  and  pages  195,  303-304,  308,  400  and  425  of  the 
North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS  for  discussions  concerning  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range. 


Alaska  Nat  l  das  Trans.  System  Tas*  .-orce 
Room  153§>  dureau  o I*  nar.d  .  anage.  lent  ( 302 ) 
U.  S.  Dept,  or  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  2024c 


Dear  Sirs : 

I  ask  that  this  letter  be  entered  in  the 
hearing  record  on  alternate  routes  Tor  AlssKan 
Natural  Gas.  An  all-Alaskan  route  for  the  transpor¬ 
ts,  on  to  the  lower  4®  of  nutural  gas  should  be 
adopted  paralelling  the  oil  pipe  line.  No  pipe  _ine 
should  be  allowed  to  cross  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range. 


Sin cerely. 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 


Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

David  L.  Bates,  October  27,  1975 
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Robert  G.  Bear 

841  Cherry  Avenue 
Beaumont,  California  92113 

September  12,  1975 


Hr.  Curtis  J.  Berklund,  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Ranagerre  ivb 
'••ashington,  D.  C.  2u2ljO 

Ref:  Alaska  Nat. 


Dear  Hr.  Berklund: 


Gas  Transport.  System 


as  a  southern  Ca  ifo  nia  desert  lover  and  conservationist  I  am  greatly 
interested  in  all  human  envelopments  in  this  area.  It  has  recently  come 
to  my  attention  that  there  was  a  proposal  in  the  works  lor  a  natural  gas 
pipeline  to  transport  .J  skan  and  Canadian  gas  into  northern  and  southern 
California  with  a  split  in  the  line  to  be  made  in  eastern  Oregon.  Accordingly 
I  have  obtained  and  car*.- ally  studied  the  two  volumes  01  tne  June  1975  3114 
Draft  environmental  Ini.  cl  Statement  on  tne  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  pertaining  to  the  Los  Angeles  branch,  based  on  twis  study  I  wish  to 
make  the  iollovdng  comments  on  your  Draft  EIS: 

1.  Considering  that  proven  gas  reserves  will  be  exhausted  after  2G  years,  I  . 
considering  the  huge  cost  of  the  'ronosed  pioeline  and  considering  the  ■  • 
tremendous  environmental  impact  -  much  of  which  will  remain  unmitigated  B 
long  after  the  pipeline  is  useless  -  I  think  the  gas  should  be  brought 
down  to  Caliiornia  by  boat  in  liquified  form  from  Alaska. 


2.  If  water  transport  in  not  acceotable,  considering  the  limited  volume 

of  presently  proven  gas  r- serves  ana  Canadian  oolicy  to  ex;  ort  only  what-  I 
ever  future  gas  nrodurtion  is  surplus  to  its  national  needs,  I  believe  thatB^ 
only  the  northern  California  branch  of  the  pioeline  into  Antioch  snould  be  B 
authorized  at  this  time,  northern  California  demand  can  use  all  of  the  gas  Q 
presently  proven  up. 

3.  II  it  is  determined  to  be  es .ential  to  bring  alaskan  gas  to  Southern  Cal., 

to  avoid  the  locating  o’  an  entirely  nevi  pipeline  corridor  as  prei erred  by  | 
Southern  Calif.  Gas  co,  i  referable  to  use  existing  corridors  tnroughj 

Antioch  and  San  Joaquin  Va  ley  where  the  route  has  already  been  impacted.  | 

U.  If  the  weight  of  louic  .  recludes  the  above  proposals  I  earnestly  recommend 
that  the  preferred  route  entering  Calif,  in  southern  fish  Lake  Valley  be  g 
modified  to  enter  this  state  over  the  old  railroad  route  across  Montgomery! 
Pass,  located  just  north  of  fish  Lake  Valley.  This  route  has  tne  advantage  I 
cf  tx-. 1  versing  only  one  piss  ins^o-  .1  of  tvxo  -  Giloert  and  westward  rasses  -  BA 
involved  in  tne  preierred  route.  Jy  all  rceans  the  oi;'  line  snould  avoid  I 
Deep  Springs  Valley  vitli  its  several  unique  and  rare  wiidliie  s.ecies,  its! 
...itior.al  Land,  ark  area  at  Deep  S  rings  lake  and  your  Bliu  pending  proposal  g 
for  a  Caliiornia  Desert  atural  Conservation  Area  there.  This  valley  lacks 
adoouate  ..  ter  for  the  i ;  drostatic  test  required  be  ore  putting  the  pipeline 
in  use  and  is  vulnerable  to  erosion  from  the  discharge  of  any  such  test. 


Respectfully, 


nobert  G.  Bear 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Robert  G.  Bear 
dated  September  12,  1975 


1.  The  Liquified  Natural  Gas  (LNG)  alternative  has  been  expanded 
in  the  alternatives  portion  of  the  EIS,  Section  8.2  beginning 
on  page  175. 

2.  An  explanation  of  how  the  gas  is  to  be  distributed,  according 

to  new  applications  now  pending  with  The  Federal  Power  Commission 
is  explained  in  the  Overview  Volume,  page  O.V.  5. 

3.  This  alternative  was  described  on  pages  410-414  of  the  Los  Angele 
Volume . 

4.  The  Montgomery  pass  alternatives,  as  well  as  other  alternatives 
into  California,  has  been  expanded  on  pages  415-434  of  the  Los 
Angeles  Volume. 


bTATEMEKT  OF  ALULh?  0. 

ON 

A-.ADKA  NATURAL  GAD  PIPELINE 
*:O0  A.M.  NORTHERN  HOTEL 
HluulwGD ,  MONTANA 

My  n->ne  is  Albert  G.  hell,  and  I  rer.iue  at  uolton  Boulevard, 

Bill.ngs,  Montana,  ana  ns  n  private  cit.r.en,  I  ooject  to  the  route  of 
the  gas  pipeline  *\”om  Alaska  through  Canada  into  the  United  States. 

I  object  to  n  natural  gar.  Pipeline  crossing  a  foreign  country  when 
other  routes  are  available. 

Please  do  whatever  is  necessary  to  keen  the  transmission  natural 
gas  entirely  within  the  United  Staten,  which  I  understand  can  oe  accomplished 
by  the  use  of  liquid  natural  gas  transported  over  water  for  regnsi fication 
within  the  United  .States  and  ultimate  distribution  over  existing  pipeline 
systems. 

Thank  you. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Albert  G.  Bell 
dated  September  25,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  LNG  alternatives  are  discussed  on  pages  173-809,  Alter¬ 
natives  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


Signeu  and  dated  thin  2r'th  day  or  September,  1075. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Fairbanks,  Alaska 
September  30,  1975 
by  Mr.  Carl  S.  Benson 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Carl  Bennett 

Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  is  discussed  on  pages  451-452,  468, 
586,  654,  and  659,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


JUDGE : 

We  are  back  in  session.  Mr.  Carl  Benson,  will  you  come 
forward  please  and  make  your  presentation' 

MR.  BENSON: 

I  am  CARL  S.  BENSON,  I  am  representing  myself  -  I  live  at 
6  Mile  Farmers  Loop  Road  in  Fairbanks.  I  have  written 
testimony  which  I  will  have  to  type  up  and  can  send  in 
later  -  it  consists  of  seven  points: 

1)  Of  the  two  proposed  gas  lines  the  trans-Canada  line 
clearly  seems  like  the  best  one  even  though  it  needs  some 
modification. 

2)  The  primary  modifications  concern  the  routing  along 
the  Arctic  coast.  The  route  should  lie  offshore  or  be  as 
close  to  the  coast  as  possible  before  it  starts  down  the 
Mackenzie  River.  This  would  produce  the  least  damage  to 
the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range.  It  would  also  permit  use  of 
abandoned  DEW  Line  Stations,  including  the  one  currently 
in  operation  at  Barter  Island,  so  that  no  new  construcr.ion 
sites  would  be  required.  if  offshore  routing  is  used  it 
would  eliminate  many  of  the  present  problems  caused  by 
shortages  of  water  and  snow  for  construction  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  snow  and  ice  roads.  If  an  onshore  route  is  finally 
necessary  the  one  closest  to  the  coast  will  provide  the 
most  snow  for  the  longest  time  and  there  will  still  be 
access  to  sea  water  if  needed.  The  fact  that  snow  lasts 
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longer  when  closest  to  the  coast  is  clearly  observable 
on  satellite  images  available  from  NOAA. 

3)  The  best  points  about  the  trans-Canada  route  are: 

(a)  :  it  will  permit  a  junction  of  the  Alaskan  gas  reserves 

with  those  from  the  Canadian  Arctic.  Thus,  a  single  net¬ 
work  of  major  gas  lines  will  extend  from  the  North 
American  Arctic  to  the  major  markets  of  interior  Canada 
and  the  United  States.  I  raise  that  point  because  I 

think  that  many  of  the  approaches  to  the  problem  have  been 
characterized  what  are  called  micro-thinking  and  tunnel 
vision  -  just  looking  at  pieces  of  the  whole. 

(b)  :  it  avoids  the  complex,  hazardous  and  costly  oper¬ 
ations  of  a  gas  liquif ication  plant  on  the  Alaskan  south 
coast ; 

(c) :  It  avoids  the  hazardous  and  costly  operation  of  more 
tankers  in  the  North  Pacific  -  and  this  is  especially 
important.  The  arguments  against  oil  tanker  operators 
were  either  ignored  or  whitewashed  in  planning  for  the 
trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline  -  we  must  NOT  follow  the  pre¬ 
cedent  set  by  that  mistake; 

(d)  :  It  avoids  the  handling  operations  at  the  south  end 
of  the  tanker  route; 


l. 


Okay,  point  4) :  the  trans-Alaska  oil  line  was  a  major 
mistake.  Its  route  was  decided  upon  by  the  several  major 
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oil  companies  with  the  purpose  of  getting  the  oil  afloat  ; 
(and  I  quote  from  executives  in  the  companies)  "as  a  barter-} 
able  commodity  on  the  high  seas".  The  hazards  of  tanker 
operations  in  some  of  the  richest  fishing  waters  of  the 
world  were  largely  ignored.  The  fact  that  this  line 
crosses  the  earth's  most  active  seismic  zone  and  that 
storage  facilities  are  now  being  built  in  this  zone  com¬ 
pounds  the  problem.  This  was  a  major  mistake  -  we  should 
not  only  make  every  effort  to  route  the  gas  line  overland 
but  I  think  we  should  start  action  to  re-route  the  oil  line. 
Certainly  we  should  not  compound  the  problem  by  laying  more 
lines  along  the  wrong  route. 

* 

5)  Although  incomplete,  so  far  the  trans-Canada  gas  route 

has  had  far  more  detailed  study  from  an  environmental  point 
of  view  than  has  the  El  Paso  route.  The  most  notable  ef¬ 

fort  made  so  far  by  the  El  Paso  group  has  been  directed  at 
trying  to  cause  bad  feeling  and  confusion  between  the  United 
States  and  Canada  -  -  this  is  despicable  and  I  was  pleased 
to  learn  that  they  have  been  reprimanded  for  it  by  a  U.S. 
Judge  at  the  Federal  Power  Commission  hearings. 

6)  The  main  thing  to  avoid  is  a  route  which  uses  liguifi- 
cation  plants  and  tanker  operations.  Tanker  operations 
should  be  minimized  in  general  and  it  makes  no  sense  to 
plan  for  more  when  they  can  be  avoided. 
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And  for  my  final  statement,  (7):  A  gas  line  across  Alaska 
should  also  be  avoided  because  of  the  threat  of  industrial 
expansion  it  would  bring  to  the  interior,  which  is  not 
suited  for  it. 

That's  the  end  of  my  statement! 


JUDGE : 

Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Benson? 

MR.  SCUPPER : 

Mr.  Benson,  you  mentioned  the  offshore  route  -  were  you 
thinking  in  terms  of  winter  construction  on  the  ice  or 
summer-time  construction  -  or  hadn’t  you  thought  about  when 
this  might  be  -  as  far  as  the  construction  season  -  when 
this  might  occur? 

MR.  BENSON: 

Yes  I  have  thought  about  that  -  it  adds  a  construction 
season  -  you  can  do  the  construction  offshore  inside  th 3 
various  islands  for  the  most  part.  In  the  winter  and  in 
much  of  this  area  you  can  also  utilize  the  summer.  So  you 
are  not  restricted  as  with  the  present  snow  road  plan  to 
a  winter  season  only  —  -  and  I  might  add,  only  part  of  that 
winter  season  because  you  have  to  wait  until  you  have 
enough  snow  to  build  a  road.  So  the  offshore  route  ex¬ 
tends  the  construction  season  significantly. 
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JUDGE: 

Mr.  Benson,  I'd  just  like  to  know  a  little  bit  about  your 
background,  tell  us  what  you  do,  what  your  experience  is. 
MR.  3ENS0N : 

I  came  to  Alaska  in  1950  with  the  U.S .Geolog ical  Survey  - 
then  I  spent  four  years  working  in  Greenland  mainly  on  the 
inland  ice-sheets  studying  problems  of  snow  and  ice,  glaci¬ 
ology  in  Greenland.  Then  I  spent  four  years  in 
California  finishing  ray  PHD  at  the  California  Institute  of 
Technology,  came  back  here  in  1960  and  have  been  with  the 
Geophysical  Institute  at  the  University  of  Alaska  since 
then. 

JUDGE: 

What  is  your  field  of  study? 

MR.  3SNS0N: 

Primarily  problems  of  glaciology,  dealing  with  snow  and 
ice  problems;  freezing  problems  in  the  interior  and  also 
problems  in  the  Wrangell  Mountains  right  now  which  involve 
volcanic  studies,  the  interaction  between  volcanos  and 
glaciers.  Since  1961  I  have  been  working  on  the  Arctic 
Slope  studing  the  seasonal  snow  cover.  It's  a  physical 
problem  mainly  and  the  problems  of  wind  drifting  and  wind 
distribution  of  the  snow. 

JUDGE: 

I  think  your  qualifications  seem  to  be  such  that  any  input 
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you  could  give  to  the  gentlemen  who  are  preparing  this 
statement  would  be  most  welcome.  You  have  a  PHD  -  is 
that  in  glaciology? 

MR,  BENSON: 

Geology  and  geophysics. 

MR.  CQAN: 

Mr.  Benson,  I  am  quite  interested  in  your  comments  on 
tanker  shipments  out  of  Point  Gravina  and  Tidewater  -  do 
you  have  a  feeling  that  the  impact  statement  is  negligent 
in  addressing  this  problem,  is  that  what  you  were  telling 
us? 

MR.  BENSON; 

I  think  the  point  I  was  getting  at  is  that  the  tanker 
operation  is  especially  hazardous  and  the  discussion  of 
the  trans-Canada  route  emphasizes  the  overland  route  and 
the  tanker  operation  it  really  isn't  necessary  to  address 
them  there  since  we're  not  using  tankers. 

MR.  CQAN: 

We  did  address  the  tanker  operation  in  Volume  6  Alternative 
which  is  LNG  —  —  -  we  tried  to  leave  that  out  —  —  — 

MR.  BENSON: 

“  ~  ~  this  is  the  Arctic  Gas  operation? 

MR.  CQAN: 

It's  in  the  Alternative  Section  of  the  Impact  Statement 
-  -  which  I  believe  is  Volume  6  -  I  can't  tell  you  which 
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part  of  Volume  6  it  is  but  it  is  addressed  in  the  impact 
statement. 

MR.  3ENS0N : 

My  concern  is  for  the  number,  the  sheer  quantity  of 
tankers  which  we  operated  until  -  when  the  oil  starts  to 
flow,  we  will  have  very  small  oil  tanker  operations  in 
the  North  Pacific  which  is  valuable  from  several  points  of 
view  including  just  the  esthetic  qualities  and  also  you 
are  dealing  with  the  richest  fishing  waters  perhaps  avail¬ 
able  to  North  America  right  now.  So  collisions  or  oil 
spills  or  accidents  with  natural  gas  tankers  any  way  you 
slice  it  the  more  tankers  that  are  in  the  area  the  more 
risk.  It  is  not  only  rich  fishing  waters  but  it  is  also 
notoriously  stormy  waters.  So  it's  a  hazardous  tanker 
operation  no  matter  how  carefully  -  how  careful  everyone 
is . 

JUDGE ; 

Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Benson.  We  have  one  other 

gentleman  who  has  indicated  his  desire  to  participate  - 
Mr.  Peyton  Ray  Phillips. 

MR.  PHILLIPS; 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  panel  -  first  I  want  to 
apologize  to  you  gentlemen  I  hadn't  expected  to  be  in  town 
or  participate  at  this  meeting. 

I  have  heard  the  discussion  here  and  so  what  I  have  to  say 
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November  21,  1975 


E.I.S.  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System 
Room  1538 

Dept,  of  Interior,  BLM  (302) 

Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Gentlemen : 

Enclosed  is  my  written  testimony  on  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  on  the  Alaskan  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System. 

The  Fairbanks  BLM  office  suggested  that  I  send  it  directly  to  you 
in  Washington  because  of  the  late  date.  Because  of  my  travel  schedule 
it  has  not  been  possible  to  get  it  to  you  earlier.  I  hope  you  can  still 
use  it  and  apologize  for  the  delay. 

Sincerely, 

l  - 

Carl  S.  Benson 
Professor  of  Geophysics 
and  Geology 

Six  Mile  Farmers  Loop  Road 
S.  R.  Box  30218. 

Fairbanks,  AK  99701 

CSB/fr 
Enc . 


E.I.S.  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System 
Room  1538 

Dept,  of  Interior,  BLM  (302) 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


Written  Testimony  for  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  on  the 
Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 


Prepared  by: 

Carl  S.  Benson 
Six  Mile  Farmers  Loop  Road 
S.  R.  Box  30218 
Fairbanks,  Alaska  99701 


In  confirmation  of  oral  testimony  presented  at  the  BLM  hearings  in 
Fairbanks  on  Tuesday,  September  30,  1975. 

My  testimony  consists  of  seven  points: 

1.  Of  the  two  proposed  gas  lines;  i.e.  (1)  across  Alaska  to  a 
seaport,  1 iquification  and  shipment  via  tanker,  followed  by  regasification 
for  further  shipment  by  pipeline,  or  (2)  a  single  overland  pipeline  via 
Canada,  the  trans-Canada  line  clearly  seems  like  the  best  one  even 
though  it  needs  some  modification. 

2.  The  primary  modifications  concern  the  routing  along  the  Arctic 
coast.  The  route  should  lie  offshore  or  be  as  close  to  the  coast  as 
possible  before  it  starts  down  the  Mackenzie  River.  This  would  produce 
the  least  damage  to  the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range.  It  would  also  permit  use 
of  abandoned  DEW  Line  Stations,  including  the  one  currently  in  operation 
at  Barter  Island,  so  that  no  new  construction  sites  would  be  required. 

If  offshore  routing  is  used  it  would  eliminate  many  of  the  present 
problems  caused  by  shortages  of  water  and  snow  for  construction  of  the 
proposed  snow  and  ice  roads.  If  an  onshore  route  is  finally  necessary 
the  one  closest  to  the  coast  will  provide  the  most  snow  for  the 
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longest  time  and  there  will  still  be  access  to  sea  water  if  needed.  The 
fact  that  snow  lasts  longer  when  closest  to  the  coast  is  clearly  observabli 
on  satellite  images  available  from  NOAA. 

3.  The  best  points  about  the  trans-Canada  route  are: 

a.  It  will  permit  a  junction  of  the  Alaskan  gas  reserves 
with  those  from  the  Canadian  Arctic.  Thus,  a  single  network 
of  major  gas  lines  will  extend  from  the  North  American 
Arctic  to  the  major  markets  of  interior  Canada  and  the 
United  States.  This  consolidation  is  important  from  the 
viewpoint  of  best-using  the  resources  of  the  North  American 
continent . 

b.  It  avoids  the  complex,  hazardous  and  costly  operations 
of  a  gas  liquification  plant  on  the  Alaskan  south  coast. 

c.  It  avoids  the  hazardous  and  costly  operation  of  more 
tankers  in  the  North  Pacific  -  and  this  is  especially 
important.  The  arguments  against  oil  tanker  operators  were 
either  ignored  or  whitewashed  in  planning  for  the  trans-Alaska 
oil  pipeline;  we  must  NOT  follow  the  precedent  set  by  that 
mistake. 

d.  It  avoids  the  complex  and  hazardous  handling  and 
reshipment  operations  at  the  south  end  of  the  tanker 
route. 

4.  The  trans-Alaska  oil  line  was  a  major  mistake.  Tts  route  was 
decided  upon  by  the  several  major  oil  companies  with  the  original 
purpose  of  getting  the  oil  afloat  "as  a  barterable  commodity  on  the  high 
seas."  The  hazards  of  tanker  operations  in  some  of  the  richest  fishing 
waters  of  the  world  were  largely  ignored.  The  fact  that  this  line 


crosses  the  earth's  most  active  seismic  zone  and  that  storage  facilities 
are  now  being  built  in  this  zone  compounds  the  problem.  This  was  a 
major  mistake  --  we  should  not  only  make  every  effort  to  route  the  gas 
line  overland,  but  I  think  we  should  start  action  to  re-route  the  oil 
line.  Certainly  we  should  not  compound  the  problem  by  laying  more  lines 
along  the  wrong  route. 

5.  Although  incomplete,  so  far  the  trans-Canada  gas  route  has  had 
far  more  detailed  study  from  an  environmental  point  of  view  than  has  the 
El  Paso  route.  The  most  notable  effort  made  so  far  by  the  El  Paso  group 
has  been  directed  at  trying  to  cause  bad  feeling  and  confusion  between 
the  United  States  and  Canada  --  this  is  despicable  and  I  was  pleased  to 
learn  that  they  have  been  reprimanded  for  it  by  a  U.  S.  Judge  at  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  hearings. 

6.  The  main  thing  to  avoid  is  a  route  which  uses  liquification 
plants  and  tanker  operations.  Tanker  operations  should  be  minimized  in 
general  and  it  makes  no  sense  to  plan  for  more  when  they  can  be  avoided. 

7.  A  gas  line  across  Alaska  should  also  be  avoided  because  of  the 
threat  of  industrial  expansion  it  would  bring  to  the  interior,  which  is 
not  suited  for  it . 


September  2?,  1973 


Response  to  Comments 
from  Mr.  Carl  S.  Benson 
Presented  at  the  Public  Hearing  in 
Fairbanks,  Alaska  on  September  30,  1975 


1.  The  points  raised  concerning  the  offshore  and  coastal 
alternatives  are  included  in  the  final  EIS. 

2.  The  Overview  Volume  has  been  revised  and  includes  these 
considerations. 

3.  The  Alternatives  Volume  has  been  revised  and  includes 
discussion  of  tanker  operation  hazards  on  pages  308  and  406  and 
also  in  the  sections  containing  impact  summaries. 


Ervi  rormental  Imnact  Statement  Response 
RE:  Alaska  Natural  Car,  Trane norte t ion  System 

IV;. rt  Environmental  Imy-act  Statement  by  t:.e  LIS  . ask  force,  Alaska  Natural 
Gan  Transportation  Gyr.tem,  Room  510,  VY/2  K  Street,  'Washington,  D.C., 
20006,  Telephone  202-2^-^220,  of  July  2b,  1975* 


Task  force  Members: 

Yy  generation  V;ill  be,  hopefully  the  first  to  really  question  the  priorities, 
the  morality  am  many  ether  nr.ramer.ers  v.hi.ch,  at  present,  are  not  being  scrvr.irized 
by  any  sizeable  majority  o:  the  rener.nl  populace,  for,  you  see,  we  must  think  of 
w’hat  thin  earth  v.ill  V  *  '“or  future  generations.  This  potentially  great  country, 
if  \.'e  ir.v,  car  lean  tr  -rid  in  nnswerin g  ‘-he  pro:  lens  of  overpopulation  of  the 
planet  an:!  its  resulting  re  to  the  ecosystems  v;e  seldom  notion  and  more  often 
take  Tor  granted.  Vi  is  i :  .-by  1  will  address  this  issue  as  candidly  as  i  know  how 
and  hope  others  will  respond  as  frankly. 

In  addition  to  my  general  feelings  of  shame  and  distrust  concerning  our 
recent  period  o  '  rseu  -o-rhictai  orsbi  n  under  the  well-meaning  but  twisicn  hand  of 
Kr.  Nixon,  I  have  dev-1  ct>:: ,  over  the  la st  JO  of  so  years,  a  working  knowledge 
of  the  v:a;  a  in  which  dorrs  of  and  Bureau  of  Reclamation  have  given 

good  Engineers  and  their  associate;:  a  bad  ronutation  because  of  some  of  the  most 
preposterous  proposals  in  rcccn1  timer:.  A  cannl  from  J  aatest  own,  K  .Dak .  to 
Aberdeen,  S.  L'nk.!!  Flrr-s  on  two  of  the  most  scenic  rivers  in  forth  Dakota,  ine 
Che.ve.nne  and  lembina  Rivers! !  Cost-benefit,  ratios  as  ridiculous  as  the  projects 
they  Purport  to  suppert., 

Yet,  our  senators  and  congressmen  all  over  this  nation  have  either  too  large 
a  work  load  or  too  little  ability  to  cone  to  grips  with  an  old  ally  of  North 
Dakotans,  what  most  of  us  call  "Common  Sense”;  In  simpler  terns,  a  "feeling" 
for  what  v.ill  work  and  what  won't! 

VJhat  my  generation  wants,  in  specific,  is  GuararJ  cos.  Guarantees  that  after 
all  of  the  gas  is  used,  that  some  adoqwave  portion  of  the  profits  derived  be  useo 
to  totally  remove  the  buildings,  air  fields,  equipment  and  litter  left  on  the 
pipeline  route  50  years  or  so  from  now  when  I'll  bo  .an  old  man.  Guarantees  that 
thp  pipeline  be  constructed  to  remain  able  to  function  under  pressure  without 
significant  leakage  ntr!  subsequent  danger  tc  the  environment  for  a  period  up  to 
and  possibly  exceeding  SO  yr.w.l  Guarantees  that  access  roads  will  not  be  used 
by  the  genera'1  public  under  any  circumstances,  especially  in  fragile  ecosystems 
such  at  found  in  Alaska  ar.d  forth  Dakota,  Guarantees  that  the  Little  Missouri. 

River  and  Badlands  remain  scenic  as  proclaimed  on  March  18,  1975  when  Governor  Link 
signed  into  'Jaw  the  Little  Missouri  State  Scenic  River  Act  (H.b.  1172),  thus 
creating  North  Dakota's  first  state  scenic  river.  In  short,  I  do  not  want  a  paved 
road  t Irourh  ever;:  ecosystem  so  I  car  drive  riy  Lincoln  right  up  to  an  endangered 
species;  I  want  future  generations  to  feel  idle  outdoors,  to  walk  a  mile  or  ten  to 
get  away  from  concrete  and  buildings  ard  fc-^l  an  exhilcration  I  feel  when  out  walkin, 
in  the  Badlands  and  flushing  a  rabbit  or  mu lev  or  perhaps  a  goloen  eagle! 

As  I  scanned  through  the  Impact  Statement,  several  things  troubled  me.  The 
route  crosses  about  120  miles  of  the  Little  Missouri  Badlands  and  the  Missouri 
River  Escarpment.  Soils  through  these  areas  are  extremely  thin  over  shales  and 
sandstone.  Slot-os  rang-’  up  to  60  per  cent  with  elevation  differences  of  ^-00  ft. 
Erosion  hazards  are  high.  (Ref.  1-173) •  Because  existing  roads  cross  the  proposed 
route  so  infrequently  in  the  less  populated  areas  of  Montana  and  North  Dakota, 
more  than  ‘>0  of  the  applicant's  temporary  roads  would  be  built  in  these  states. 
(Ref,  1-2.88).  The  proposed  line  crosses  the  Killdeer  Mountain  Came  Management  Area 
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in  Dunn  County,  at  6, 5?1  acres  the  largest  state-owned  manarenent  area.  The  Kjlldeer 
Mountains  contain  populations  of  whix-e-tailcd  and  rculp  deer,  wild  turkey,  pheasant, 
sharptailod  prouse ,  beaver,  coyote,  fox,  squirrel,  jackrabbit  and  cottontail  rabcit. 
In  years  to  cone,  the  Padlands  and  Cane  I'ana/rement  Areas  ir.  Forth  Dakota  will  be 
the-  only  retreat  from  f&rr.ine  nono-cul Lures  and  the  rtress  of  city  life.  Another 
alar'inp  fact  is  the  crossing  of  Indian  Reservations. .  When  will  we  ever  stop 
steal! np  from  our  country's  most  proud  people,  the  Indian? 

Concerning  the  alternate  routes;  line  one  (1)  proposes  one  additional  major 
river  crossing,  is  the  .same  leapt h  as  the  proposed  route,  end  crosses  near  Teddy 
Roosevelt's  Elkhorn  r'.anch  between  the  Forth  and  South  unit:,  of  the  park,  through 
the  heart  o<"  the  Padlands.  Line  two  (2)  proposes  tv?o  additional  river  crossinrs, 

,  yenre  River  Indian  Reservation,  cro^se;;  the 

Badlands  of  South  Dakota  nir:  more  areas  oj*  rteep  r.lotx  and  unstable  soils,  and 
cronne:  critical  r.act  rrourc  halitat.  Lir.o  three  (?)  crosses  the  l.issouri  uve  (l) 
miles  rov.th  or  bisrnrek  (Would  you  believe  danperovs?),  crosses  the  *'ort  Peck 
Iririian  'erervalion  and  Tort  .  'rkhold,  an -I  in  20  ri  :  ortor.  Also  line  three 
is  obviously  the  shortest,  distance  between  two  points,  a  straight  line!  Imagine 
how  much  enrineerinp  training  is  required  to  cone  to  ihir  on-.PKinr  alternative. 

Could  those  companies  possibly  i  o  cKr-ctm  by  people  with  the  audacity  to  promote 
a  straight,  line  a w  an  er.viroir-.cr.tal  alternative 7  Ax  this  point  a  person  o;  limited 
knovrl  such  as  myself  r  /•.  t  ever  iravc  figured  out  all  alone  that  tl:e  first 
three  lines  are  company  alternatives!  Hut  just  in  case,  the  EIS  docs  state  r;o! 

I  '  ,  c'  and  tr.r  port!  »n  of  lino  (  that  heads  east  at  about  Kax,  Kortl  Dakota; 
ther  e  niton  stives  only  rive  beautiful  '"inneyota  problems  that  would  to  environ¬ 
ment  u  ?  I  y  d  i  r  a . :  t  r  ou  s ! 

1  have  found  an  alternative  that  would  not  be  significantly  lon/'er,  v;ould 
not  cm-  s  the  !  a  ilai  is,  the  Ki  ll<ie»  r  !  nt«5i  s,  any  Indian  Reservations,  or  cross  I 
within  50  milts  cf  any  major  urban  center.  This  route  would  not  pass  throsifh  the  | 
major  coal  mininp  on -ra cions  and  this  fact  may  \r  ‘ho  i:«st.  reason  for  choosinf 
v.y  route.  Obviously,  with  an  overburden  of  up  to  to  20  feet,  tin  pipeline 
itself  would  bo  a  major  obstacle  to  coal  r.tri nr.ir.p  and  the  chance  of  accidental 
riamaye  to  thy  pipe  by  r.achi r/.-r.  cir/  inp  coal  would  be  greater.  The  physiographic 

Lve. 

■ 

So,  here  is  my  meat  judiciously  thought  out  alternative;  At  a  point  on  the 
prororc  1  route  about  10  niles  N'orL kwost  of  the  liortkwust  coir. or  of  .  ort  Peck 
Indian  Reservation  ti:c-  line  p or:-  a:;m  oxi.mai cly  due  Last  to  a  point  just  South  of 
Coteau,  :>.rii  Dakota.  Thence  Southeasterly  to  about  10  milcr  South  of  Deslacs, 

Perth  Dakota.  Thence  Southeasterly 

of  Goodrich,  North  Dakota.  fierce  Southeasterly  to  a  point  halfway  between 
Woodworth,  "orth  Dakota  and  )  wchanan,  forth  Dakota,  thence  due  South  to  a  j;oint 
of  intersection  with  the  proposed  pipeline. 

by  alternative,  in  jvldition  to  misoinr  our  most  treasured  ecosystems  ir 
H  im  Forth  Dakota,  docs  not  cross  a  major  strec.ni  or  river  in  Forth  Dakota. 

Tin  reason  it  will  : ;oct  probably  be  rebuked  ir.  because  it  docs  not  cress 
through  the  future  ra:.i,'ieation  planus  and  coal  mininr  areas  in  the  West  of  forth 
Dakota!  Rut.  with  all  this  Arctic  ras  available  to  the  r astern  states,  is  it 
not  1c.  leal  to  ass vr.  that  ibo  pacification  plants  will  be  economically  restricted 
to  serving  areas  to  the  South  and  West  of  the  coal  fields? 

:y  alternative  p.vsreg  1  •  rnurh  much  more  access  able  areas,  makinp  winter 
i p.rjjocui on.*:,  repairs,  etc.  much  more  economical. 

Alt  Lou;  h  our  cor.rroccmar  and  senators  have  expressed  concern  that  \:e  pet  a 
"chunk"  o’'  t.hir  pas,  most  of  the  people  o"  this  stale,  I  fed,  will  le  served 
very  ;  Irquately  by  coal  plants  in  the  a  r.i,  of  ‘.ort.:.  .  ikota. 

Conc'-rnin.  A~ torrohi ve  D-icr r.:  Scvrcer. :  Cil  aha  it  ir  the  moat  ridiculously 
e:.ii;npiy-'  onvi ror ?-/  at:  1  '.isa^’er  tbit  eoul.i  befall  t-.  beaut! ful  Rockies.  It 
would  take  (.  nuclear  cower  plants  with  throe  10C0  ib  unit-,  to  a  plant  to  produce 
t)ic  1' 3,000  !'.,  that  could  be  transported  by  this  pipeline  system.  (1-549). 

(?) 


static  and 
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Prarotie  breakthroughs  in  the  develop of  the  fusior  •  roves s  *.  hich  leavc-s  no 
oi  }vi  waste  1-.,  :  -  • .  I  no)  r  leaui  !  f 

to  the  oil  companies  anr.'  Hrr»  com.:-.  •  ions  that  have  iwuflH.  and  paid  for  i -.njr 
or  „ur  rn  I  Masj  ln;:ton.  fkal  Thorns  Klenro  is  oven  teiw  considered  for  the 
[n*  i  rior  r  . 

adninistraHen  on  cnviroiawntal  Hatters  or  proof  or  ti.-ir  alav.r:  to  the  o.J 
may  he  a  rood  a  ir.i  ,  hut  wlnt  are  hie  qu  ai .  1001 1 

for  Seerotnw  of  the  Interior?? 

The  people  of  Alaska  are  beinm  environ  merit,  ally  "ripped  off  and  arr^ 
pronarrndir'd  to  VeMrvo  it'r  tfco  only  nay  to  koer  Alaska's  ee 
iicljj  the  raot  of  tie  nation, 

;j)v.n  in  ti.  (ksnjetjvn  tkl.  '  od)  »ro  humr-ernts  at.l  politielauo  ranp  to. 
real: Y.n  that  less  ■  / . i  i . ■ .  ,  riioh  rsoro  co)  i-irvid  ion,  nyio  sacrSfioe,  am  no  r 
is  tho  only  msj  to  r.tl'firhl  -  eel  thic  nation?  1  believe  nest  or  the  poonlc  in 
this  land  Lvo  rroi-lrr  for  scr.e  i<>  .iUw  .iin  aUon  l  ror  1oa,iors  arv:  ir  o  r  lcwte.-o 
..  jv  t.ollinr  )  '  It  is,  ;  ration  rill  ?..  a  trrph  in  t "v. 

rad,  J . :  7,011  a;  i  ■  i  :  .  I  '  1  ■  '■  ‘  '  "  '  ' 

■  called  ■  . ..  .  and  linoone  invelvos  in  ct:  K'::,  not  'nC.r.L'..  TCUi 

i  uincertO'.  ".uik'  tlw  -k  Korea  for  vritin.’  a  very  ro.iJ.-t  and  into, native 
An  in.  ividua'J  mo!  as  ny-self  conlil  not  Win  to  assault  svah  a  rro.1-.ei.  wjt  a.ttj 
, :;,f r..  pro-  ■  in  the 

/,  not wi  i  .  train,  »«r,W  retor  of  th  <  tion 

is  interontinf  and  cnlifhUninr.  The  rnloaso  treat!  wit!  i  public  opinion 
f.,4  tin  rrsv-Hs  irii-oio  tird.  tie  roeoi.l  feel  ,  hart  aye  !su<  not  ai  i. 

l-ito  .1  ro  nt  1  Frol.cc Lion  l  ■■  c  m  •  for  Uw  rurvoj  wit!  n  priva! 

,  a-  .  '  ■  ,  '  * 

incoi:v'»i'i'--"c.er  and  ■' i .-.(•'•.m.'ort  th;i.  u:..»  i.'.vc  »■'*«.  _r  >  t '  ri «*r : y  •  u.  J  .  uon  ■ 

tw*  oven "i clmiu;*  mayorj .  y  t»:'  irt^i'vicvefi  indicaucrd  i/.iit  L' ■  >  wiv  i.ot  r. 

favor  of  .b.-.-orinr  !  •  air  ad  water  nollut  ion  sta:-  iuniu.  Rather,  th' y  .  .-vo-.vn 

oovc-n  sten-  in  casinr.  the  fuel  shor^arc.  sever  -• 

null  ic.  !.van-rertat5  c-m  ( '  '»  ),  Inmvlty'  the  Ofeec!  i  '»•  -i*  r.  on  r.ipl 

smaller  car  (75  ),  tnASdlnr  1  b?-  Ajask:in  lilrelln?  («  '  ),  koerin  he  U-<  ■  ■  t 

At  p<vro  'I:-:  ciVt'orl  • •  (:  ),  cut  til.  *  b  •.  air,?l;;?v  J‘V  ,'!i!  r  ( ’  ),  n..  •  :.i!w 

,  -  -  )• 

but.  thf:  ewcournf'ir'*  fact  ir.  '.hat-  most  r  -orlc  arc  ik?.:  :',v<d.  f.r  •■re  i::  'Ovor  oj' 

fipjrtinp  pollution  rcpaidles*  QJ‘  l*ovr  they  ww  affected  by  the  ft»el  thorn, -v. 
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I*r.  l.ynn  A.  i;vr/r".an 
1^29  Forth  21  at  Street  *2 
biomarck,  ho.'Lh  Dakota 


Enc'lo-  '  1  j ti  ti.?  ori.'  i:.'l  th*aft  of  t)-,is 
r,-';j  once  j.:  a  man  of  iiort.b  Dflkoua  showing 
ry  r-li.crnatr  rout*:. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mr.  Lynn  A.  Bergmen,  Bismark,  N.  Dakota 
dated  September  27,  1975 


1.  Comments  noted  -  purpose  of  the  EIS  is  to  identify  and  eval¬ 
uate  the  environmental  impacts  resulting  from  implementation 
of  the  Applicant's  proposal.  The  only  portion  of  these 
comments  suggesting  a  change  in  the  EIS  is  that  dealing  with 
a  suggested  new  alternative  route.  It  is  beyond  the  scope 
of  the  EIS  to  treat  in  detail  all  potential  alternative 
routes.  Major  route  alternatives  considered  feasible  are 
discussed  on  pages  703-720  of  the  Final  EIS,  North  Border 
Volume.  These  comments  with  the  new  proposed  route  were 
not  included  in  the  Final  EIS  but  will  be  made  part  of  the 
Public  Record  of  Comments. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Carl  W.  Bollwinkel 
dated  October  14,  1975 


Comments  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS, 
see  pages  451-452,  468,  586,  654,  and  659  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 


Comment  from  Sarah  A.  Bradt 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Keith  Bouldin 
dated  October  30,  1975 


Dear  Sen.  Kennedy  4/21/75 

I  write  to  urge  you  not  to  support  an  oil  pipeline  through  the 
Arctic  Natl.  Wildlife  range.  I  recognize  the  need  for  gas,  but  support 
either  of  2  alternative  routes  (one  of  which  parallels  the  oil  pipeline) 
as  less  damaging  to  the  web  of  life  -  including  man. 

Sarah  A.  Bradt 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 


73b 


in;  ~  ly ; 


Unite  i L?i  "•  Hepr t  Clio 

r,  h:  \r  or  ».a:t>  ' TMi' 

V  /.MI.A'JTON,  JhC  .1.!  > 


502 


"C^vC.n  -f 


Vv 

•^(vv 


■  •  \  T  V  «  -• 


c,rv 

w. 


O'A  p  •  .Luv,  H *: Kl.  1. 


UUu 


‘-'fv  \ 


Cv  v  c.  ^  ^  j  x  ^  C  v 

Ui  v»< 

-)  It  y>^</V-\  '  Cv^vJL  \  O  ^  t  tOW’ «- 
1  tDv/£  <c-j  ^  |^\£  /  ^  1y-K„cJv  pjUvVfvAv.«vi  j 

t*3  1  ^  yLA.Lvv^C  1  0  VI  J  >  lll>U  CvlX^  i  ^ 

Jv*  .M^c  CvHc.^  u-\  c  •  \  vC  V. »  jl 

---  i  ( ^  'V>..  \u ^ 


A 


Foo.  Toward  H.  F<v*'rdy 

United  ftatr3  Sermior 

John  F.  hemiedy  '<>•  eral  Iii/llding 

Covert -^cnt  Cr.ncrr  NOV  1  ^  li)/5 

I'.ooton,  hu«f achusottfl  02205 

hear  Senator  Kennedy! 

Thank  yen  for  yovv  repent  rr  •  vnicp.tlrn  In  which  v.-vj  forwarded  cerv.entfl 
fro  n  J.o.  Sarah  T.vc-'v.  don  Ur?  vith  tho  dr. -ft  cnvirc.  'nt^l  i’-nnr.t 
Dtatcfjcnt  (LIS)  entitled,  ’  S.lr.r-.ji  haturnl  <:.to  Yrmc-  ortar  jo*;  Syr-tem. ' 

l-'e  linve  received  n'  i’Y  cordon  to  frou  *'«j.  Vi~dt  and  other*  roev  -v.'-in* 
that  th.i  pro  'i-rcJ  t  re  t  it  :i  t1  Arctic  1  !!:'Vtfe  ■  to 

reroute'  due  to  tr.'-  il«;un  '  11  cate  <  ■  ■.  'vr,tn  it  r  .  rar^e. 

!jy#  .  v.-  't  P  ■'"■  -iv:  •.  •  i '  r  f>;  f.'  .-'ll1  :  -i  Jv  i  a  I .  i  '  • 

oil  ;  >.  •  Hne.  c ••*  v-i',vor:c-'i  rl*  r:-  >* (w  ..  -i! d  follow  the  orristl"'*  oil 
pjpnl;ri?  frrt  rtrv  ’  •->  i  ty  to  *ir.  ••.■.’  s  (  !'•  nlfl,  tl  n  .Imp  ;  e 
Ain?'. .-I- ’  '■  ’&  ’■  I  ;  •  v  r  <•>{<>  f  •-  :■»  r  t  -  n  for’.  !  iptu  t^p. 

Jr,  '.'--  v  :  ..  ,  •  r  ;•  .*•  I  *. i.  TV .  *.  •’  i.*’.  n  i  .  1  nroM'.;.r.t 

vould  ffllotr  t.  :  <»<  I  c  :}jro  ’  t  -  •  J.ri  '3  to  it  roar 
Valuer ,  o-i  tie  A):.'.  ±-\  i  rn  n  J 1  •-  sled  r-r-c.i"*o,'cnlc  trohor 

oyster.  (‘:o  o  so  r  •  -1  rrr.o  !  v-rc.)  x  .id  r'.'n  tvo  ~  ’it  tha  ■ 
to  the.  lover  i  ,inr«’i.  •  r  ... ‘.viro  von  t>*at  !'j.  Lr-,..t,o  cr  .  its 

will  le  cr.rcttrllv  <  ?..,-red  by  cuv  v  ritl..-.  tcarw  na  ti.ey  j»rcp;.re 

the  flv.al  onviro.i: i:tnl  ii.Tiwct  f.tntenrnt. 

As  reejuorted,  Ko.  Ticrft'a  letter  is  herewith  returned.  If  wo  can 
be-  of  further  acctctancn,  plc.iaa  let  ua  l.’ow. 

Sincerely  youre, 


Ronan  H.  Kncnipr'o 
Project  Krna^er 
Al.i«»'.a  !*n tural  <’*'0 
Trenai'.ortacion  Systcn 


Fnclosure 

V 

cc:  Tour  Vashlnyton  Office 

RI>RF(A) 

SCf>0  22750 
Kocnlr.ga 


Souleo 
RcCcen  . 
Leonard  v 
Dawefl  -  Km. 


15  AO 


302  R.P.  -  F.rj.  15A0 
Hold  Copy 

LLMiCSmyth: baa: 11/13/7 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Sarah  A.  Bradt 
dated  September  25,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Eugene  C.  Brown 
undated 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

John  A.  Buchanan,  September  28,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Eugene  E.  Bulin 
dated  October  24,  1975 


1.  The  Overview  Volume,  page  5,  makes  it  clear  that  no  natural 
gas  from  Canadian  markets  will  be  exported  to  the  United 
States.  Rather,  this  line  will  be  utilized,  by  both  nations, 
as  a  transportation  facility  to  move  the  gas  from  one  point 
to  another. 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 

3.  The  Liquified  Natural  Gas  System  was  expanded  in  the  Final 
EIS,  Alternatives  Volume  beginning  on  page  173. 

4.  See  92  above. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Clark  Bullard 
dated  October  19,  1875 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  is  discussed  on  page  451,  452, 
468,  586,  654  and  659  of  the  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

2.  The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  discussed  on  pages  195,  303, 
304,  308,  400  and  425  of  the  Final  EIS,  Alaska  Volume. 

The  Final  EIS  evaluates  a  specific  proposal  for  a  pipeline  route. 
However,  an  alternative  pipeline  system  that  would  parallel  the 
oil  pipeline  is  discussed  on  pages  665-761,  Alaska  Volume  and 
pages  175-567  of  the  Alternatives  Volume. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Pat  Burr 
dated  October  20,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  is  discussed  on  page  451-452, 

468  586,  654,  and  659  of  the  North  Border  Volume.  The  reader  is 

referred  to  the  Alaska  Volume,  pages  195,  303,  304,  308,  400  and 
425,  Final  EIS,  for  information  concerning  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Anchorage,  Alaska 
September  25  and  26,  1975 
by  Mr.  Homer  Burrell 
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MR  .  J3URRSLL:. 

Thank  you  Mr.  chairman.  I  will  perhaps  speak  in  two 

capacities  today  and  I  think  I  should  speak  in  one  first 
which  is  not  written  but  which  I  will  be  pleased  to  put 
in  writing. 

For  more  than  six  years,  terminating  in  January  of  this  year 
I  was  Director  of  Oil  and  Gas  for  the  State  of  Alaska,  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  Alaska  oil  and  gas  conservation,  which 
position  I  had  responsibility  for  on  regulations  on  oil  and 
gas  use  in  Alaska.  The  drilling  practices,  the  production 
practices  and  everything  connected  therewith. 

I  am  somewhat  concerned  about  some  of  the  remarks  that  have 
been  made  concerning  this  gas  and  I  am  against  it  in  this 
capacity  (not  in  a  capacity  for  which  I  will  then  change 
hats  and  I'll  tell  you  about  that). 

At  some  point  -  and  the  best  information  we  can  get,  and 
I  shouldn't  say  'we'  -  I  mean  the  best  information  the  State 
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can  get  from  their  consultant,  Henry  vanHulen  and 
Associates  of  Denver,  Colorado,  who  is  one  of  the  most 
prominent  reservoir  engineers  in  the  world,  he  has  been 
hired  by  the  State  and  has  been  under  contract  for  over 
three  years,  and  he  is  doing  exactly  what  some  of  us  are 
concerned  with  here  today,  ie.  what  amount  of  ga9  can  be 
produced,  at  what  rate,  at  what  time,  without  incurring  or 
restricting  or  limitinc  ultimate  production  of  oil  from  the 
major  oil  fields. 

Contrary  to  thie  aero-space  program  (and  I  suggest  you  get 
back  to  aero-space  where  they  may  have  more  expertise)  - 
contrary  to  what  they  say  there  is  no  way  that  people  I 
used  to  work  with  before  I  left  the  State  government,  would 
ever  permit  production  of  oil  or  gas  from  the  Prudhoe  Bay 
reservoir  to  such  an  extent  that  it  minimized  or  restricted 
or  otherwise  affected  ultimate  recovery. 

Now  the  State  has  laws,  AS. 31  etc.  to  handle  that  -  and  I 
am  really  concerned  that  thare  have  been  some  allegations  of 
loss  of  so  many  barrels  of  oil  and  all  that  kind  of  stuff, 
I'm  really  concerned  that  they  think  the  State  is  so  re- 
responsible  that  they  would  permit  that.  There  is  no 

way  (as  I  understand  the  proper  officials  who  have  succeeded 
me  in  my  former  position)  that  the  State  will  ever  put  up 
with  that  kind  of  nonsense  -  and  I  find  this  Aero-space 
System  report  to  be  irresponsible  in  that  and  I  suggest 
they  get  back  to  aero-space  and  not  concern  themselves  with 
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oil  and  gas  reservoirs  of  which  they  obviously  have  ne 
knowledge . 

The  State  of  Alaska  Department  of  Natural  Resource, 
Division  of  Oil  and  Gas  has  hired  (as  I  have  told  you)  one 
of  the  most  prominent  consultants  in  the  world  who  has 
been  conducting  computer  studies  for  a  considerable  period 
of  time  and  believe  me,  I  can  guarantee  you  they  are  going 
to  know  what  they  are  talking  about  and  they  will  NOT 
allow  excess  production  of  gas  to  interfere  with  the  near 
recovery  of  oil. 

I  am  sorry  I  had  to  make  those  remarks  because  this  report 
is  so  asinine. 
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Okay,  now  let  me  proceed  with  the  second  half  -  - 
_JUDGE_i  _ 

-  -  excuse  me  -  one  of  the  members  of  the  panel  would  like 
to  ask  a  question. 

MR ._  J3URRE ' L L : 

I  will  be  pleased  to  accept  questions  at  any  time  Mr. 
Chairman . 

MR.  COANj. 

Are  you  referring  to  the  Aero  Space  Study  referred  to  in 
the  Title  III  Study  of  the  Trans  Alaska  Pipeline  Act,  is 
that  what  you  are  talking  about? 
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MB.  BURRELL: 

I  am  referring  to  this  one  that  is  entitled  as  follows: 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Economics  and 
Risks  Analysis,  Conclusions  and  Results,  June,  1975, 
Department  of  Interior  -  Aero  Space  Corp. 

MR.  COAN: 

This  was  done  AFTER  we  wrote  the  draft  Environmental  Im¬ 
pact  Statement  and  was  not  referred  to  in  our  Impact 
Statement  at  all. 

MR.  BURRELL; 

That  is  correct  sir. 

MR.  COAN: 

Okay,  I  just  want  to  be  sure  you  understand  that. 

MR . BURRELL : 

Yes,  and  for  the  record,  I  concede  that.  I  am  trying  to 
keep  up  with  the  record  (including  this  morning's  paper) 
but  it  is  a  bit  difficult.  Thank  you  sir : 

I  am  appearing  here  on  behalf  of  the  organization  (and  this 
is  my  second  hat)  -  1  am  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  Organ¬ 
ization  for  the  Management  of  Alaska's  Resources,  which 
shall  hereinafter  be  referred  to  as  OMAR.  It  is  a  non¬ 
profit  corporation  and  is  dedicated  to  insuring  that 
Alaska  gas  goes  to  the  United  States  markets,  including 
those  in  Alaska,  by  means  of  all  American  effort,  by  all 
United  States  groups  for  reasons  of  environmental  impact 
as  well  as  legal,  political  and  economic  reasons. 
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All  of  these  reasons  in  our  judgment,  necessitate  the 


transportation  of  Prudhoe  Bay  gas  to  the  united  States 
markets,  without  crossing  foreign  lands. 

It  is  OMAR's  opinion  that  any  gas  pipeline  route  through 
Canada  would  have  an  unnecessarily  adverse  environmental 
impact,  could  impair  the  long-term  productivity  of  one  of 
the  major  resources  of  the  United  States,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  United  States,  and  would  result  in  irreversible  and 
■irretrievable  commitment  of  this  gas  resource  to  the  legal, 
political  and  economic  whims  of  a  foreign  country. 


One  of  the  major  reasons  for  OMAR's  support  of  the  all 
Alaskan  group  and  opposition  to  the  proposed  Alaska  Gas 
Transportation  System  being  considered  at  this  hearing 
is  one  of  timing.  There  is  presently  a  shortage  of 
natural  gas  (and  parenthetically  I  would  have  to  disagree 
with  the  previous  witness  who  doesn't  seem  to  know  the 
midwest)  -  northeast  people  are  running  out  of  jobs  this 
winter  and  out  of  heat  for  their  homes.  I'll  be  happy  to 
discuss  this  matter  with  her  later. 

This  shortage  of  natural  gas  will  increase  during  this 
coming  winter  and  forthcoming  winters,  resulting  in 
industry  shut-downs  and  loss  of  jobs,  if  not  loss  of  fuel 
for  homes.  It  is  our  belief  that  delays  inherent  in  the 
construction  of  the  proposed  Canadian  route  will 
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aggravate  these  problems  to. the  detriment  of  the  United 
States,  including  the  people  of  Alaska,  AND  including  the 
consumer  and  the  working  man. 

OMAR's  presentation  is  to  be  divided  into  three  parts,  the 
first  being  the  legal  and  political  impact  of  the  proposal; : 
second  the  economic  impact;  and  third  the  environmental 
impact  -  all  relating  to  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
commitment  of  resources  and  to  ths  adverse  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  proposed  by  the  applicants  for  that  system. 

* 

For  the  record,  at  aiy  time  I  would  welcome  questions  from 
the  chair  or  the  panel. 

Dealing  first  with  the  legal  and  political  aspects  of  the 
proposal,  our  concern  with  the  legal  and  political  area  is 
that  there  may  be  an  inadvertent,  irreversible  and  ir¬ 
retrievable  commitment  of  our  natural  resources  to  the 
tender  mercies  of  a  foreign  country.  Political  situations 
change  -  within  the  last  few  years  an  Assyrian  oulldozer 
operator  'accidently"  drove  in  and  broke  a  pipeline  of 
Saudi  Arabia;  Egypt  closed  the  Suez  Canal.  Many  nations 
have  nationalized  their  oil  resources. 

With  respect  to  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System  (which  is  the  subject  of  this  discussion)  it  should 
be  pointed  out  that  the  proposed  route  would  pass  through 
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the  Provinces  of  Saskatchewan  and  British  Columbia,  the 
government  both  of  which  are  presently  controlled  by  the 
new  Democratic  party  whose  philosophy  is  Socialism,  and 
which  advocates  government  ownership  or  control  of  native 
industries.  To  be  precise,  Saskatchewan  has  expropriated 
all  oil  and  gas  rights  within  that  Province.  British 
Columbia  has  taken  over  a  power  company  within  that 
Province  and  has  formed  their  own  oil  and  gas  company. 

* 

Within  the  last  two  weeks  efforts  by  Canada  and  the  United 
States  to  reach  agreement  on  the  paving  of  the  Alcan 
(or  whatever  you  want  to  call  it)  -  the  highway,  the  one 
that  runs  from  Montana  into  Alaska  -  the  Alcan  Highway 
was  built  in  1943  I  think  -  around  the  years  of  World  War 
II.  Efforts  to  reach  agreement  on  paving  of  that  have 

fallen  apart  because  the  United  States  says  ‘we'll  pay  the 
bill  for  paving  it  if  you'll  give  us  a  permanent  right-of- 
way*  and  Canada  says  'no,  that's  in  derrogation  of  our 
sovereignty ' . 

Now  I  don't  care  what  kind  of  a  treaty  is  written  on  this 
so-called  gas  pipeline  through  Canada  but  I  don< t  think 
Canada  is  going  to  derrogate  their  sovereignty  there  either 
any  more  than  they  will  on  the  highway,  in  my  opinion. 

* 

Now  none  of  the  foregoing  is  intended  as  criticism  against 
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Canada,  please  don't  misunderstand  me  there.  The 
Canadian  Government  would  be  irresponsible  if  it  failed  to 
seek  its  own  best  interests.  However,  it  does  cause  any 
reasonable  person  to  look  with  a  jaundiced  eye  at  any 
United  States  findings  of  pipeline  through  Canada,  even 
with  appropriate  treaty. 

The  Honorable  w.  B.  Williston,  Queens  Court,  in  prepared 
direct  testimony  before  the  Federal  Power  Commission  has 
•pointed  out  major  problems  which  might  arise  in  legal 
ethics  and  these  include:  (1)  The  Canadian  National  Energy 
Board  (NEB),  their  approval  is  required;  and  (2)  the  NEB 
required  evidence  as  to  the  ‘Canadian  content'  or  partici¬ 
pation  in  financing  and  construction  of  the  line,  including 
materials  and  labor.  Foreign  input  from  the  United 

States  investments  -  was  originally  restricted  by  the 
Canadian  Government  -  -called  the  'Foreign  Investment 
Review  Act  of  1973’;  and  (3)  the  National  Energy  Board 
(NEB)  requires  consistent  and  probable  environmental  impact 
for  the  line;  (4)  both  import  and  export  licenses  for  gas 
must  be  granted  by  the  NE3.  (5)  The  Canadian  Cabinet 
must  approve  both  export  licenses  and  pipeline  certifica¬ 
tions  and  both  are  then  subject  to  judicial  review  (that 
means  the  courts);  (6) the  Mackenzie  Valley  Pipeline  Inquiry 
which  is  currently  being  conducted  by  Mr.  Justice  Berger  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Province  of  British  Columbia, 
is  apparently  precedent  to  any  National  Energy  Beard  action 
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it  is  still  going  on  and  the  McKenzie  Valley  Canadian 
groups  are  strongly  opposing  the  pipeline  until  their 
arrangements  are  settled.  This  could  result  in  indefin¬ 
ite  delay  in  pipeline  approval. 

Now  (7):  the  Canadian  Government  could  legally  impose  in¬ 
come,  gross  receipts,  import,  export,  license,  sales, 
transit  and  real  estate  taxes  on  pipeline  and  associated 
facilities  within  Canada.  (8)  The  individual  Provinces 
could  levy  property,  income,  sales  and  license  taxes  on  the 
pipeline  and  associated  activities  within  each  Province. 

* 

Now  furthermore,  property  taxes  under  Canadian  law  are 
measured  by  the  use,  in  other  words,  pipeline,  to  which 
the  land  is  put.  The  Canadian  Government  (in  Mr.  Willistor ' 
opinion)  could  NOT  prohibit  the  Provinces  from  levying  such 
tax  nor  could  they  -  - 
MR.  SCHODER:: 

-  -  excuse  me,  are  you  SURE  the  Provinces  have  the  author- 
ity  to  tax  the  pipeline  -  - 
MR,  BURRELL: 

-  sir,  I  can  only  refer  you  to  Mr.  Williston's  opinion, 
this  is  what  HE  says,  not  what  I  say.  I  am  not  an  expert 
on  Canadian  law  (maybe  I  know  some  law  though) .  However, 
he  cites  cases  -  if  you'll  loo*  at  the  exhibit  to  th<. 

El  Peso  presentation  to  the  Federal  Power  Commission  you 
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find  that  he  has  -  -  his  direct  testimony  -  -  Mr. 

Williston's  direct  testimony  in  the  El  Paso  presentation 
he  states  all  of  this  end  he  cites  cases. 

MR.  SCHOPgR: 

But  are  you  certain  that  he  was  referring  to  inter- 
Provincial  -  not  produced  in  the  Province  to  be  taxed  -  -  - 

MS.  BURRELL : 

-  -  -  yes  sir,  I  am  absolutely  certain  that's  what  he  is 
referring  to.  I  will  not  question  his  judgment  on  this, 
he  is  a  much  better  qualified  lawyer  than  I  am,  particularly; 
in  Canada . 

How  (9) :  the  Province  may  tax  income  in  turn  earling  out¬ 
side  income,  and  Mr.  Williston  again  cites  authorities  in 
specific  cases.  In  other  words  they  could  prorate  income 
earned  by  the  corporation  but  yet  earned  outside  the 
Province.  No.  10:  in  the  event  of  a  local  enercy  shortage 
(and  this  is  a  little  bit  frightening)  any  Province  (and 
again  this  is  Mr.  Williston' s  opinion)  could  divert  Alaska 
gas  to  local  use,  that  is.  Provincial  use  and  the  Canadian 
Government  could  not  prohibit  such  action  without  declaring 
a  national  emergency. 

No.  11:  Under  the  Energy  Supplies  Emergency  Act  (which  is 
Canadian  Law)  pipeline  capacity  could  be  preempted  to 
serve  the  Canadian  customers.  To  put  it  bluntly  and 
simply  Prudhoe  Bay  gas  could  be  backed  out  -  if  they  made 
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significant  discoveries  in  the  McKenzie  Delta  or  elsewhere 
and  felt  they  wanted  to  utilize  the  pipeline  solely  for 
their  own  gas  and  for  their  own  use.  This  is  what  Mr. 

Williston  says  -  and  I  am  unable  to  give  an  opinion  on 
Canadian  laws  at  any  rate. 

No.  12:  No  United  States/Canadian  treaty  (and  again  this 
is  Mr.  williston ‘s  opinion)  could  limit  the  power  of  the 
Provinces  to  tax  or  regulate  the  pipeline  or  any  matters 
relating  thereto.  If  Mr.  Williston  is  writing  this  it 

means  that  the  treaty  is  so  much  paper  -  as  he  has  qualifi¬ 
cations  which  I  am  sure  you  may  be  familiar  with  or  can  be 
familiar  with  as  there  is  substantiation  on  it. 

* 

For  the  foregoing  political  and  legal  reasons  we  believe 
that  commitment  of  natural  gas  to  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  which  is  being  proposed,  would  be  an 
improper,  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  this 
gas  resource  to  the  people  of  the  United  States,  including 
the  people  of  Alaska. 

MR.  SCHODCR: 

I  have  just  one  further  question  Mr.  Burrell,  do  you  infer 
that  our  Impact  Statement  makes  these  allegations  the  other 
way,  that  we  presented  them  wrong  in  our  Impact  Statement? 
MR  ■  3URRSLI>: 

No  sir,  what  I  am  saying  is  that  one  of  the  requirements  of 
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Section  102(C)  is  that  there  be  proper  consideration  of 
irreversible,  irretrievable  commitments-  and  I  am  saying 
that  permit  to  a  Canadian  route  would  result  in  such 
action.  I  am  saying  this  is  one  of  the  considerations 
you  have  to  make  in  your  final  analysis. 

• 

I  shall  briefly  touch  on  the  economic  aspects  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  and  then  on  the  environmental  impact  (I'm  sorry  to 
be  taking  so  much  of  your  time) . 

Economics  of  the  proposed  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transporta¬ 
tion  System  are  a  significant  part  of  any  consideration 
of  the  mineral  resources,  of  course.  Resources  include 
many  things  such  as  environmental  resources,  clean  or 
unpolluted  air,  water  and  land.  But  resources  also  include 
human  beings  and  their  survival  and  well-being.  But  un¬ 
fortunately  there  is  (as  I  am  sure  you  all  well  know)  a 
basic  conflict  between  these  resources  over  their  uses. 

Thus  there  is  a  necessity  for  realistic  support  of  trade 
laws . 

This  portion  of  our  presentation  deals  with  the  economics 
of  resource  commitments  including  many  areas  which  can  be 
defined  either  quantitatively  or  or  qualitatively  -  but 
such  is  the  nature  of  this  dismal  science.  The  economics 
of  this  proposal  include  such  items  as:  (1)  actual  cost  of 
the  pipeline  project;  (2)  cost  of  operation  of  the  project; 
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and  (3)  cost  of  the  product  to  the  consumer.  These  are 
all  inter-related  and  are  further  subject  to  Canadian 
and  United  States  laws  and  political  actions  or  non¬ 
actions,  as  well  as  activities  by  other  energy  producing 
countries  over  which  we  have  little  if  any  control. 

* 

For  instance  I  understand  that  the  meeting  in  Vienna  of 
OPEC  broke  up  today  -  a  dispute  arose  (according  to  this 
morning's  paper)  where  Saudi  Arabia  would  not  go  along 
with  anything  over  a  five  percent  increase  and  some 
countries  demanded  more  than  that.  First  we  shall  dis¬ 

cuss  the  capital  cost  of  the  proposed  pipeline.  To  avoid 
tedious  arguments  -  none  of  which  would  get  us  anywhere- 
anyhow  -c?n  be  verified  with  any  reasonable  certainty  - 
let  us  assume  that  the  proposal  under  view  and  the  com¬ 
pleting  of  the  alternative  proposal  for  a  pipeline  LNG 
combination  route  which  is  addressed  in  Section  8.2  of 
Volume  2  of  Part  VI  of  the  draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  cost  approximately  the  same,  say  ten  billion 
dollars.  The  problem  with  those  numbers  of  course  is 
'where',  where  are  we  talking  about  -  and  that's  quite 
frankly  where  figures  do  lie  but  liars  do  figure  (as  we 
all  know),  how  far  do  we  go  with  that,  where  do  we  cut 
off  -  and  I  don't  want  to  get  involved  in  numbers,  I  refuse 
to  do  that  because  I  can  prove  anything  and  so  can  you. 
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As  a  matter  of  fact  a  prominent  and  respected  economist 
who  has  been  head  of  the  Economic  Commission  or  whatever  - 
for  the  united  States  Senate  Interior  and  insular  Affairs 
committee.  Dr.  Tusing  in  estimating  the  cost  to  be  double 
that  -  in  other  words  twenty  billion  dollars  -  that  is  for 
the  proposed  El  Paso  route  which  I  shall  refer  to  as  the 
El  Paso  route  for  lack  of  a  -  -  (NER  or  Canadian  route, . 

* 

Both  proposals  require  interim  construction  financing  plus 
project  financing (they  are  separate).  The  former  or  the 
interim  financing,  will  certainly  be  from  banks  and  other 
financing  institutions  with  guarantees  required  from  the 
owners  of  the  gas  and/or  the  contract  purchaser  of  the  gas. 
* 

At  this  point  I  am  going  to  defer  a  bit  -  -  i  have  been 
advised  by  a  very  responsible  official  that  there  is  cur¬ 
rently  a  proposal  lieing  in  the  offices  of  the  state  Admini¬ 
stration  (I  shall  not  specify  the  office)  from  a  major  pro¬ 
ducer  of  gas,  which  is  a  major  oil  company,  guaranteeing  the 
costs  of  a  gas  pipeline  through  Alaska  if  the  state  will 
permit  its  oil  and  gas  to  that  routing. 

Now  Alaska  does  have  certain  laws  regarding  discovery  of 
P  lie  information  -  i  think  that  is  being  violated  here  but 
that  shouldn't  be  any  trouble  -  - 
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JUDGE: 

-  -  Mr.  Burrell,  I  hesitate  to  interrupt  and  as  I  have 
said  previously  I  am  not  going  to  stand  strictly  on  the 
time  limitation  but  I  notice  that  there  are  other  represent¬ 
atives  from  OMAR  here  and  I  wonder  if  any  of  them  are  going 
to  touch  on  any  of  the  aspects  you  are  now  talking  about. 

MR.  BURRELL: 

Sir,  the  aspect  which  I  -  -  -  well  I  spoke  of  three  aspects- 
I  mean  I  am  speaking  on  three  aspects  and  one  is  legal  -  and 
I'll  finish  that  -  —  I*ve  finished  that  one  as  the  represent¬ 
ative  that  was  to  have  made  that  one  did  not  show  up  this 
morning. 

JUDGE: 

So  you  are  effectively  taking  his  place! 

MR.  BURRELL: 

Yes  sir.  And  the  second  one,  the  economics,  which  I  am 

in  the  middle  of,  that  speaker  called  me  this  morning  saying 
that  he  would  be  unable  to  attend  -  - 

JUDGE: 

-  -  so  then  you  are  speaking  for  Mr.  Richards! 

MR.  BURRELL: 

Yes  sir  -  I  have  preempted  both  their  times  (with  your 
permission) . 

JUDGE: 

I  want  to  make  that  clear  -  understood,  that  there  will  be 
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no  repetition  or  will  be  no  repetition  that  you  are  taking 
the  time  they  would  have  had  -  that  I'll  allow  you  that 
time  so  -  - 
MR.  BURRELL: 

-  -  yes,  thank  you.  I  apologize  for  not  explaining  that 
sooner  -  it  happened  rather  quickly  this  morning. 

JUDGE: 

•Alright,  you  may  continue. 

MR.  BURRELL: 

The  interim  planning  as  I  have  said  will  be  from  banks 
and  financial  institutions  guaranteeing  the  loan  or  con¬ 
tract  purchase  of  the  gas.  The  long-term  or  project 
financing  will  certainly  be  from  bond  sales  and  institution 
al  investors.  In  addition  it  may  require  either  govern¬ 
ment  financing  of  government  guarantees  of  financing, 
owing  to  the  magnitude  of  the  project.  That’s  the  reason 
I  deferred  to  this  matter  about  the  proposal  lieing  on 
somebody's  desk  in  Juneau. 

These  institutional  investors,  insurance  companies, 
pension  funds  and  the  like  will  require  commitments  as  to 
gas  reserves,  deliverability  oc  the  gas,  technical  feas- 
ability  of  the  line,  markets  and  prices  in  order  to  insure 
debt  service  and  amortization  -  contract  security.  In 
other  words,  guarantees  of  route,  thru-put  volume  and 
market  price  are  essential  to  such  investors. 
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To  put  it  bluntly  the  threat  of  United  States  price  con¬ 
trols,  Canadian  Government  or  Province  diversion  of  gas, 
Canadian  Government  or  Province  taxation  of  gas  or  associ¬ 
ated  facilities,  or  the  income  therefrom,  displacement 
of  Prudhoe  Bay  gas  by  Canadian  gas,  or  any  other  technique 
which  would  place  a  potential  legal  or  economic  restraint 
on  the  guaranteed  rate  of  return  on  the  financing  of  that 
project,  will  kill  the  project. 

* 

In  light  of  Mr.  Williston's  opinions  as  previously  stated, 
it  appears  that  project  financing  is  indeed  in  danger  if 
the  proposal  concurrently  before  you  is  approved. 

* 

Secondly  we  shall  discuss  the  benefits  to  the  United 
States  from  the  El  Paso  project  as  opposed  to  the  proposal 
currently  before  you.  We  have  previously  discussed 
Canada's  legal  requirements  that  approval  of  the  project 
must  satisfy  the  'Canadian  content'  in  law.  This  means 
the  Canadian  government  wants,  and  properly  so,  wants 
Canadian  investments,  Canadian  labor,  Canadian  material  to 
constitute  the  major  portion  of  the  project.  We  do  not 
believe  -  the  United  States  Government,  industry  and  labor, 
and  particularly  including  the  maritime  industry  and 
maritime  Unions  will  tolerate  this  in  light  of  the  un¬ 
employment  situation  in  the  United  States. 
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Alaska  will  benefit  greatly'  from  ad  valorem  taxes  -  and 
in  quantity  with  the  multiplier  in  effect  on  or  related 
to  facilities  in  Alaska  and  would  thereby  avoid  the  sharp 
downturn  in  employment  and  income  following  completion  of 
the  Trans  Alaska  oil.  Should  this  proposed  project  be 
approved  most  of  such  tax  income  would  go  to  Canada  and 
its  Provinces. 

Thirdly,  all  of  these  actual  and  potential  costs  are  of 
necessity  taxable  on  to  the  consumer.  These  include  costs 
of  potential  delay  in  the  line  construction,  high  interest 
rates  on  financing  with  the  legal  and  political  reasons 
previously  discussed;  loss  of  United  States  business  and 
labor  income  and  the  resultant  loss  of  income  to  the  United 
States  and  to  Alaska  -  taxes  and  a  balance  of  payments 
deficit  to  the  United  States. 

* 

For  the  above  reasons  we  believe  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System  proposal  here  for  your  consideration 
would  result  in  an  unwise,  irreversible  and  irretrievable 
commitment  of  resources  to  the  detriment  of  the  United 
States,  including  Alaska. 

* 

I  have  a  very  brief  comment  on  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  -  -  - 
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MR.  STARCH: 

-  -  -  i  wonder  if  I  might  ask  a  question  here  as  we  go 
along . 

Do  you  feel  that  the  economic  coverage  in  the  draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Statement  is  inadequate,  that  it  does  not  point  out 
the  costs  and  benefits  that  might  accrue? 

MR.  BURRELL; 

Yes  sir,  I  think  it  was  inadequate.  I  do  not  think  it 
considered  the  potential  detriment  to  the  United  States 
from  the  tax  standpoint,  balance  of  payments,  labor, 
material, everything ,  I  do  not  feel  it  was  adequate  in  that 
respect » 

MR.  STARCH: 

One  point  I  didn’t  understand  -  you  said  the  proposal  was 
•concurrently'  before  us  of  ’ currently 'before  us? 

MR.  BURRELL: 

I  hope  to  say  'currently',  I  didn't  mean  to  say 
'concurrently'.  I  understand  there  is  only  one  proposal 
report. 

MR.  STARCH: 

Yes  -  I  was  a  little  confused  whether  you  thought  there 
was  -  - 

MR.  BURRELL: 

-  -  if  I  said  'concurrently'  I  was  in  error.  However,  in 
the  sense  of  concurrently  there  is  (as  we  all  know)  an 
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alternate  proposal  before  us  today.  (I'm  confused  on  that 
too)  . 

I  have  just  a  very  brief  comment  on  the  Environmental 
impact,  sir.  The  Environmental  Impact  of  the  proposed 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  isn't  substantial. 
The  law  requires  consideration  in  the  technical  proposal 
on  the  whole  country  not  just  the  United  States  and 
Alaska.  The  proposed  or  favored  route  across  the  northern 
portion  with  the  majority  of  it  national  wildlife  range, 
would  unnecessarily  intrude  upon  one  of  our  few  remaining 
wilderness  areas.  Intrusion  may  be  necessary  at  a  later 
time  to  develop  the  potential  oil  and  gas  resources  within 
the  area  but  such  intrusion  is  not  necessary  until  both 
the  existence  of  such  resources  and  the  need  for  their  de- 
velopment  is  apparent.  Intrusion  to  build  a  gas  line  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  piggy-backing  Canada's  McKenzie  River 
Delta  with  gas  to  market  is  not  justified. 

The  proposal  here  under  consideration  is  a  frightening  one 
when  one  considers  we're  talking  about  more  than  6.000- 
miles  of  new  gas  pipe  line  as  opposed  to  800-miles  in  the 
El  Paso  proposal.  The  6,000-plus  miles  of  new  pipe  line 
would  not  only  cross  virgin  wilderness  areas  and  disrupt 
native  villages  and  life-styles  in  Canada,  but  would  be 
dealt  with  in  16-States  of  the  united  States  -  each  of 
these  existing  16-States  has  existing  gas  pipe  lines  suit- 
able  for  use. 
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They  are  being  used  for  energy  if  the  gas  currently  going 
to  the  west  coast  of  the  United  States  is  devoted  to  the 
midwest  and  eastern  areas  of  the  United  States  -  or  if 
Alaska  gas  is  moved  to  the  west  coast  from  the  west  coast  - 
or  if  Alaska  gas  is  moved  from  the  west  coast  into  existing 
gas  transportation  systems  -  or  what  is  called  a  reversible 
line. 

In  addition  the  proposed  El  Paso  route  through  Alaska  as 
opposed  to  the  one  under  consideration  today,  is  almost 
entirely  within  a  dedicated  pipeline  corridor  which  has  been 
the  subject  of  detailed  environmental  impact  studies,  con¬ 
struction  practices  and  pursuits  and  is  equipped  with  roads 
and  camps  necessary  for  construction  purposes.  Here  we 

have  a  pipeline  corridor,  let's  use  it. 

Recent  reliable  reported  oil  and  gas  discoveries  on 
Alaska's  Arctic  coast  (which  by  the  way  have  not  been  made 
public,  to  my  knowledge) ,  indicate  that  a  gas  line  will 
necessarily  be  built  through  Alaska  regardless  of  this 
proposal  which  you  have  under  consideration  today. 

So  why  build  a  line  for  at  least  50%  use,  for  mostly 
Canadian  users,  when  we  can  supply  and  transport  more 
United  States  gas  to  United  States  markets  through  existing 
gas  pipe  line  systems  once  the  liquified  gas  (if  the  El 
Paso  proposal  is  worth-while)  once  that  liquified  gas 
reaches  California. 
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1 

Despite  scare  stories  there  has  never  been  a  single 

1 

MR.  SCHODER : 

2 

accident  involving  LNG  tanker  anywhere  in  the  world. 

2 

Would  you  want  to  change  your  comments  and  refer  to  that 

3 

LNG  has  been  shipped  to  Kenai,  Alaska,  to  Japan  for  five 

3 

portion  of  the  report  -  in  other  words  if  we  have  errors 

4 

years  now  without  a  single  incident. 

4 

in  there  regarding  -  -  - 

5 

* 

5 

MR.  BURRELL: 

6 

In  conclusion  OMAR  believes  that  the  Environmental  Impact 

6 

-  -  -  I  would  be  delighted  to  drop  the  words  'El  Paso'  and 

7 

proposal  involving  over  6,000-miles  of  impact  land,  over 

7 

rephrase  it  to  say  the  'pipeline  LNG  tanker  system'  or 

8 

16-States  where  gas  pipelines  already  exist,  is  substan- 

8 

-something  like  that.  The  only  reason  I  used  El  Paso  is 

9 

tially  adverse  by  comparison  to  the  construction  of  800- 

9 

that  they  are  the  only  ones  that  have  a  proposal  for  that 

10 

miles  of  pipeline  in  a  dedicated  pipeline  corridor,  plus 

10 

and  that's  a  common  phrase  for  it.  I  apologize  -  I  am 

11 

a  proven  safe  tanker  delivery  system  and  utilization  of 

11 

certainly  not  here  to  support  El  Paso. 

12 

the  existing  gas  pipelines  in  the  united  States. 

12 

MR.  COAN: 

13 

Thank  you! 

13 

Are  you  submitting  a  written  copy  of  your  testimony? 

14 

* 

14 

MR.  BURRELL: 

15 

JUDGE: 

15 

Sir,  I  understand  we  have  until  some  time  in  October  and 

16 

Any  questions? 

16 

I  would  like  to  dress  this  up  a  bit  and  submit  a  much 

17 

MR.  SCHODER: 

17 

better  job  than  I  did  here  today. 

18 

Yes  -  Mr.  Burrell,  I  am  wondering  if  in  your  comments  -  in 

18 

MR.  COAN: 

19 

the  relationship  to  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  State- 

19 

I'm  having  the  same  trouble  Tom  is,  I'm  having  a  little 

20 

ment  do  you  recall  in  Part  VI,  which  is  alternative  4,  we 

20 

trouble  relating  what  you  said  addressed  to  the  draft 

21 

did  cover  that  mode  of  LNG  —  now  you  were  referring 

21 

Impact  Statement. 

22 

specifically  to  Si  Paso  and  we  were  not  —  -  - 

22 

MR.  BURRELL: 

23 

MR.  BURRELL: 

23 

I  have  tried  to  tie  it  in  closely  -  I  shall  do  better  in 

24 

-  -  -  that  is  correct,  yes  sir0 

24 

the  final  paper  to  be  submitted  to  you  -  I  think  it's 

25 

* 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mr.  Homer  Burrell 
at  the  Anchorage,  Alaska  Public  Hearing 
September  25,  1975 


1.  Irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources  is  dis¬ 
cussed  in  the  revised  Overview  Volume  and  also  in  the  Alaska 
Volume  on  Page  435. 

2.  Discussion  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  wilderness 
areas  was  revised  in  the  Final  EIS.  see  page  309  in  the  Alaska 


The  remainder  of  Mr  Burrell's  comments  were  noted  but  did  not 
require  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  comments  received 
From  Ms.  Campo 
dated  6  October  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  In  the 
Final  EIS. 


nick  Carter 
4490  louth  1700  P.st 
••ilt  L;  Ice  City,  Utah  8411? 
(801)  269-4*37 


Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

Elaine  Carry,  November  16,  1975 


y*r.  i  '.  ’oenin  s  12/19/75 

Project  Manager,  91 C  'I’ask  'ovce 

Alask  'Tatur*l  C  s  Tr  nsport  tion  Cysten 

3Lr  (702) 

U.c.  Dep  rtraent  of  Interior 
’.Vashin  ""on,  O.  0.  20240 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  In  the  EIS. 


De  r  ’’r.  ’•7oenin.cs: 


Through  couple  of  lone  disto  ce  phone  -’alls  to  the  DLi'  on  12/10/75 
I  discovered  the  review  period  for  the  .Mask  Uatur- 1  7n3  transportation 
System,  Draft  SIS  terrain  ted  round  10/29/75.  I  asked  to  receive  copies 
of  the  1?  voulumes  in  September  ■  nd  received  a  no'.e  frr>m  you  d^ted 
10/6/75*  n,he  statement  arrived  about  10  days  1  ter.  vour  letter  of 
10/6/75  did  not  indicate  when  the  review  period  W'Md  ternin  te. 


y  question,  v/ill  vou  still  ■i*  -ept  st  ter.ents  concerning  the  _>r'*ft  9TC? 
Due  to  the  Draft  SIS  size  and  my  ignorance  o'*  the  revi  w  d' te  termination 
I  missed  the  deadline,  but  I  do  have  a  number  of  comments  and  questions 
concerning 'dequ  tcy  of  the  st  tement;  if  comments  wil’  still  be  accepted 
as  part  of  the  offici  1  he  ring  record.  ***“ 


Th.nks.  Looking  forward  to  a  reply! 


ey 


Respe 


D  itk.  (W< 

Dick  Orrt' 


tfully, 


X 
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Richard  Garter 
4  90  South  130  Bast 
Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  fi/UP 
(801)  268-1533 


EIS  Tank  Foroo 
i  HOTS 
BLM  (30?) 

U.s.  Department  of  Interior 
Mnnhington,  J.  C.  20^40 


January  7,  197 < 


me  to  the  voluminous  material  presented  in  the  Craft  SIS  of  ANGTS  end  the  font 
-l  ine  toZnf)  th<!  ’TV115  8n’r  th0  comment  period  had  termin  ted,  I  am 

.  i  V",  U  elC''n  Vol’*"w«  I'"‘>  '<*  t”  t  they  become  part  of 

. 

Climate,  3.1.1.11),  ,,.ii  648. 

l«fdCr1*'td0«i"P‘'Ct8  Ur”n  th,!  ntnlct’"-'1  integrity  <fthe 
■  m  T>e,‘  This  is  deferred  to  ootion  3.1.1.16C  i  h  tt.oAi  1  „+  „ _  . 

^'.VW  r  r  "■  ^  1  -  *  -- ^h- 

reluoe.l  due  to  low  ambient  air  tern.,  l-  To  ,*ht  extent  will  it  be  reduced' 

i nzTjr th-*  -  -  -  •>- 

due1toChrrrrrt th*  "adVer*‘“  BOCi  1  »»d  economic  impacts...  caused  ty  delay" 

. -  - 

Miti-ation  of  Impacts  of  Climate  on  Pipeline.  4.1  1  1  B 

in  i  ncomplete  the  «  ,  Usmt  .  j  ,.  !  '  001  w  th*  ' 

duration  of  the  cold  on  -i-elL  m  te'n!  In!  '  :'r0bUm"  of  cold  and  the 

4. 1*1. 3  R  Miti5.1t  ion  of  Impacts  on  p^rm-  front, 

*Lf‘.-,‘-J3r  th*  dr,ft  'Is*  mitination  tochni  u~s  are  inddenu  te.  Since  the 
the  L:rTrn  ■  ln  ",e  >r,,n  »•  ‘he  H>  are  not  active  w.thin 

Li,?/  '*!  measure  c  -re  incomplete.  And  right  or  way  permits  shonld  not 

-  ,  I*  "  ineufficient  nd  in -dean  te  knowledge  is  offered; 

,«rtioulrly  with  respect  to  permafrost-pipeline  interactions  since  seem-  frost 
is  the  controlling  factor  determining  th-  success  tf  the  pro.ieot. 

3.1.1. 3, C  Frort  He  ve,  p.Il  ,73, 

"Frost  he  -ve  will  oaune  he  oipoline  to  be  displace!  ur  rl,  thereby  greatly 
mere  sing  stresses  on  the  i-eline  system."  How  much  stress  can  the  -is,  encounter 
"  it  is  wedged  out',  -,'h.at  will  ha-en  to  the  thermal  roeirme  if  significant 
scctiosc  of  tho  fine  .re  moved  up-  rd  out  of  the  trenoh'.  Kh  t  will  he  the  length 


of  repair  techni  U'.-s  and  resulting  impacts  on  the  the  thermal  regieme  if  frost 
he  tve  action  displaces  segments  of  the  pipe';  Will  the  repaired  sections  be 
replaced  in  the  same  trench,  thus  not  mitigating  the  possibility  of  re-occuring 
frost  heave?  Continued  frost  heave  and  rep-.ir  activities  within  a  sm- 11  area  will 
have  disproportionate  environmental  impacts. 

Also,  w  11  frost  heave  and  other  ice  activities  be  more  likely  as  the  unconsolidated 
soil  m  teri'.l,  resulting  from  backfilling  is  mixed  and  used  to  cover  the  trench, 
due  to  differential  water  holding  capabilities?  Jh  t  external  stresses  will  be 
leveled  against  the  ^ ipe  due  to  frort  heave? 

3. 1.1. 4. A  Soils. 

Will  frost  heaving  be  more  likely  when  soil  nd  vegetation  is  mir-ed  and  backfilled 
over  the  trench  due  to  differenti-1  water  holding  capabilities? 

How  will  soil  nutrient  availability  be  f  ected  by  trenching  '-nd  mixing  of  active 
1  yer,  perm  frost  and  the  vegetation  m  t  and  the  simultaneous  exposure  of  the 
normally  insulated  active  layer  to  the  extreme  -ir  tern- er  tures?  Wh**t  affects  will 
this  have  on  revegetation  cf  the  mound?  Undoubtedly  soil  nutrient  capabilities  and 
nv  liability  ill  be  ,f ''ected  by  mixing  nd  exposure  to  severe  tem  er-  tures. 

4. 1.1. 4 

The  a  •  licant  certainly  has  not  conducted  enough  test  holer,  to  i  rediet  so’ 1  re¬ 
action  to  mixing  and  temperature  conditions, 

Liince  microbial  aotivity  is  halted  for  most  of  the  year  •  nd  is  r-t  a  minimum  for 
the  remaining  four  or  five  months,  will  .d'ition  of  nutrientB  to  aide- microbial 
activity  in  de  *r  ^ng  fuel  spills  be  an  .affective  mcasur  to  mitigate  ’-otential 
environ,  impacts  fo  fuel  spills? 

3. 1.1. 5  A. 

The  l->st  line  on  i  .  11:694  indicates  the  dur  tion  of  the  proposed  revegetation 
program  will  be  "many  years,"  Too  say  the  least.  Will  rd  and  Marr  ( 1971 )  * 
estimate  natural  recovery  time  for  tundra  within  Rocky  Mt, Tint » 1. Park  (within  the 
southern  most  limits  of  sporadic  rerm  rort),  impacted  for  only  r  few  -e  sons, 
requires  pos-ibly  hundreds,  of  ye  rs  to  rebuild  a  "climax"  system.  The  arctic 
zone  of  continous  permafrost  produces  much  h  rsher  conditions  or  regrowth,  even 
with  the  ad  'it ion  of  fertilizers.  Growing  seasons  may  be  s  short  as  one  month, 
leaving  n  limited  time  for  indigenous  or  non-mtive  spp,  ts  ert'-blish  and 
produce  significant  biomass. 

3.1. 1.5  F»  P.IIs  736,  1st  Paragraph,  liner  ?-7, 

Assuming  worst  cause  or  conditions,  how  will  the  a  ■ licant  obtain  w  ter  if  sur  ace 
vi  ter  and  water  to  six  to  eight  feet  deep  ir  frozen  and  melting  of  ice  *nd  snow 
is  cost  prohibitive?  Further  serious  impacts  not  mentioned  will  occur  if  wat  r  is 
dril'ed  for  or  transported  by  .air  nd  overl  nd  routes, 

4. 1.1. 5  A. 

i  rimary  mitigation  me  sures,  g  in,  have  been  prepnred  by  the  PLM,  not  the  arrlicant; 
inti,  ting  the  a  lie  nt  i6  ll  l-prep'-.red  to  lessen  environ,  im  ctr  with  respect 
to  water  quality  and  availability, 

1-  Vi  Hard ,  Beatrice  and  John  Marr.  (1971).  Recovery  of  Alpine  Tundra  Under 
protection  after  Damage  by  Human  Activities  in  the  Rocky  Mountains  of  Colorado. 

Hoi.  Cons.,  3(3),  op.  181-190. 


3. 1.1. 6,  Vegot  tion. 

iill-rd  and  H.rr  (1«71),  as  previously  mentioned,  indicate  rucoeeeionrl 

ii  tirLckv  Znt*,1"  n7  l0"Tr  ^  tn  tMrty  to  Tin*  ""  ‘  lrine  turndm 

(n  ve  /T  J,V*  'lnV  evid,“e«  th  1  oltti.  a  period  of  fifty 

-ro«„eM-  sin  ’eT,Peri0d  g,nJ  r«ti0  -  »"t-.  often  timer,  to  n„  ne.tu-1 
red„e,'  1,  1-  *e'-rr  ll0“lnf  thr.'  Of  four  monthn/ve  r  s  biomnr.- 

c  n  eU  bli-h  hVC  r‘  wh'th"  “o’-  "'  fot  or  dry  tundrn  s-eeien 

r.m-?v  .I*  ^  themrelves  r. ,  t  r  intense  meohsnic-1  rrturV.  lions'  Th  t  is  a 
rrm  .rk-.hly  rhort  act.i  .1  rerioil  of  -rowth  for  ,ny  veretntion  -v-tem  Psrtioul-rl 
t’  o*mie,i  ».l  ,s  mixed  and  win  suffer  Xfons 
nutrient  le  ching  awaiting  the  backfill  in-  rrocess)  w  .le  exnosed  to  the  extromft 
low  air  temper  turer.  Also,  erosion  on  the  mound  i-  -oing  to  hinder  plant  e-t  h- 

uSfd  ™t'u'd^rr  n^oeportunit ies^ for 

Tuestr'Inn°lSinel!  ret'r'"",iS  nct  d!taile'  and  f»ilo  to  answer  the  -ove 

•  tionc.  oince  “Ot  nists  agree  drought  and  nutrient  r>ril--bilttv  ->y.o 

con”  n„nn.’a°Lith  sf  rt!y  u^nvU  ^hTWth  ’"d  'el"y  dor»' “-or  hostile 

bC  the  "“"^"t  fever,  method.  Seed  eettinr, 

sp-.  t»l.  to  Terminate  reliably  under  cold  edap5io°oond?t“n^ 

4.1.1.,. 

awl«li“ilityS  i°ml^“"d  t0  T*  T  th“  "b°ve  »*  com-ents  with 

of  thirty  yearn 'translates  to  1  foilr  ir'ffviVZ^'T^h'' 

ignores  key  time  factors.  ^  T  a°tU  1  /?ro'rth  Peric"i«  Mitigation 

3. 1.1. 7  Wildlife — la)  Caribou,  P.  II*  766, 

ecosystem  is  indeed,  vast  with  respect  to  .avail- ble  ranye  within  the 

ri've  th  t  a  “e  5°rouplne  International  Caribou  Herd.  However, 

St  .t  13  Utiliz  d  IS  small  in  comparison  to  available  range.  This  concert 
is  important  when  dealing  with  a  herd  of  c  ribou  numbering  lOO.oio.  Lite 
Rocky  Mount, in  Biyhorn  Sheep,  the  caribou  is  reluctant  to  alter  ranye  1  nd  h  bit-t 
and  oalvinr  mounds.  Therefore,  total  ivnil.bl.  ranye  is  an  .rnprorm  ooncerl 
The  biological  impact  uron  the  caribou  c-nters  around  a  relatively  small 


utilizeabl  rang'.  Sizeable  portions  or  range  are  available  but  throughout  history 
only  portions  of  th.it  range  re  utilized.  It  is  not  likely  a  feedb-ck  mechanism 
within  the  herd  will  allow  for  successful  alterations  in  range  behavior.  With  a 
herd  a- proaching  100,000  units  .and  a  sum  er  ran -e  of  three  or  four  months,  any  loss 
of  range  (  particularly  given  range  beh- vior)  is  significant  simply  due  to  large 
herd  size.  Since  Cladonia  determines  range  capacity,  C-ribou  may’ ignore  are- s 
lacking  Clad  on  i  .  Therefore,  small  amounts  of  acerage  containg  Cladonia  severely 
impact  caribou  copulation  integrity. 

Is  there  any  evidence  that  caribou  will  adapt  to  other  available  ran-e' 

Caribou  habitat  will  be  decreased  by  3600  acres  (11:766)— wht  affects  will  this 
h  ve  on  cariboo  in  the  short-run?  As  caribou  move  to  new  habitat  areas,  wh't  affects 
upon  nn-e  stability  will  this  migration  implement? 

4. 1.1. 7  A 

Mitigation  techniques  -rim.  rily  ignore  by  the  ap-lloant  were  simple  monitoring 
progrms  to  determine  on-yoiny,  On-site  impacts.  This  monitoring  pro-ram  for 
every  mammal  and  major  fish  and  bird  sr  .  can  aide  in  development  of  further 
mitlyatlon  techninues  onoe  the  impacts  -re  recomit.d  and  the  behavior  of  the 
spp.  and  population  toward  the  inp-cts  is,  also,  recoynised. 

4.1. 1.7  b 

Applicant  should  prohibit  huntiny  of  moose  by  personnel 

4. 1.1. 7  c 

Applicant  should  prohibit  hunting  of  musk  ox  by  perron  el. 

4.1. 1.7  d 

Prohibit  hunting  by  ’>ersonnel. 

4. 1.1.7  g 

Eia"7tS2!.rrtriCt  huntin"  by  Hevsonnel  (p . II :  1115) ,  prohibit  hunting  by  personnel. 
Also  prohibit  hunting  by  personnel. 

3.1.1.8a,  PII:8?0,  2nd  paragraph . 

thVsoii  "nd  :rrr an'1  Fperiment’'1  evida"-  'f0r:ing  this  et-tement.,  Sinco 

VZltTllll  zSeie-r- 

can  be  injured  extensively  by  soil  eomraetion  due  to  use  of  heavy  machinery!’ 

sss.-aTsaasys  srr&s.*  ssnaas 

3.1. 1.8  A,  P.IIi  822 

Resiliency  is  determined  by  sine  of  the  impact  and  duration  of  the  imp  ot  The 
caribou  and  tundra  over  millions  of  years  h  ve  co-vnlv.H  l  ' 

Mechanical  impacts,  however,  jump  outside  these  bounds,  -s  the  tundra  ecosystem 
is  not  able  to  negate  ertensive  thermokarst,  for  e- ample.  Further  indication 
of  the  tundra  ecosystem's  lack  of  resiliency  toward  mcchanioal  impacts  in  the 
apparent  inability  to  arrest  thermokarst  by  artificial  means. 
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nd  referring  to  P.  II:  823,  2nd  par' "raph —  the  area  impacted  is  small,  tut 
secondary  impacts  in  relation  to  total  are;  or  tundra  on  th'  Arctic  slope  is 
not  small.  ?he  Draft  ’IS  maintains  it  is  concei veable  to  see  Vrge  los'ep  of 
caribou,  grizzly,  wolves,  birds,  musk  ox  and  microtine  populations*  There  ore, 
the  ecosystem  impacts  swell  to  include  the  entire  arctic  slope  tundr'1  system. 

It  becomes  obvious  th' t  as  impacts  produce  changes  outside  biological  and  •'hvsicnl 
\ bounds,  the  area  af ‘ected  increases  disproportionately.  If  activities  reduce  impacts 
that  "last"  fifty  years,  one-hundred  ye  .rs,  maybe  one-thousand  ye' rs,  is  that 
environment  "slow  to  recover  from  insult"  or  outeide  of  its  indi/renou^ res i  lient 
ibilities'r  For  example,  moose,  caribou,  musk  ox,  frizzly,  swans,  snow  geese  and  a 
host  of  other  birds  will  migrate  out  of  human  contact  area.  This  defines  the 
biological  limitations  to  change.  The  arctic  tundra  ecosystem, obviously ,  has  a 
very  limited  ability  to  absorb  unusual  stress. 

4.1. 1.8 

The  a  -licant  failed  to  implement  the  obvious  miti'r;  tion:  rrovide  monitoring 
programs  to  detentline  the  ability  of  the  arctic  slope  to  respond  to  imrcts.  AIfo, 
tl'.e  applicant  should  set  aside  its  <yn  n  tural  areas  as  controls  to  compare  impacted 
ajeaa  vs.  non-imoacted  re  -s  and  methods  of  reducin'*  imp-  cts. 

3.1. 1.9  Economic  Factors 

Ignored  were  costs  cf  maintanence  of  ro*  dc  andnirstri  s  tc  me  t  federal  -  nd  state 
regulations.  Also  ignored  wp’o  emerr  ncy  facility  costs  *  t  airstrips*'  As  the  Dr*  rt 
JlS  st  tes,  the  ‘ r  ns.  needs  re  usually  underestimated  and  the  tr-ns.  industry 
ov  restim  ten  its  ability  to  res-on'.  Undoubtedly,  further  feder*  1  reml  tionr 
concerning  safety  features  will  be  implemented,  particularly  for  remote  air  tr*vel. 
re  there  costs  being  Considered'S 

3.1.1.10  Sociological  i’acotrs 

A  number  of  impacts  occur  beyond  the  in->edi' te  geographical  boundaries  of  ;.he 
-ipeline  communities.  The  lose  of  a  large  and  unique  wilderness.  The  A'GFC  locale 
deprives  a  siveable  portion  of  t-  is  country  the  bilitv  to  experience  first  h-nd  •>n 
extremely  rare  commodity.  A  commodity  once  lost,  forever  lost,  k  commodity  +h~t 
can  not  be  technologically  created.  .Jildemoss  Hoc  tion  has  become  a  social  and 
political  is'ue  and  the  elimin  tion  of  this  vast  resource  has  Teat  social  imp'ct 
on  those  people  that  participate  (active  or  passive)  or  may  p-rticis.  te  in  gaining 
the  amenities  ofrerc  by  a  uninue  wilderness.  To  know  caribou  and  grizzly  still 
wander  is  a  great  satisfaction.  To  know  that  environ,  is  no  longer  intact  is  - 
social  impact  th  :t  can  not  be  ignored  as  faction  #.1.1.10  has  omitted. 

3.1.1.11  Land  Use 

Change  1974  to  1964,  line  10,  P.  II:  "90. 

Loss  of  wilderness  is  not  proportional  to  physical  disturbances  such  ns  the  noise 
of  a  compressor  station,  .-peakinr  in  terms  of  of  hum' n  screes  t  ion  of  il^erness, 
most  mechanic  -1  or  non-n  tive  noises  ne^-te  the  perception  of  wilderness  and  hind  r 
the  perception  of  a  uality  wilderness,  experience.  Research  h-s  indie  ted  this 
-  type  of  ims-ct  is.  no  less  import  nt  to  degradation  or  the  uality  wilderness 
experience  th/»fl  the  physical  structure  itself(St  nke.y,  1971,  1973  and  Juiley  "nd 
Redman,  1975). 

3.1.1 . 12 B,  •  .11^07-908. 

Cf  course,  if  the  project  is  a.-- rove  the  ar> roval  permit  simrly  could  require 
construction  to  be  terminated  when  the  active  soil  lever  is  thawed  (exce-t  for 
immediate  and  emergency  res  irs)  thus  ~or.t*ionine  del*  -  d  construction  until  the 
n°xt  fall . 


3.1.1.13  A 

Only  through  minor  implication  does  the  Draft  EIS  indicate  tb  t  there  will  be 
an  immense,  long  terra  and  adverse  affect  on  primitive  and  wilderness  recreation. 

5. 1.1. 7,  P.II*!"?? 

The  cuantitetive  reduction  (lO'i-50  ■)  in  caribou  herd  pop.  should  be  noted  in 
Section  3. 1.1.7. 

5.1.1.13,  P.III1245 

Adverse  impacts  concerning  wilderness  .and  primitive  recreation  due  to  physical 
and  psychological  barriers  ere  ted  by  the  project  should  be  mentioned  in  this 
section. 

5. 1.1.9  P.II  1238. 

How  about  mentioning  increased  service  costs  such  as  roads  and  road  mnint.,  airport 
cost,  fire  and  public  safety  costs  on  a  short  term*.  Six  month  costs  drain  services 
considerably  more  that  their  input,  particularly  if  the  em  loyren  and  their  fnmilie 
are  out-of-state  residents. 


7. 1.1. 3 

There  ill  be  an  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment 
natural  gas.  In  twenty  to  fifty  years  this  particular  r as 


of  the  4.5bcf/d  of 
field  wi 1 1  be  expired. 


7. 1.1. 6 

There  will  also  be  an  irreversible  and  1 rretrievil be  com  itment 
and  non-end.an~ered  spp.  habitat  th  t  could  thrur-t  an  individual 
threatened  or  endangered  classification  locally,  region  lly  '  nd 
A  fifty  oercent  Porcupine  Caribou  Herd  reduction  cert” inly  puts 
precarious  regional  situ  tion. 


of  non- threatened 
spn.  into  a 
national 'y. 
th  t  herd  in  a 


Thanks,  very  much.  Hope  this  note  will,  at  le  >nt,  "  in  some  merit  and  consider  lion. 
I  was  simply  unaware  of  and  not  informed  of  the  comment  termination  date.  I  also 
want  to  tlv  nk  your  office  for  the  cooperation  you  offered  in  ren lying  to  my 
phone  call  anil  letter  of  mid  Jecemher. 


OC  .  _  ),  1  <75 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Richard  Carter 
dated  January  7,  1976 


These  comments  were  received  too  late  to  be  incorporated  into  the  final 
EIS-  Some  of  them  may  have  been  already  considered  because  they  were 
included  with  comments  of  others. 


3  J  i'mk  Force 

.  La-oka  .nturnl  »  o  i  r-  ••• .  -yr.z  n 
.JO  1  1533 

Jur-  au  of  .  onrl  an;  ;nt 
c  it.  f  the  In  ri  -r  {  3  >2) 

■  .5  .in^tin,  u.j.  <.‘3240 


ar  lira: 

I  i  -1  to  ur  n  y  u  to  act  so  th  t  th'  Alas  c-n  ..an  t  incline  •  it  > 

'  u  r  »  > 

lands  in  Illinois.  I  also  1  1  ih..t  no  oiodine  cross  the  rode 

.  )nal  v,  i  1-9  ife  Hefugc  in  north  astern  Ale  ska,  an  that  th' 

■It.  rn  to  rout©  which  i~  ov.  in  yi"t  nc*  ic  ■■  s  tl  ■  r  :  ~ 

.,1  n  i-’inelin4'  corri  :or  to  i7  elta  nc  r  Fnirb  nkr-  0  1  ■.:i- 

iaving  •  c-n  a  rec  nt  visitor  to  our  49th  i  t  *.  n<  i n 

ith  if  ooilec  0  auty  of  ; t.>  wildlife  cl03©  up,  it  wonl 
if  1 thing  w.  re  on  to  -.troy  it  in  any  way. 

7  sincerely  irg'  you  to  act,  both  a^ain--t  any  furth-  r  .ov-  nents  by 
the  ner  v  co-un-nics  to  route  the  nine  line  trough  :t--rvnd  '  ick 
.n-urc  r<-3  rvr ,  or  1  he  Arctic  tional  ii  Uif-  e. 


1C  ...  il  shire  ane 
Arliri-ton  Heights,  III.  u).))4 
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EINAR  CHRISTY  _ _ _ _ _ 

26302  BIRCHF1ELD  AVENUE.  RANCHO  PALOS  VERDES.  CALIFORNIA  90274 

Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mrs.  Joyce  Chelberg 
dated  October  20,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Information  regarding  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  may  be  found  on 
pages  451-452,  468,  586,  654  and  659  of  the  North  Border  Volume. 

The  Arctic  Natinal  Wildlife  Range  is  discussed  on  pgaes  195,  303-304, 
308,  400  and  425  of  the  Alaska  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


October  19 »  1975 

/<A/r\ 

Secretary  of  the  Interior 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  202U0 

Dear  Sir: 

Re.:  Alaska  Gaa  Pipeline  Proposal* 

I  urge  that  no  invasion  of  the  Alaskan  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range,  or  of  the  planned  additions  thereto, 
be  allowed  for  pipeline  router  or  for  any  other  reason. 

The  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  plan  of  following  the 
route  of  the  oil  pipeline  would  seem  the  least  un- 
desireable  proposal. 

Please  use  your  influence  to  prevent  any  invasion  of  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range. 

Sincerely, 

f.  ,  '/'  "‘r — 1  ' 

/-f-iuv/f  -A'.,  if 

Einar  Christy 


cc: 

Senator  A.  Cranston 
Senator  J.V.  Tunney 
Congressman  A.  Bell 


EIS  Ta3k  Force 

Alaska  Natural  las  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Kanagement  (302) 

US  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  Do.  20 2lp0 


Jentlemen: 


25  October  1975 


Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

Einar  Christy,  October  19,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 


1  write  concerning  the  proposed  routes  of  the  natural  gas 
pipeline  from  rrudhoe  Day  to  he  lower  United  States, 

I  support  the  proposed  "Fairbanks  route"  which  would  follow 
the  existing  transportation  corridor  of  the  ulyeska  pipeline 
and  Alaska  Highway.  The  use  ol  existing  cor  idors  would  mini¬ 
mize  and  localize  the  impacts  of  a  now  .  i,  eline,  and  would 
.  rovide  better  means  of  monitoring  and  maintaining  the  facility, 
because  of  increased  traffic  in  the  area. 

I  oppose  the  proposal  of  the  Arctic  Gas  Company  because  the 
.  ipeline  would  cross  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  nange.  No 
facility  of  any  sort  should  be  built  across  the  / ildlii'e  ..ange. 

1  also  oppose  the  LI  Paso  plan,  because  of  tna  dangers  in¬ 
herent  in  transporting  liquified  gas  in  tankers  that  would 
traverse  a  coast  thao  is  at  present  in  near-pristine  condi¬ 
tion  . 

aIso,  if  pipelines  should  be  built  in  Oregon  as  a  result  of 
this  gas  transport,  I  urge  that  they  be  built  in  accordance 
with  the  plans  of  the  racilic  Gas  Company,  which  parallel 
existing  corridors.  I  op; ose  the  plans  of  the  Interstate 
Transportation  Association. 


Thank  you. 


John  a/ Christy 
960  Ad'ams  dt. 
mgene.  Or.  974°2 
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405-G  Ridge  Road 

North  Arlington,  New  Jersey  07032 
September  25,  1975 


Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

John  A.  Christy,  October  25,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 


Re :  Hearings  on  Alaska  Gas  Pipeline 
Proposals 

Department  of  the  Interior 
Audi torium 

18th  and  C  Streets,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C. 

Gentlemen: 

I  would  like  to  join  with  the  conservationists  in  their 
recommendation  that  no  invasion  of  the  Artie  National 
Wildlife  Range  or  the  planned  additions  be  allowed.  In 
the  interest  of  our  land,  water,  air,  and  precious  wild¬ 
life,  I  sincerely  hope  that  an  alternative  route  be 
discussed. 

My  thanks  and  best  wishes  to  you  in  your  efforts  for  the 
betterment  of  our  total  environment. 

Please  include  my  statement  in  the  Official  Hearing 
Record. 


Faithfully, 


(Mrs. Henry)  Josephine  E.  Ciak 


Response  to  Comments  Received 
from  (Mrs.  Henry)  Josephine  E.  Ciak 
dated  September  25,  1975 


Sepl.ti'bor  lb,  1975 


Opposition  to  crossing  of  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  noted. 
No  change  is  required  in  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Final  EIS. 


The  i.  ’  :  •  1-  i  icV.loV 

F.  C  .  .  vk  'I.:.- 

•  .  •  1  •' 


IX;.- r  S*. r  P  uck  I  e y : 


pC:  PIPELINE  TO  DIL1VF.?.  ALASKA'S 

NORTH  SLOPE  IwVfUWiL  G».s  TO 


Tl'c  derir'er.  :is  to  What  route  this  line  will  take  is  evidently 
To  ho  i  Sv  by  eon«rc»,  .....  whether  to  "sh.,;."  the  ee.  thro-.-jh 
the  wet  Is  K  tionel  hmiiSe  1U*9»  and  tb.net  -.a  Canaea  t. 
BOUth  i  rth  f,  1  rr,<  across  Mtska  to  tioewater  at  sons 

year-round  ice  free  Alaska  pert. 

Kvcn  v.alyrir;-  «h.e  j*«>«  CK>*  °f  u>«  P" rou-ef/  ** 

v-ult’  s  i  to  n  rational,  tifcjactivc  observer,  .  te.ieve,  -hat 

the  all-.M-tka  rout*-  would  be  :1c-  tost  .oractic?. 

paiftt _ cos t,  t  - . lets  .  arly  dat 

the  product  at  ‘-he  consumer's  doer,  o 
after  cf'-uirg  th-.:  two  routes  tr.cre 
ocestion  «s  to  the  rente  this  «;as  sho 
have  to  he  the  ALL-A1  ASKA  ROUTE . 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  f 
mioht  cues t ion  sor.c  of  the  fi 
in  rrilcage  or  the  :  •  1  :r  oi  r.aicr  vase rvay 
a  1  itr  le  roBK»n  sense,  and  a  r-rr-at  fc-r  ing  of 
dv.rabi  1:  tv  of  treaties  (cr- .rider 
would  suriili  diets.*,  c.  the 


everv  s-.a 
lability 

any  ether 
r-ld  net  pcs? ably  bo  any 
Id  take  to  market ....  it  v 


-Alrt-ta  Route  ove  r  arv 


v.her.  til  it  Witter  ct  -  .  ?  before  Co:  cress,  : 
nu-v.c  c  .vrv  c :  lore  to  this  line  tui-t 

inch  c  f.  ji! 


sir.rcrely  hepe  you  will 
or.  U.f.  roil - evorv 


Very  truly  veur: , 


y  :ce  T.  Cclf.-..n 
if.;:  v  i  : :  rt-r.irv  Ft  ad 
r;.  .V-::ra,  KY 
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FACTUAL  I  IVIlV.lllStV: 

of  n-oncis 


FACTUAL  *  0*T»%a:«  1 SCJM 
or  PWlJliCTS _ 

(tout  i lined) 


|.  Sccuri ty 
ft* I  sis 


1  HANS  -A  I  ASK  A  PHO-U  CT 


None.  Totally  under  <Wrican 
control . 


II.  Ha  lance  ef  Favorable. 
Payments 
Impact 


III. 


Ccono-i c 
lnpact 


All  goods  and  services  will  be 
contracted  within  the  U.  S. .  in¬ 
cluding  the  I.NC  carriers. 


•  arctic:  cas  nituhtrr _ 

Severe.  Substantial  portion  of 
the  pipeline  crosses  .1  f«*rr:"ii 
country.  .Ilrnilrary  to  Arctic 
claims,  a  treaty  is  powerless  te 
solve  the  problem. 

Unfavorable.  Adverse  balance  of 
at  least  $li  billion. 


Only  6*  of  SO  billion  of  Arctic 
Cas*  facilities  in  Canada  will  br 
procured  in  the  U.  S. 


IV.  Envirr:;n?-‘3i  Miles  of  new  pipe:  809  in  Alaska,  6,300  miles  of  new  pipe. 

Impact  plus  a  few  hundred  miles,  prinicpally 

in  west  Texas,  connecting  with  ex¬ 
isting  pipelines  in  the  Lower  48 
having  idle  capacity. 


Crave  1  required:  approx inatcly 
7.S  million  cubic  yards. 

Waterway  crossings: 

Major:  26 
Total:  About  600 


Gravel  required:  approximately 
57  million  cubic  yards. 

Waterway  crossings: 

Major:  170 
Total:  About  3,000 


V.  Timing 


Docs  not  enter  a  wildlife  range. 


Kith  the  use  of  Alyeska's  haul  road 
and  oilier  construction  facilities 
which  required  1-1/2  years  to  com¬ 
plete,  this  project  has  a  signifi¬ 
cant  head  start. 


Traverses  the  width  of  the  Aictic 
National  Midlife  Range. 

Subject  to  many  unforeseen  Jc!_>s. 
such  as  those  being  experienced 
by  Alvcska.  Requires  me  . 

tion  of  carps ,  haul  mat's ,  nrj  0;; 
preliminary  facilities  htf'ic 
construction  of  the  pipeline 
may  begin. 


The  laying  of  spn  -i]r-  of  pipe  in 
Alaska,  coincident  with  the  con¬ 
st  rue  lien  of  tlie  iit.rel'icd  r.ilurnl 
gas  (!.•»•*)  pi.T.t  represent  the  --..nr 
time  reipii  rcr  cuts  for  the  project. 

Terr  its  n-.st  he  obtained  only  f.: 
Ameri.T.n  «|.vncics. 


Requires  the  laying  of  h.'iC'l 
rj  les  of  pjj*ftl iire. 


IVi'iil'  •  1st  be  soir-1.;  f;. 


cl-  pete  I'  ilc  ’• 

Foard  1  \ '  :  ;  in  Cat.wds  ...  . t 
roof  hi  I  Is'  al  I -Can.-  Jis* 
Project. 


V.  Timing 
(cout . ) 


VI .  Derefits 

to  the 
State  of 
Alaska 


VII.  Tax 

Benefits 
to  U.  S. 


trans-aiaska  PRQ.ir.rT _ 

Native  c'.ains  settled  in  Alaska, 
after  many  years  of  extensive  ef¬ 
forts  in  the  U.  S.  Congress. 


Substantial. 

S3. 6  billion  worth  of  goods,  ser¬ 
vices  and  facilities. 

Construct  ion  payroll  of  $710 
million  in  Alaska. 

$2.2  billion  to  be  paid  in  ad 
valorem  and  income  taxes  to  the 
State  over  the  life  of  the 
proj ect. 

Pipeline  route  provides  State  of 
Alaska  direct' access  to  12-1/2 
percent  royalty  share  cf  the  gas. 

$7.7  billion  in  Federal  income  taxes 
to  the  U.  S.  treasury  over  the  life 
of  the  project. 

$3  billion  to  he  paid  in  other  taxes 
to  American  governmental  entities  over 
the  life  of  the  project. 


Arctic  cas_ I’imjrcr . . 

Native  claims  nnt_j *etHy»l  in 
Canada . 

Faces  Intense  opposition  l«»  the 
crossing  of  the  Arctic  V*.  1 1  ui.j I 
KiJdlifc  Range  from  riivirori:-cni.il 

groups. 

Minimal . 

$592  million  worth  of  gooJs,  ser¬ 
vices  and  facilities. 

Construction  payroll  of  SI 63 
million  in  Alaska. 

$325  million  in  ad  valorem  and 
income  taxes  to  the  State  o\rr 
the  life  of  the  project. 

Arctic  Cas  route  precludes  state 
access  to  its  royalty  shave  of 
gas. 

$5.0  billion  in  Federal  income 
taxes  to  the  U.  S.  treasury  over 
the  life  of  the  project. 

S2  billion  to  be  paid  in  other 
taxes  to  American  governmental 
entities  over  the  life  tf  the 
project.  (In  addition,  56. 9 
billion  will  be  paid  to  i.anwda 
at  present  tax  rates,  lax’rg 
powers  of  the  provinces  are 
sovereign  and  cannot  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Canadian  federal 
gnvernr.cnt.) 


7  >$n0  workers  to  be  employed  at  the 
peak  of  the  project  in  the  Stale  of 
Alaska. 

62-1  permanent  c'.pioyers  in  the 
Stale  after  construction. 

Total  v»rk  ferce  :•>  I1.  ;,t  l*r;'v- 

of  coast  ruction:  M.Olfl  (including 
Al  '.'.a) . 

-2- 


2,500  workers  to  hcfrrplo\ e.l  at 
the  peak  of  the  project  i"  * ■*»•* 
State  of  Alaska. 

39  permanent  employees  in  tie 
State  after  construction. 

Total  work  force  in  H.  r‘.  ;.i 
of  const  >  net  ion :  1C.,:»'.I 


FACniM  to-  ••.Kir.l  T 
01  rut'  1  (  r'l  __ 

(cuniiwiedj 


TRANS-ALASKA  rrc.’H'.T 


Aim  ic  cas  iT;o.irtrr 


VIII.  Employment 
(cont. ) 

IX.  Shrinkage 

X.  Total 
Capifr.  1  Cast 

XI .  Pipe  Rolling 


Permanent  number  of  employees  in 
the  U.  S.  after  co-plet ion  of  | in¬ 
ject:  1,470  (including  Alaska) . 

13.6  percent,  seme  of  which  could  '-c 
recoverable  in  the  form  of  cryogenic 
energy. 


$6.7  billion. 

Tipc  requirements  can  he  met  by 
U.  S.  mills. 


Permanent  nu.nhcr  of  <  ■- 1* I »*• 
l he  U.  S.  after  cumplcl «■  n  of  |i. 
jeet:  *129. 

9.6  percent,  none  of  which-  is 
recoverable. 


$10  billion. 

Requires  substantial  po-tim  cf 
world',  iilc  pipe  mill  Capa/iVy. 

U.  S.  mi  1 1  c  -n  now  roll  ■  *-  “  =  *» 
pipe.  Must  be  done  in  fr-aua, 
Germany  or  .Japan. 


Response  to  Comments  Received 
from  Mace  T.  Coleman 
dated  September  16,  1975 


The  correspondent's  comparison  of  the  Arctic  Gas  and  trans-Alaska 
projects  and  strong  advocacy  of  the  latter  is  noted.  The  Draft 
EIS  is  n°t  criticized  and  no  change  is  required  for  the  Final  EIS. 
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A /ntu-nl  G°i  TV«  ftjr'  t  *>y  S  ~ic*v>  Ink  m 

£a.o  l  (i  s  l) 

L  S  «0?  1  j  ft,,if' 

lA /6  jA/w  /i-m  A*  £  .  XoXMO 


J»<ii  S  *  r  j 


U* 

/  A 


1  3i,T,','  °t  ^‘  >  /)•,<■<  g\ ,'. 

••"$<■•■,  r>.  k-  J-.  irfh,.  I>0/  Cj  .,  <  +(w..|l> 

A.ti,c  \K  <&U  I,  ^a,y  *>*f  >1*  ^^ntJ 

A A>  O  /  f  e  r  H  1  *•  rit  ft  t  w.  *'  II  I  I  It,.  )  .  f  y  y  .  h  • .  f  J  |  f  '  0  0  C 

tl-A  e«s/«..!  )H<,  ikt  M.jl,*  t  /  >n  -i  f  fe.  y.  J'l-g 

f  i  -  (  *  1  Ln  ^ ^  jj>  /  j  ji  1  i  *  c' f  . 

*”  ^  k  S  y «  ►.  /  <•  v  .'  »•  U  fcV.  /  O  I  (t  ,  .*  ji  /*$  kc  q  ,.., 

'  <■'•-••  I'"<l;..l'i  «».r  >  .  .  .  m  ....  /(at.,  M.  '  t> 

f,°*  t,e  ■  »'*  1  ’»f-  •  r  A  .  ,  ,«... 
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Response  to  comments  from 
Dr.  Alan  J.  Cooper,  M.D. 
dated  23  October  1975. 


Comments  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  final  EIS. 


10/21/75 

ear  lir*:  Thr*  •TL'Pnso  route  which 
follows  the  eristinr  oil  nloeline  Is 
far  suoerior  to  other  comnetltors.  IN 
o.artlcular,  I  totally  reject  the  Uaskan 
arctic  line  which  woul 1  cut  through 
.rctlc  .  it'l  /llilife  Han-~e,  ss  well  ns 
*?olnrr  thru  Cnnaia.  The  latter  nuts  us 
too  much  \t  the  whims  of  -That ever  govern¬ 
ment  is  In  charve.  Sunoort  cl  Faso. 

Wl  JAMES  G  COOPER  Than<  you, 

Octtimvi  WEST  #  ", 
ft  1 6  Ambauador  N.E 
A|b.«9imqo^  N  M  87 M2 


P.  O.  Box  1518 
Pendleton,  Or  97801 
September  24,  1975 
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Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

Dr.  James  G.  Cooper,  October  21,  1975 


Robert  Hostetter 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  2965 

Portland,  Oregon  97208 

RE:  Alaska  Gas  Pipeline  Proposals 


Dear  Sir; 

Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 

Due  to  the  fact  that  I  can  not  attend  the  public 
hearing  in  Portland,  I  am  writing  this  brief  letter. 

Please  note  that  I  oppose  any  gas  pipeline  that 
would  cross  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range. 

Due  to  the  fact  that  I  have  full-time  responsibilities 
with  a  job  and  home,  I  have  not  read  the  environmental 
impact  statement.  However,  I  urge  that  our  resource 
people,  employed  by  the  taxpayers,  will  make  a  decision 
on  the  location  which  will  do  the  least  damage  to  wildlife 
and  natural  ecosystems. 

Sincerely, 

Marilyn  Cripe 
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Mary  D.Deelcr 
P.  6.  Boa  506 

Independence,  Celilorniu  93526 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Marilyn  Crlpe 
dated  September  24,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  changes  to  the  Final  EIS. 


Dear  Mr.  Hamerski: 

This  1 s  in  regard  to  the  propoeed  route  of  a  gas  pipe¬ 
line  to  enter  California  from  Nevada  and  to  cross  the  Inyo- 
White  Range  Into  Owens  Valley  en  route  to  Southern  California. 

Perhaps  I  should  say  first  that  I  am  a  botanist  on  the 
local  scene.  At  present  I  am  nearing  completion  of  a  flora 
of  Owens  Valley  and  the  mountains  on  either  side,  a  work  of 
nearly  1500  taxa.  One  of  my  chief  concerreis  the  recognition 
of  and  the  protection  of  our  unique  desert  and  mountain 
habitats.  I  am  not  opposed  to  the  pipeline  because  I  con¬ 
sider  that  less  damaging,  ecologically,  than  shipment  by 
sea.  I  feel  quite  strongly,  however,  that  it  must  be  routed, 
engineered,  and  constructed  to  avoid  any  needless  damage. 

I  wish  to  urge,  first,  that  the  crossing  of  the 
mountains  be  made  over  Montgomery  Pass  rather  than  the 
more  southerly  route  over  Soldier  Pass.  Montgomery  Pass 
already  has  a  highway  over  it  and  an  abandoned  railroad 
right-of-way.  The  vegetation  there  le  not  of  a  specialized 
type,  sc  environmental  damage  there  would  be  less  serious 
than  on  the  proposed  route  to  the  south.  Parts  of  Pish  Lake 
Valley,  the  vicinity  of  the  lake  in  Deep  Springs  Valley,  and 
the  roadless  area  across  the  Inyo  Mountains  from  there  all 
have  specialized  habitats.  To  route  the  pipeline  through 
there,  as  proposed  on  the  map,  would  cause  serious  environ¬ 
mental  damage.  I  know  the  area  rather  intimately. 

Secondly,  I  would  urge  that  the  route  through  Owens 
Valley  avoid  crossing  to  the  west  elde  of  Owens  River, 
especially  between  Tinemaha  Reservoir  and  the  Mazourka 
Canyon  Road  (east  of  Independence).  There  are  rare  and 
relatively  rare  plants  in  the  Oreasewood  Scrub  Community 
through  that  area  that  could  easily  be  wiped  out  by  such 
a  project.  East  of  the  river  the  damage  would  be 
relatively  minimal. 


March  29,  1975 


Mr.  Prank  Hamerski 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  Interior 
Room  530 
1522  K  Street 
Washington,  D.  C.  20005 


Although  I  have  been  aware  of  the  pipeline  proposal 
for  about  a  year — I  identified  some  plants  for  Woodward- 
Envicon,  Inc.  when  that  consulting  firm  was  working  on  the 
proJect--I  have  only  recently  seen  a  map  of  the  tentative 
route.  The  two  portions  I  have  mentioned  are  those  which 
truly  concern  me.  Hopefully,  these  can  be  avoided  by 
selecting  alternate  routes  as  suggested. 

If  I  can  help  with  any  specific  information,  please 
do  not  hesitate  to  call  on  me.  I  have  what  is  the  most 
complete  herbarium  and  plant  file  east  of  the  Sierra  Nevada 
(in  California).  Most  important,  I  have  covered  the  country 
pretty  well  in  person.  Although  my  time  is  somewhat  limited, 
I  gladly  share  this  information  whenever  it  can  be  used 
constructively. 

Yours  sincerely, 


Mary  De Decker 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mary  DeDecker 
dated  March  29,  1975 


1.  The  environmental  comparison  of  the  alternative  and  proposed 
routes  near  the  California  -  Nevada  border  have  been  dis¬ 
cussed  at  some  length  in  the  Final  EIS  beginning  on  page 
415,  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

2.  Comment  noted  -  no  change  in  Final  EIS.  If  the  pipeline  is 
approved  the  comment  will  be  considered  in  developing  site 
specific  mitigative  measures  including  minor  line  relocations. 
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.  jl>ox  50b 
Independence,  Ca.  93526 

November  19  1975  COMMENTS  ON  ROUTES  UNDER  CONSIDERATION  FOR  THE  ALASKA  NATURAL 

'  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM. 


ALTERNATIVE  ROUTE  #1. 


Mr.  Greg  Berry 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  1751 

Reno,  Nevada  89505 

Dear  Mr.  Berry: 

The  enclosed  maps  were  passed  on  to  me  by  Phil  Pister  of  the 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  in  the  Bishop  office.  He  asked  that 
I  send  you  any  comments  that  I  might  have.  In  the  meantime,  I 
had  talked  to  Pete  Sanchez,  the  Resources  Management  Specialist 
at  Death  Valley  National  Monument.  This  is  the  first  that  I 
have  been  aware  of  Alternative  Routes  2  and  3  for  the  proposed 
Alaska  pipeline. 

About  a  year  ago  I  learned  of  the  routes  being  considered  for 
Owens  Valley,  beginning  at  the  Nevada  line.  First,  some  of  the 
consulting  englneeers  came  by  with  some  plants  to  be  identified. 
Then  some  of  the  staff  in  the  Bureaubf  Land  Management  office  in 
Bishop  asked  me  to  join  them  on  a  field  trip  on  December  16,  1974 
We  made  a  quick  spot  check  of  the  route  from  the  Nevada  line  in 
Fish  Lake  Valley  to  the  Forest  Service  boundary  bordering  Deep 
Springs  Valley.  There  was  no  time  for  more. 

As  far  as  I  know,  everyone  over  here  is  in  favor  of  the  route 
over  Montgomery  Pass,  which  is  Alternative  Route  1.  Without 
question,  that  is  the  most  desirable  route.  It  is  the  only  route 
which  can  be  Justified  from  the  environmental  viewpoint. 

On  separate  sheets  I  will  list  my  comments  on  each  route.  I  am 
quite  familiar  with  the  entire  region,  and  know  much  of  it  rather 
intimately.  Although  my  special  interest  is  botany,  I  feel  that 
it  is  extremely  important  to  consider  the  entire  ecosystem  in  any 
proposed  plan.  I  feel  a  little  frantic  over  the  present  tendency 
to  slash  through  relatively  unspoiled  and  unscarred  country  when 
alternate  routes  are  available.  Too  often  the  desert  valleys  and 
mountains  have  not  been  studied  enough  to  name  the  values  there, 
and  yet  they  may  hold  the  keys  to  significant  breakthroughs. 

I  hope  you  find  my  comments  helpful. 

Yours  sincerely, 

" 

Mary  DeDecker 


This  is  the  only  way  to  go.  It  is  the  only  route  which  can  be 
justified  if  environmental  factors  are  to  be  considered  at  all. 

It  does  not  traverse  unusual  or  specialized  habitats  as  do  all 
the  other  routes,  and  Montgomery  Pass  has  already  carried  a  major 
highway  and  a  railroad  right  of  way.  In  using  this  route,  the 
pipeline  should  follow  the  old  railroad  right  of  way  between 
Poverty  Hills  and  Independence  in  Owens  Valley  to  avoid  several 
choice  habitats  on  the  valley  floor.  These  Include  two  or  more 
rare  plants. 

PREFERRED  ROUTE. 

There  are  serious  objections  to  the  portion  of  this  route  between 
the  north  and  south  terminals  of  Alternate  Route  #1.  Not  only 
would  it  scar  relatively  undeveloped  areas,  but  it  would  present 
a  serious  threat  to  some  rare  and  endangered  fauna.  An  unusual 
combination  of  habitats  occurs  at  Deep  Springs  Lake  and  its 
immediate  vicinity.  These  Include  the  lake  basin,  the  stabilized 
sand  dune  area  on  its  northeast  borders,  and  the  system  of  springs 
along  the  fault  on  its  east  side.  The  springs  and  their  ponds 
vary  from  potable  water  to  highly  mineralized  and  brackish  water 
in  varying  degrees.  The  biological  value  of  the  place  is  Just 
beginning  to  be  recognized.  The  rare  black  toad  is  found  there, 
and  new  species  of  insects  are  being  discovered.  Unusual 
combinations  of  plant  species  occur  there,  which  would  Indicate 
a  rich  field  for  biological  study.  A  pollen  study  is  underway  in 
that  basin.  This  may  provide  valuable  scientific  information 
related  to  the  tree  ring  research  on  the  bristlecone  pine  in  the 
White  Mountains.  Bighorn  sheep  have  been  observed  (including  my 
own  observation)  watering  at  the  springs,  coming  down  from  the 
mountains  bordering  the  basin.  Soldier  Canyon  provides  an  ecotone 
where  White  Mountain  species  merge  with  those  of  the  Inyo  Mountains 
It  is  of  considerable  value  as  an  undeveloped  area. 

ALTERNATIVE  ROUTE  #2. 

A  pipeline  route  through  the  California  portion  of  this  route  is 
unthinkable.  Any  Impact  on  Death  Valley,  even  outside  Death 
Valley  National  Monument,  would  be  extremely  unwise.  Most  alarming 
however,  would  be  the  crossing  of  the  Last  Chance  Range.  An 
amazing  concentration  of  rare  and  relatively  rare  plant  species 
occur  in  that  particular  region.  These  include 

Arlstlda  glauca  (Nees)  Walp. 

astragalus  panamlntensls  She  Id. 

Blepharldachne  klngll  (Wats.)  Hack. 

Buddie ja  utahensls  Cov. 

Cymopterus  glimanl  Mort. 

Erlogonum  gl lmanli  S.  Stokes 


Hecastoclels  shockleyl  Gray 
Mlmulus  ruplcola  Cov.  &  Grant 
Notholaena  jonesll  Maxon 
Pens temon  calcareus  Bdg. 

Salvia  funerea  Jones 

Scrophulophlla  rlxfordll  (Bdg.)  M.  &  J. 
Vlgulera  reticulata  Wats. 


In  addition  to  the  above  is  a  new  genus  and  species,  the  first 
new  genus  to  be  found  in  California  for  many  years,  which  I 
recently  discovered  there.  It  will  be  published  soon.  Such  a 
concentration  of  rare  and  unusual  plant  species  would  indicate 
that  there  must  be  rare  forms  of  fauna  dependent  on  them.  Much 
scientific  attention  will  be  focused  there. 


The  continuation  of  that  route  down  the  wash  toward  Warm  Springs 
along  the  edge  of  Saline  Valley,  up  Grapevine  Canyon,  and  down 
Panamint  Valley,  crosses  or  touches  upon  a  -umber  of  specialized 
habitats  in  a  heretofore  undamaged  region.  This  entire  region  i« 
considered  so  valuable  that  a  portion  of  it  is  designated  as  a 
wilderness.  A  proposal  for  annexing  it  to  Death  Valley  National 
Monument  has  come  up  from  time  to  time.  Any  adverse  impact  there 
would  create  a  storm  of  protest. 


The  upper  *arm  Spring  along  this 
o  f  the  rare  desert  pupflsh.  The 
in  selection  of  the  site. 


route  is  now  a  sanctuary  for  one 
remote  location  was  one  factor 


Lower  down,  in  Searles  Valley,  the  pipeline  route  runs  by  the 
famous  Pinnacles.  Because  of  great  efforts  to  protect  them,  this 
would  arouse  much  criticism. 

This  entire  route  is  extremely  objectionable.  Besides  the  lmoact 
of  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  the  pipeline,  itself  it 
would  open  up  access  routes  which  would  continue  the  destruction 
of  valuable  habitats. 


ALTERNATIVE  ROUTE  #3. 

This  route  is  almost  as  bad  as  Alternate  Route  #2.  It  is  hard  to 
believe  that  it  would  be  given  serious  consideration.  It  runs 
through  a  remote  and  much  valued  portion  of  Death  Valley  National 
Monument,  a  place  of  unusual  interest.  The  Racetrack  is  extremely 
sensitive  to  any  impact.  Again,  public  indignation  would  be  felt. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mary  DeDecker 
dated  November  19,  1975 


The  comparison  of  the  alternative  and  proposed  routes  near  the  Calif- 
ornia-Nevada  border  have  been  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  the  Final 
EIS,  beginning  on  page  415  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume.  Many  of  the 
comments  received  from  the  various  agencies  and  concerned  citizens  regard¬ 
ing  these  routes  have  been  incorporated  in  the  final  analysis.  The  list 
of  rare  and  relatively  rare  plant  species  found  in  the  Last  Chance  Range 
are  found  on  page  424  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 


0^  £ 

Mary  DeDecker 
P.  0.  Box  506 

Independence,  California  93526 
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Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

Ida  de  la  Pena,  September  28,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 
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harrow  c;i  d  lito  hell  out  of  it.,  iJ:  you'll  excuse  ll-  * 
exp’v:  :• .? on ,  of  idle  ground,  and  pul  it  in  n  powdered  coi'r/- 
Lj  i'  t,  which  j I'i'u'  cf  wi  v  i  erosion,  the  thin;-  •chat  vo  l  Iked 
'  i  :  imt.  We  .  •-■re  ted  d  J ndirt  that 

r.i  y  i  .  v:.  »i.:a  \e  toil;,  contour  chiseling ,  ft  cell  /  ., 

\  c  hi  Ci  gor.s.r.Ud  .’or,  hut  J  nave  ti/vm*  been 

coi'i'i  iif.'.L'  f!  ><>•■  contour  clvi. i  nline  o.C  the  ground,  ibich  I 
dii,  :  ..J  I've  i'or.0  soccer/  fully  cvvry  year  thereafti  r  t.o 
prevent  voter  runoff  and  to  prevent  erosion.  Ve/et.  <  dr 
cover,  there  v.  no  attempt  to  establish  a  vegetative  covr, 
a  mulch  or  anything.  There  v:as  nothing  brought  b  e.  on 
to  the  ha  as  ground,  nv.l  yet  the  pipeline  was  install  in 
July,  at  a  ti:.e  i  it  on  the  soil  was  the  driest,  which  ■  d 
its  advantages  in  a  way  because  the  subsoil  wasn't  super¬ 
saturated  for  worse  compaction  than  v:hat  we  experienced, 
but  nevertheless,  we  had  this  dry  surface  soil  condition 
that  caused  thir  problem.  normally  we  don't  leave  our 
ground  in  that  condi uion  if  v;a  can  help  it.  If  it's 
surr.  i?r  fallow  ground,  we  have  a  dustier  condition  in  so.-e 
years  than  ice  would  like  to  sec,  but  when  it  can  be  pre¬ 
vented,  i.i  try  to  prevent  it,  and  in  the  care  of  nr. 
in  s  I:  a  1 1  a  t  ion  of  f  u  tu  re  p  i  p  e  1  in  e  r.  in  this  a  re  a  ,  I  won  1  ■. 
ceri  inly  encoutvge  the  «_s  Lahlislu  ;.nt  of  a  mulch  cnv. 
over  ihe  righ  w;  w  y  ii:.til  the  no,. ./I  cropping  rot.  :/.r 
con  ha  jv-i  .'  •  ■  >1  i .  bed. 


in 
1 1 


l  t 


l  > 
lo 
hi 


IT 


1M 

l!» 


i!  1 


{’no  r  tat  oaten  t  in  the  Eiv viromv.cn  La  1  Impact 
fits Lemeut  :•  tys  that  the  pcnaite.es  have  stated  that  crop 
losses  due  to  the  operation  of  the  pipeline  have  been 
compensated  J’or.  ‘Jot?  I've  talked  to  a  lot  of  people  and 
I  have  not  v  talked  Lo  one  person  who  hat-  been  jo  compen¬ 
sated.  ::<>  r  was  told  when  wo  were  negotiating,  /or  .lo 
right  of  way  tha  he  f itr  •  e  that  wc  established  was  to 
bo  n  once  and  for  all  figure  and  cover  all  crop  o:\.:as  os 
in  the  future,  ct  cetera,  but  (he  implication  in  the 
Environmental  Statement  is  that  there  arc  successive 
daiviges  and  there  will  be  successive  damages  for  an.  un¬ 
known  period  of  time,  and  consequently  I  fcc.l  that  we  ere 
entitled  to  those  damages. 

Iiow  when  the  pipeline  went  in  in  1961,  vvi're 
talking  about  30  bushel  wheat,  and  probably  under  the 
Government  support  program  they  had  at  that  time,  w  ybe 
$2.13  a  bushel.  I  could  be  wrong  on  that,  I'm  not  sure 
of  the  figure,  I  would  have  to  look  it  up,  but  now  we're 
talking  about  an  established  historical  yield  average  of 
70  bushels  to  the  acre,  and  v’c're  talking  anywhere  from 
four  to  si;:  dollars  a  bushel  for  wheat,  we're  talking  about 
new  barley  that  are  averaging  now  a  ten  and  a  half  to  two 
tons  to  the  acre,  and  las  t  year  £  sold  my  barley  c  /op 
for  $140  a  ton,  with  a  S2r>  seed  and  browing  premie:..,  t'..o 
$6fj  an  acre  added  that  war  paid  for  r.or.t  of  the  rig/:.',  of 
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way  th rough  our  area  in  11*61  is  a  long  vay  from  compensat¬ 
ing  for  llu-se  crop  thmcgeF,  when  ve  fee  damages  ye  l  ai  t  rr 
the  pipe  has  hce.n  in  lor  as  wnny  years  ns  il  lias  boon. 

‘there  arc  some  of  .lu»  things  that  1  feel  need 
to  ho  nw,,hL  into  the  fivn/.l  c  tatement .  One  thing  5.  at 
vac  not  .'..rationed  that  was.  cuitc  thoroughly  covered  :  r  ?>. r 
r.S  the  prolactin  i  .he  pipe  is  concerned  is  the  w.  -hoflc 
protection  necessary  to  protect  Che  \'r  cr  th  :o;i;  i:  the  t;  ,t: 
of  soil;  that  the  pipe  travels  and  ours  arc  sott.o  of  . 
types  o  oil:  tr  l  a  -  co  :oi  iv  ■.  i  .o' 

protecting  the  pipe,  but  no  mention  is  ratio  of  lb.  pro:  v- 
tion  oi  .ho  adjacent  pipe  installations,  water  pipes,  farr.- 
stead  v.  i  c  sys tries.,  veils,  ot  cetera,  that  may  be  cm  a;  ' 
ns  a  result  of  stray  current;;  £r or.  the  protection  ct-uv.  - 
ment,  and  some  of  try  knowledge  on  this,  I!ve  read  cuite  a 
bit  on  this  and  T  understand  that  the-  stray  cu  rent,  have 
been  as  much  as  two  miles  from  a  pipeline,  ;o  v;c  ha\u  a 
potential  c'avsge  area  there  that  is  no.  mentioned  i*a  the 
Knvironm.  ntal  State  man t . 

One  tiling  that  dir  curb;  i..e  a  little  bit,  .' 
application  for  the  7.T.T.  no,  it  vn:  the  J..  ..  ..  . 

application,  they  1  u  .  ior.  L'  r:  ‘oo  .  r J gh  I  of  vay  ;  '  ■ 

roedJ  ng  it,  j  1.  »?*.•*.  I’m  ju  '  r  o':  avi..-.,  into  i  l,  hue 

7  vr:  J  ,  1  inV  :  .  •  a*  •’  lit  this  j:  i  ratal1  •  •'  '  on.  .  •  ‘  ; 

of  wy  .  ...i  I. ! I  J.  iMir  •»%  o;  >  •,  tb.-r.  fo  ••  vil 


for  have  r  -  'lly  :von  t; !;  n  to  :h.-  cleaners. 

Cre  o. '!:<•'•  Lit  it:;;  that  mi.  :  or.  •*  cons  5.  dor  •: . :  on 
i  ir.ch  ■  •  mn 

31  in:  •  j:  pro  rhly  »«\  i-o.-.u'  in  i  lot  oi  ,  Ini  l 

.■(  .  .  . ■  .  .  .  -  over  ■ .  .  pi p v.  1 » n«  ■  •  •  •  •  1  ’ 

t.  ;*..a  •■.-••.it  v.hi.  v  car  aro. -ion,  v’  you  t\.n  r  n  on  <  •  •'• 
l  -  ■  nni-Utvi  lill.i.  c  erosion, 

t  I  :.m  ,  '  f  tops  oil  .  '  I’  •  I  11  ■ 

3  30  i  sch  co  hf:i  ei  it  in  ted  our  ori ;  .1 

v.m  t  riad  to  pee  :  ;  ainUi-r-ici:  clause,  vhcre,  if  nmc'  '  S , 
the  Pipeline  ct.  yv-ny  mould  come  in  and  re-oc t: bi5 rh  t  r 
30  inches  o:‘  r. : m  cove  1* ,  if  necessary.  !  .  rccoj 
there  are  going  to  be  arc  -s  cn  our  farm  vhcre  it’r  ro\ 
to  get  deeper  «  the:*  than  si.a.llover,  but  the  face  if. 
going  to  get  deeper  in  places,  the  dirt  is  going  to  ca  ■ 
from  the*  places  .there  the  pipe  get;,  shallov,  and  the 
disturbing  fact  is,  to  me,  if.  this,  that  also  in  the 
sir tefc.cn i:  there  is  several  references  to  the  possible 

abanc'j . rt  of  t!  _•  nine,  are*  it  said  in  there  hat  proboly 

the  pipe  would  be  recovered  end  the  surface  in.. Inlli  lic.i; 
Mould  be  i::cov  red  bccau;  <  of  the  investment  in  irl-.-r;,  but 
li;L‘s  cue  that  it  bee-.  rcor.omicr.l  ly  unfeasible  i  •> 
re; cove r  that  pipe,  then  \:f  a ro  sitting  vi  eh  vi*i.v.  :J.].y 
X  nui.ib.-r  of  keg:,  of  dyrr.mi  tv.  in  our  field  oui  Lhcvu  £•» 
work  over  for  >  :  •:  to  a,-,  villi  no  protection,  nnu  to 


l  thcr.  nf  ter  a  !>0  foot  ri'hl  of  vvy.  tlov:  { oing  hack  i  - 
information  that  1  had  obtained  ai  u  that's  in  the  :  •  • 

1  v:  .  '  ih  i  this,  i:  lit.'  cm;  •  or  fe*l*  r;:l  inn..  , 

>  i  f  this  i.  1.1  t  cn  r  oti  aeu-ral  ’  i:  :  ,  .he  ;>el. in 

•  ’  is  ' gi. I;  of  i.viueul  •  »»  air.  L  ’C. i  th.-  i 

•  C.  ;•  i  t  .  i  .  {.ate1  ci:  tute;  ,  t::  ■  v f era  lv.  y  .v 
u;u‘.  a  an  u  ..  '’  la  of  ...1  la-..*.  i  fe.  S  It;-  t  ,» 
lar.-.-v..,  f  rh.oul.’  hav  •  i'e  r. .  r.  c  '.c  ctio  ; .*;•  a: 

'  lc;-t*  ,  :  i  d  i'  .  ■  sy:  I-  1  r-hou*<-.  .».•  11:  1 : :  e  tc«  a 

right  of  vay  of  1* Cl  fed*  or  33  f-  •  f  on  eit.  i  si  da  o*  • 

‘  pipe  as  the  birr ::al  Leasing  Act  ca.J  1:  for,  a.r.f  th  •  .  s 

the  fret  of  .sul.iplc  lira;  ,  multiple  j  ro  .ve  :s  aa<.  s  o l 

{  v:a.y  be  a  tiling  of  the  past.  I  Uiiitk  our  l liras  cl  •  so 

1  rapie’ly  that  i.'s  unjust  for  c  pi  .'.'Line  syreem  to  >. 

granted  a  universal  right  of  v:ay  that  entitles  th«.’  io 
ship  natural  or  artificial  liauic*  or  gaseous  hydrf-  '-or: 
ane*  products  or  by-product;  thereof  ’  hi  eh  the  ol  <'  r.  •  are 
right  of  vay  rg  -  tnont  c.-ll.ad  for.  I  feel  th.  _  :  ;  ..  .  I 

time  that  th-.r.e  people:  c*  al  op  th-  c-  ihir.gc  one  c.  :  li.  -r 
\  r.  a  the  time  cores. 

How  in  ihe  statement  it  sue tec  Lb  t  tba  .  :  Is 
as.  3;  i  i-g  for  a  second  lino  ar.t;  <i.  :  i:  ;uy»plifn-  beet  •.■•11- 
obl.r  i.liov  • .  i  l  •  probably  a  ilvrd  li:u  put  in  i3s 
right  of  ••a.y.  :  tl-  •  poor  peo:-  r  e:--l 

cri*  one*'  •  •  o  ■"  all  :<»■  I '•  :  v;  !*;.<•  !•  I  IC.l 


I  ioil  i  vi.  il:  e.MT  ( v  »  i  iv. i;i ,  ov  i  I  ,  -:nd  i  i  .  -l 
::  this  .*:  «>•  :.hr  sf  .  -uni  n  i*d:  :<>..••  review,  ;  th- 

5  r  •  v  t  *  ••  j  :i,  i;on  e  r-:  c  r.  l’t  r.  to  ’  ;  s.i  r  • 

;  I  ho  S'  i  It  .  r  u:  os  tin-  pipe- 13  :*e  to  si:*,  .  ; 

•  ‘  71  . :  'il 

i-  .  ir. 

1  ihii  b  5  f  jvt  t  ;.v»i  ..  ’  • 

l  -''i.i  <  r>  it  t-.j . 

e-r*  li.  b  ,  a  ref e  -  pen  in  ri:.»  ;  .  le  •  '■  , 

this  i:  for  ii.i f>;.i  "L  jon,  ir  .  rou;  bt  v-:  ft.  .*•  r-.-  o. 

1  seismic  ctivily  and.  :hu  lirr.ard  to  the  niyr-’ia  -  *•/:;•:  , 
r.nd  jus  L  as.  •**  r.ait  r  of  ir.  for  Mi  on  for  Ll.a  : 

1  in  the  pipeline*,  \!is.i  the  or  t  "  *t 3  ;  r.  ;!:e  in  ;on>  •  r; 

1  so  much  :  g  y  •  r>  bar  ,  \  c  f.  it  the  she  ■ 

■  in  d.o:  :Lis..  do  damage  vas  done  c:cc  that  r. >  r<  t  r.oii 
would  never  hoi  mater  again.  1  hr.vi  an  ur.cc-rj  ,-c  u.. . 

‘  rcsere’oir  that  is  14  feet  <  •  -;p  f.n-J  I  •..-oulel  ray  it  prod-  >' 
s  ticks  live  fo.ee  a  >ove  the  ;  rour-s.  lt\u*. ,  so  ii  •••  •  ;  o  v 

12  fti-l  n  lovr  the  surface  o.'  !r.o  .  aou.  .3,  and  i've  n.\<  c 
been  aiiic  Co  pale-  Lh  .'t  res;  jvoir,  j  ’ve  -.  -  i  y  .  . 

Lo  c»o  i:  ,  finer  ve-  iu;  L  had  te»  .-b*i  (ioi:  the  use  of  j  \  c  •;  ..  - 

voir  h  c  u:  r  there  is  sc;-  •:  hi  t  y.  <;or<  lo  the  f.uh;i»Jl  ... 

th*  t  t;.  issarvoi r  Mill  not  l  ol.ei  v.atc-r,  and  ;  e>  iiii;  *. 

1  ju*  t  a  •  :  lm*  oi.  i-'Torr-  Lic-i  . 

1  belie v.-  tlli..  COV;-»*si  \  h  il  1  h.ad  to  s*.»y,  . . 


foul  I’r.M  \.'i.v  on  i no  riphC  tr.ick  in  rcuilyiOf,  Jin'?:.*  fiMivy 
mu*  j.ivii  .’  1 1 . on;  thorough  study*  i'n  not  tnrki.nr,  .-»n  i 

to  !:<:>  p  (1.  pvonU  in  Gnllfci.njUi  front  j  otting  j  :  :-  or  ;  i-y- 
liii  >i.  I.  • '  »!:•!.,  I'ri  not  try  in;,  to  fcJirm!  in  thulr  v.\iy, 

Ini.  t  .•  i :  L  to  :  i:  c.om  in  the  ri  ,'nt  ::.r.n*»or,  f.o  t «... 

•.  •  !•  i  i‘.  t  *  ».r.  ii-ud  in  ycirn  U»  co.ro ,  ,nu'  \  >' 

to  ili  .  ■;  \i  in.  ■  ;  |i j.  .miry  O,  rpn.rri.ir1.  toc'.ny. 

:  ;  u  the  p .*•••.••).  huso,  rcL'i.r;  r:  •■£ 

you  •.•  r  nnt  h  .  :  the  Line  re  optin' -d  tl.o  ht- .rJr^,  !'..•• 

'  •  .  r.  I  . ire.,  Denver  enn  .-ir.  Pniio  or  :.oi:  .  ,  rr.i 
.it*,  lif*.'.  f .  w:  •  rr-.i  they  r.ay  v.i:-i  to  you  t  or 

(uie;  l*.lor  ?  .  I  id.  Ir/.t  in  pnrti.cul.nr  lie.  Leor.r,  rd  indie*1... 
whore  r.  t  t.-i  n.xrl  nr  do  conccroinr  the  effect  of  f- .  •:* 

construction  of  ll.u  <■>  ro]  ue  t  • -r  iV  *n.  3  ?  mi. 

MN.  LiiOh. '.it.;:  Veu  raised  quite  a  few  point!., 

Mr.  Jine,  and  wo  would  1  ‘•kc  lo  jjivu  you  rll  the  eons  id.,  - 

tiiosi  th-'t  vo  can.  You  jLntr.cuuaci  that  you're  f.oJ tig  :o  <u'i- 
init  r  uriit-n  f  I.."  Li  n.  nt .  »,n  you  hove  thro  nor  or  \.i  1  ]  L! :  *■.  r 

CO.:1.!1  I-  .  «• 

.  .  J/J.  i:  I  vr.F»: ' t  able  to,  tint's  \.i  y  1  .  rki-t. 

for  1:  ■  '  :  •,.(  <*.  r,  i:.y  :i 1 [:i"rcy  ir  in  court.  rr»  ■  y 

•u. »l  I  j  -  i. »'•  i-  '  '  *.»e*  i  '  ...  •-urth  y  ■:  n-ut  noon,  ru  ■  .  *  :  I 

.  ll..'  ,  .  h.  ...;•  i:  r  .  ‘ ir. r  ,  ;  r,  of  !,.  ,il  '..'Oui.  I.-'V;  1  1  V. 

hi-iV  if  ,  JO  t»i  l!..  a i‘f  IV:1I  .  i  ill,  Ii  '.vi:  1,1. 

iv  '  v  •  !.  ..  j  . .  i  .-dv.-r:  y .  ■  :*  y  •1^,  .'.o  ;!.*•  i-i  •*;!  •• 


I  v.iih  ihi:  li.  'rin;*,  w.  r  not  to  our  .-.d.vrni r/,c. 

Ji'i  G  .  itfVi.'  -.M\K :  You  rr.it  ycur  pui»;h norr.  do  have 

r  ri.i.ht  to  *  iiiiwi.L  v/ritten  fa  tci  -ent  until  Uclo'.i.*r  :!i  t , 

:  •  ,  U.:i:  iH^ht,  onci  I  vill  u.rko  tlu  t  «•  po.i  .ci 

•  '  i,»  rj.fl  «.o  y  l  *  i  i  ir.cr.L  and  v  ill  :  on<i  Lh.u  to  the  ortl-no 

v  o1.  flee, 

j.LO  ’  j:  Vory  j;ood.  Your  Ftale..  nt ,  of 

cou-.T-fi,  '•  r . . . . .  •  d  ■  v  .  i*b : !  i  :i  n  M-d  have  tin.  v:  •  o.'  'll 
ih-f. ,  but  ar.yiriii-f  you  ririi  to  elaborate  on  or  u.d,  it 

II  voul'l  bo  vis.-.'ul  to  have  it  in  irriLiup. 

i  lliat's'  rll  I  have. 

•  i  t.  I'ALLO :  I  con 1 1  have  r.ny  c,ui  c tior.r  ,  but  l 

1  think  your  ob?crvi*it5 ona  rare  very  keen,  and  I  r;:.  furc  unit 
’  tlicy  v;ill  bo  i,ivc:n  consideration. 

JUi'.Ghi  RiM'%.1'  N:  •  Thank  you,  r-r.  Dube. 

(dienes:1  «xcu*  t*d) 

J'.J'-'GIi  IViTk.  '.’.n  :  Mr.  liapvin'  ;.‘e  h*«v 1  a  r«-<iu«::.c 

for  a  rcpve'  .  ntalivc  of  the  ..  r'  ubon  Society,  1  take  i  t 
J  l 1  r;  a  Sp -uk  nc:  atluri-sr? 

■Vi.  ii/GGl.; :  Yes. 

J  U  i  G .i/.  IV.:"  :  .ould  you  ply-re  Mate  you  •  u  c. 

;  nd  add  l'or  the  i.\  eordV 

Mil.  ll.'k. f'J  i:  i  ih'Jl.  Mr.  t.i  ai  n  ;  n  ,  J 

■-  •  •  r<  v  l:-;1.  'i',  am  T,n*.  Cot.!  t.  a.1*  t  ion  (.ha  j.  ivi.-  n  for  the  : 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Ronald  J.  Dube 
at  the  Spokane  Public  Hearing 
September  29,  1975 


See  pages  254-263  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume  for  the  revised  discussion  Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 

of  impacts  on  soils  and  agricultural  activities.  Pages  318,  320,  322 

and  323  of  the  same  volume  discuss  mitigating  measures  that  the  applicant  Reno,  Nevada 

proposes  and  page  330  gives  additional  measures  which  could  reduce 

impacts.  October  2  and  3,  1975 

by  Mr.  George  C.  Finn 
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GEORGE  C.  FINN 

MR.  FINN:  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  board,  I 
appreciate  the  opportunity  to  say  something  here  in  regard  to 
this  matter.  I  am  the  president,  vice  president,  the 
secretary  and  the  sole  member  of  the  League  to  Save  Lake  1 ahoc 
From  the  League  to  Save  Lake  Tahoe.  I  am  really  an  individual 
citizen,  but  I  have  been  on  record  as  that  representation  be¬ 
fore,  and  it  is  in  regard  to  environmental  impact  reports, 
environmental  studies  and  environmental  impact  hearings.  So  I 
feel  this  is  an  appropriate  form  in  which  to  express  my  views 
on  what  I  consider  --  well,  Mr.  Powell  was  very,  very  tolerant 
when  he  said  he  felt  there  was  a  lot  of  boulder  --  boulder  -- 
what  was  it? 

MR.  RAT Z MAN :  I  think  it  is  balderdash,  but  boulder- 
dash  is  proper,  too. 

I  asked  him  what  it  meant  and  he  said  it 


was  a  slang  term  for  hogwash. 

My  position  is  this  is  really  an  exercise  in  fulilj.t) 
There  are  seventeen  volumes,  according  to  the  press  report, 
seventeen  volumes  of  the  Draft,  Environmental  Impact  Draft, 
containing  9,000  pages.  And  I  would  question  --  in  fact,  I 
would  like  somebody  to  identify  the  person,  other  than  the 
proofreader,  who  has  read  those  seventeen  volumes  and  knows 
what  they  contain.  I  haven't  read  any  of  it,  but  I  think  I 
can  speak  to  this  point. 

These  environmental  concerns  arc  mostly  hysteria. 

The  environmentalists  --  I  am  writing  a  book,  it  is  called 
The  Environmental  Psychosis.  I  have  had  a  little  experience 
in  medicine,  a  degree  in  psychology  and  quite  a  course  in 
psychiatry.  I  think  1  am  somewhat  qualified  to  pay  attention 
to  what  has  happened  to  us  as  individuals  when  wc  come  to 
hearings  of  this  kind  and  express  the  fear  and  apprehension  of 
what  the  engineers  and  the  geologists  and  the  professionals 
who  know  how  to  build  a  pipeline  --  they  express  the  fears  of 
what  they  are  doing. 

I  am  sure  they  know  as  much  as  we,  and  I  trust  far 
more  than  wc ,  as  to  the  effects  of  what  a  pipeline,  gas¬ 
carrying  pipeline,  would  be  on  the  environment.  They  are  not 
trying  to  destroy  the  environment.  They  are  not  trying  to 
build  a  pipeline  that  will  injure  the  flora  and  the  fauna  of 
the  United  States.  They  are  trying  to  build  a  pipeline  that 
will  bring  gas  to  human  beings  who  use  it  at  a  price  they  can 
afford  to  pay. 

If  we  look  at  the  cost  of  the  environmental  impact  oi 
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1 

this  pipeline,  it  may  make  the  price  of  gas  and  oil  on  the  oil 

1 

cause  our  legislature  and  our  whole  Union  to  amend  the  United 

2 

pipeline  in  Alaska  prohibitive,  plus  the  fact  that  it  is  un- 

2 

States  Constitution  and  prohibit  the  drinking  of  alcohol. 

3 

necessary.  We  are  having  public  hearings,  and  I  have  read  your 

3 

We  have  the  same  thing  going  on  in  the  environment 

4 

record  here  --  there  are  some  thirty-eight  people  that  have 

4 

today.  Now,  these  environmentalists  who  require  these  impact 

5 

spoken.  About  three  of  those  were  individuals  and  the  rest 

5 

statements,  they  are  the  ones  that  require  them.  They  have 

6 

represented  various  organizations. 

6 

simply  gotten  our  legislators  to  pass  laws  of  which  these 

7 

I  think  if  you  will  look  at  your  record,  you  could 

7 

gentlemen  must  obey  and  must  institute;  and  that  is  why  we 

8 

have  easily  contacted  any  one  of  those  organizations  and  asked 

8 

have  these  hearings,  to  pass  these  law's  purely  on  a  hysterical 

9 

them  to  present  their  views  after  they  read  9,000  pages  of  the 

9 

basis  that  there  is  something  going  wrong  with  the  environment 

10 

report.  What  we  have  in  these  public  hearings  is  a  sounding 

10 

if  they  build  a  pipeline,  a  house,  if  they  build  a  road  at 

11 

board  for  organizations  like  the  Sierra  Club.  They  want  to 

11 

Lake  Tahoe,  if  people  move  into  the  area,  if  it  becomes 

12 

get  into  the  act.  And  I  have  information  from  a  friend  of 

12 

populated,  over-populated;  the  great  dangers  to  health,  safety 

13 

mine  who  has  just  returned  from  the  Alaska  pipeline,  the  oil 

13 

and  welfare  are  immeasurable.  So  say  these  environmentalists. 

14 

pipeline,  he  is  a  surveyor  there.  He  said  because  of  the 

14 

This  is  what  we  have  today  on  the  pipeline. 

15 

Sierra  Club  these  employees  must  undergo  an  indoctrination 

15 

The  thing  that  impresses  me  is  we  are  going  on  in 

16 

course  and  carry  a  card  onto  the  job  that  will  designate  they 

16 

hearings  when  the  newspaper  report  is,  there  isn't  going  to  be 

17 

are  qualified  to  environmentally  build  that  jipeline .  That  is 

17 

any  pipeline,  perhaps.  Now,  I  realize  the  hearings  have  been 

18 

utterly  ridiculous. 

18 

scheduled.  I  doubt  if  they  are  going  to  be  effective  in  any 

19 

Ne  are  engaging  in  a. kind  of  fear  that  is  akin  to 

19 

way  to  alter  the  engineering  concept  of  that  pipeline.  I  hope 

20 

witchcraft.  If  we  go  back  into  history  we  will  find  that 

20 

not.  I  hope  the  engineers  build  the  pipeline  and  we  don't  have 

21 

human  beings  and  legislators  and  mostly  kings  passed  laws 

21 

very  much  to  say  about  it. 

22 

against  witchcraft,  and  people  were  burned  at  the  stake  for 

22 

I  hope  what  I  say  here  will  encourage  others  to  not 

23 

such  a  ridiculous  concept.  We  are  in  that  area  of  prohibition, 

23 

engage  in  hearsay,  in  unfounded  opinion,  in  fear  and  apprehen- 

24 

you  know. 

24 

sion  about  what  the  newspaper  reports  today  from  your  hearings, 

25 

Even  today,  when  we  look  back  on  what,  the  Eighteenth 

25 

that  there  is  a  great  danger  to  health  in  case  the  pipeline 

26 

Amendment,  and  see  the  impact  of  the  hysteria  caused  by  one 

26 

should  be  ruptured  and  explode  and  there  would  be  terrible 

27 

man,  Weever.  Now,  Mr.  Weever  was  able  to  conjure  up  enough 

27 

disaster. 

28 

support  and  fear  and  apprehension  of  the  evils  of  alcohol  to 

28 

There  is  a  saying  in  the  legal  circles,  when  you  have 
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.  04 

OS 

1 

a  weak  case,  parade  a  few  horribles.  This  is  what  is  happen- 

1 

the  sessions  will  be  proven  worthwhile,  and  we  are  not  even 

2 

ing  now,  we  are  parading  a  few  horribles. 

2 

going  to  have  the  pipeline. 

3 

There  are  pipelines  in  Japan.  I  have  been  there  and 

3 

It  is  this  kind  of  --  well,  I  don't  like  to  use  the 

4 

they  have  earthquakes  every  day.  I  stood  on  the  top  floor  of 

4 

term,  but  I  will  --  yellow  journalism.  This  is  really  an 

5 

the  Hotani  Hotel.  I  put  a  finger  on  a  point  when  the  building 

5 

editorial,  so  I  guess  it  doesn't  fall  in  that  category.  But 

6 

shook.  It  was  an  inch,  an  inch  and  a  half  each  side  of  the 

6 

it  intends  to  incite  the  public  against  already  established 

7 

point.  There  was  no  danger  and  we  had  earthquakes  almost  every 

7 

governmental  entities  that  are  doing  a  good  job  on  the  grounds 

8 

day  I  was  there,  at  least  three  times  a  week.  There  is  no 

8 

that,  be  fearful,  they  might  not  do  the  thing  that  is  required 

9 

rupture  in  the  pipelines. 

9 

to  be  done  to  protect  you;  and  that  isn't  so  at  all. 

10 

We  have  earthquakes  in  the  Bakersfield  area,  when 

10 

Every  single  one  of  them,  if  you  know  anything  about 

n 

they  shook  the  poles  down  and  exploded  the  transformers.  We 

11 

gas  pipelines,  is  concerned  about  that  explosion  much  more  than 

12 

didn't  have  ruptures  in  the  pipelines.  There  are  hundreds  of 

12 

you  and  I.  Every  single  one  of  them  knows  the  danger. 

13 

pipelines  in  Bakersfield. 

13 

We  don't  have  to  come  here  or  throughout  every  city 

14 

There  is  no  danger,  if  our  engineers  are  doing  their 

14 

in  the  United  States,  or  eleven  of  them,  to  remind  them  of 

15 

job,  to  the  health  or  safety  of  our  citizens  in  these  United 

15 

that.  But  we  must  remind  ourselves  that  when  we  employ 

16 

States;  but  there  is  a  very  great  danger  that  we  might  have  to 

16 

government  to  do  the  job,  the  presumption  is  they  are  doing  it, 

17 

pay  for  this  pure  psychotic  approach  to  building  a  pipeline. 

17 

especially  in  the  engineering  field,  correctly.  I  don't  think 

18 

How  is  my  time? 

18 

we  are  going  to  have  very  much  impact  on  the  Impact  Statement. 

19 

MR.  RAT Z MAN :  You  have  about  six  minutes. 

19 

I  would  like  to  close  with  a  reminder  that  this  thing 

20 

MR.  FINN:  I  would  refer  you  to  the  invitation  in 

20 

can  get  so  far  out  of  hand  and  has  gotten  so  far  out  of  hand 

21 

the  Nevada  Journal  for  persons  to  come  here  and  express  their 

21 

that  these  environmentalists  attempted  to  assassinate  the 

22 

view  on  the  environmental  impact  on  this  pipeline.  It  is 

22 

President,  and  they  are  to  blame  for  this.  This  hysteria, 

23 

essentially  a  call  to  the  general  public  to  worry  about  what 

23 

the  psychosis  and  the  press  is  encouraging  it  in  some  fashion 

24 

our  Government  is  doing  to  bring  us  gas;  and  it  says  that  there 

24 

by  continually  printing  the  scandalous  material  that  says  our 

25 

is  great  danger  from  the  earthquake  and  from  the  effect  on 

25 

environment  is  deteriorating.  We,  as  humans,  are  guilty  of 

26 

animal  migration;  and  that  it  is  very  important  that  the  two- 

26 

injury  to  the  air,  the  water  and  the  land,  and  as  a  result  of 

27 

day  hearing  provides  a  chance  for  Nevadans  to  find  out  those 

27 

that,  organizations  have  been  formed,  regional  governments  have 

28 

answers  and  more;  but  it  will  take  a  community  response  before 

28 

been  formed;  they  even  go  so  far  as  to  take  the  private  property 
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Response  to  comments  from 
George  C.  Finn  given  at  the 
public  hearing  in  Reno,  Nevada 
on  2  October  1975- 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  in  the  final  EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Washington,  D.  C. 

October  2,  1975 
by  Ms.  Susan  Flouder 
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1  i.  STATEI-2 


OF  M3 .  SUSAN  FV.CUDER 

MS.  r LOUDER:  Thank  you.  I  live  at  1509  St.  Louie. 


:t 

c  \  Street,  Columbia,  Missouri,  and  I’ra  hero  representing  ir.ysalf. 

4  };  I  have  not  had  access  to  the  full  Environmental 

l'  Impact  Statement,  so  I  Rave  read  only  the  Executive  Sinrcaary. 

r 

v  i  I  find  froa  reading  the  Executive  Summary  that  I  received 
y  j:  very  little  hal?  in  analysing  relative  impacts.  For  example, 

5  !,  1  note  caribou  ground  end  Indiana  bat  caves  are  mentioned  as 

i  j  . , 

p  ■  if  they  were  or  equal  significance,  and  knowing  something  of 


"  il 

r>  » 


1 0  Indiana  bets  in  Missouri  and  about  caribou  from  scir.o  experi¬ 

ence  in  Alaska,  I  know  they  certainly  are  riot  of  equal  standing. 


;>  It  may  very  well  be  that  tliera  is  soiiie  weighing  and 

-3  balancing  of  a  more  extensive  extant  in  the  proposal  itsel.f, 

\r,  !•  hut  I  think  it's  very  important  to  work  it  out. 

yj  jj  My  interest  is  particularly  in  the  alternative 

vg  !  routes  for  pipelines  in  Alaska,  particularly  as  these  routes 

II 

jy  j;  v.-ould  or  would  not  affect  the  Arctic  National  V.’ildlife  Range, 

jg  Ij  in  which  I  havo  spent  about  a  month  of  time,  and  7.  know  soms- 

}.>  j|  thing  of  the  potential  impact  of  any  sort  of  development  in 

-y  i  that  area. 

In  looking  through  the  Executive  Surauary,  the  only 
r.-,  !  help  I  received  on  this  is  the  information  that  the-r©  are  four 
J  routes  that  v?ould  be  proposed,  two  Alaeka-Cannda  routes  and 

.  ,  two  Alaska  only.  There  is  no  discussion  of  this  whatsoever , 

•t 

„  .  and  X  further  note  that  there  arc  only  two  volumes  of  the  17 
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:  of  that,  area  to  greater  accessibility  by  people  and  by  machinery 
Thank  you  very  much. 

.{ 

JUDGE  COO”:  I  thought  i  might  mention  that  over  on 
the  tabic'  against  the  wall  there  is  tha  entire  Statement  r  all 

:» 

17  volvr.r;3.  If  you  wish  to  study  that  and  wish  to  make  comments 
_  later,  v;e  will  be  happy  to  hear  front  you. 

MS.  PI.OUCER:  Thank  vou. 

!l 

JUDGE  COOK:  Our  next  speaker  is  not  scheduled  until 

ii 

1C: 30,  so  ;re  will  take  a  10-minute  recess  at  this  time. 
(Whereupon,  a  short  recess  was  taken. 

JUDGE  COOK:  The  hearing  will  coma  to  order. 

Our  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Jim  Kowaloky  from  the  Friends 
of  the  Earth.  Mr.  Kovalsky? 


(Statement  follows) 


•i 

;  that  arc  devoted  to  a  auuraary  o*  alternatives. 


i! 


Those  alternatives  include  not  only  alternative 


1  routes  for  pipeline,  but  also  the  whole  range  of  other  altorna- 
•’  1  tives. 

£  i;  ^  it  seams  to  me,  therefore,  that  it  is  not  possible 

o  !  to  get  the  proper  analysis  of  the  relative  impacts  or.  the 

j* 

7  j.  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  as  opposed  to  the  other  altorna- 

2  i.tivc  routes  in  Alaska.  I  know  one  of  the  alternatives  in  a 

3  \  route  paralleling  tha  oil  pipeline,  and  it  seems  to  me  that 
to  ;; the  corridor  concept  is  o.ae  that  would  merit  very,  very  serious 

!•  examination,  and  I  certainly  hope  that  at  this  alternative  - — 
ii  whether  it  was  done  on  the  Alaskan  Highway  or  whether  with  a 
system,  ic  is  serious,  ar.d  I  hope  those  alternatives 


:c 


.3  j!  tanker  s 

yi  j.would  bo  weighed  and  balanced  in  tqcal  detail  with  the  proposed 


2y  jiroute  that  would  go  across  the  North  Slope  and  cut  across  the 
|  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range. 
yi  j;  The  problem  up  there  is,  any  sort  of  development 

I'would  moan  the  end  of  the  character  of  that  Wildlife  Range.  The 

It  is  a  cognificort  wildlife 


m.  Ilarea  is  not  teeming  with  ants&li 

"  ij 

area,  but  the  animals  there  have  huge  territories,  and  an  impact 


-  :  '  in  even  one  portion  of  their  territory  could  be  expected  to  have: 
•  .  '.r  severe  impact  on  the  wildlife. 

- Fttrtharxio.ro ,  the  big  problem  up  there  would  !::•  the 
li 

; associated  dow.lopment  —  not  sisply  a  pipeline  going  through 
..  land  not  simply  the  problem  of  construction,  hot  the  opening  up 

ij 

i 


Susan  Flouder  presented  at  the 
public  hearing  in  Washington,  D.C. 
on  2  October  1975. 


The  alternatives  volume  of  the  EIS  was  revised  considerably  to 
include  a  detailed  analysis  of  all  alternatives,  including  energy 
alternatives  and  other  pipeline  route  alternatives. 
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Ot.  4/74 


Please  do  not  run  Gas  pipe  line 
as  proposed  thru#  Artie  wildlife  Range  but 
choose  one  of  the  two  alternatives, 
thanks , 

T.  FriSk,  teacher 

•Liuism  Gregory  Frick 
0443  KiUhr.v-a  Ave.  S. 
lujunga,  California  91042 


Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

Thurman  Gregory  Frick,  October  4,  1974 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  In  the  Els. 


(  ctoN'r  •  •’ ,  isV1' 


./i  1 1  i  hid  !.i  1 1  r 
mi  njc.K j n.  nm  t 


r.T  "  'I'jt-C«k  ®0 m»* 

Alaska  ►ntu'vil  las  ’’ransnu-t.^tion  'vat-'m 

^lreat  of  l.ani  (4  ,  ' 

To- art  merit  of  tr>»»  Interior 
warnin  -tori,  D.  .ft* 


Tortlr»moi  | 

'  am  writin*’  nt  this  time  to  ^xtond  my  oommpnts  on  the  jraft 
l.rvlronmcntul  M  ttateasnt  for  the  proposed  »KHh  N»turul  -*.•> 
’ransuo rtation  lystem  as  Issued  by  the  department  of  the  Interior. 

...  vc--y  peal  need  for  natural  .pin  from  i  rndhoe  nay  cannot  he 
linlut-d,  yet  It  in  generally  unde rotood  that  t  .ere  is  not  enon  h  ps 
on  t  fort,  rlojw  o'  < larks  to  me  t  both  short  on:  lot,-  ten  ,  mand:- 
Witnut  -har.  -r  ia  eonawrtlw  habits  .and  eona.-v.tlM  of  the  avail  obi. 
nu|r l im  Of  natural  tip.  <  refo rr ,  ,.ny  system  r0r  t ranspoTtln,  natural 
as  nho.  il  a)  .0  inrli.d.  a  pro, -ram  -'or  the  co-a. rvatlon  of  this  Iwinllin 

rr'SOMrcr* . 

"h..  i, rounded  Alaskan  .‘retie  las  pipeline  cross  the 

ertii-  IV-  mile  wi  1th  0r  the  north  slope  of  the  Arctic  hationsl  ViHlifV 
'lan,c,  It  area  of  ni  a.  duality  de  farto  wilderness,  the  wildlife  lan-r 
is  presently  the  onlv  a-ea  on  the  "laskan  aretic  alone  which  has  not 
le.-n  eytenslv.lv  dlaturhod  hy  oil  exnloratior  and  development. 


o'! 

■■•'fact  t*,. 

'  '  t  .i  s  tj:'s  , 
fi-iliv 
will  . 


-rim.*  >.  t.  tt. 

iv  ■•ro.tyn,v  will  i-  til  ,  r->!  .-i'.ity  •  *  vq--..*i-. 

'■•irsil/  r.- !i"-i.*rwnr»i.t  a»  i.i  •«»«  -.o  y».-, 

u-..!  t  •  •  r t  .-j t ruc.t i n  and  o.  .  -.itlon  Of  i  --m*  '  *P 


X t. rniM*  1  •  'a*'r’;i i  t i v»*  r.roln.-v  of  tV- 


liffi'iult  nr  nmwjr  ; .. 

or  1. r.  tr.  <  1. 
soli  Hurt ion,  rki’i  fl  ow*i 
Of'  i  ri  mil  "v  r*orv 


r,ann*i.-*  ir.iti-iility  ir  '•ominor  i *- 
'  1  '  •  .  • 

r  n»’n  •'Ouhl  ocr-i-  in  th**iw»  a' 
n"  of  tk*>  *rvti"  4rP3  is  tw.' 


i  TSsihl,.  inodirlest ion  ar,1  -esultin,  V-awlr  „e  th.  p..mfrost.  TV 
.  r»  .ar  nee  of  permafrost  in  f  .  e,.Ut-  north  alo;.  rinell-e  area  causes 
eyimme  Instability,  depredation  of  permafrost  could  rroatr  „ 
ir:  art  which  would  "reel,  ,j  tale  surface  .roslon  .m !  possibly  inundate  , 
larn  portion  of  t  .  pipeline  system.  ienai-  o'  the  inundated  portior 
t‘.  .  i  eel  Ln>  ,  if  it  is  attempted  ir.  tie  summer  months,  .-suld  r  — ate 
massiv,  envi mn.,  ntal  impacts  on  hot-  the  sensitive  ve.-tatlon  and  the 
lor  variety  of  wildlife  ir  the  area. 


sh'-iac  coastal  lain  within  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
dane.  i.,  conailer-d  to  he  a  vital  habitat  im,  for  a  lap  r  number  of 
mamm.l  ,  marine  mammals,  and  birds.  It  Is  the  site  of  traditional 
-alvin  -rounds  for  the  Porcupine  (tart how  herd  and  a  key  etroa  for  bird 
fcree  lin  and  fall  .staring  for  tUe  snow  ,-eese,  among  others. 

i-onulati ons  or  wildlife,  including  the  endanger,!  Peregrine 
Falcon  and  Inlar  Bear,  could  be  reduced  by  disturbance  rotors  including 
noise  from  construction,  maintenance  and  operation  of  machinery,  aircraft 
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us*»d  in  line  inspection,  and  increased  numbers  of  people  in  the  area. 
Certain  species,  among  them  griaaley  bear  and  wolverine,  will  eventually 
all  but  disappear  from  the  Arctic  plain  because  of  project-related 
facility  effects.  Further,  alteration  of  the  existing  offshorp  islands, 
spits,  bars,  etc.,  by  increased  development  will  reduce  the  numbers  and 
variety  of  waterfowl  and  shorebirds.  litigation  efforts  in  these  areas, 
therefore,  are  expected  to  be  minimal. 

The  land  use  plan  for  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  jange,  as 
it  was  established  in  was  to  protect  unicur  wildlife,  wilderness, 

and  recreational  values.  Tf  the  nroposed  troject  ic  authorized,  it 
would  have  major  and  adverse  imraev?  on  land  use  planning  for  the  'iarge. 
Although  there  is  some  cuestion  as  to  the  extent  of  damage  to  wildlife 
caused  hv  the  ripeline,  no  uncertainty  exists  as  to  the  impact  of  the 
rronosed  pipeline  on  wilderness  qualities.  ""here  is  no  way  to  mitigate 
thh  loss  of  a  unioue  de  facto  wilderness  if  a  pipeline  is  constructed 
across  the  Wildlife  yange.  As  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement 
points  out,  "The  rronosed  A  A;  CC  ijas  pipeline  may  he  hist  the  first  nihple 
at  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  :»ange,  the  first  slice  out  of  a  critical 
combination  of  wilderness  habitat  conditions  required  to  sustain  t he 
indiwlhnous  fauna.  **y  transporting  natural  f’as  on  this  route,  we  may  be 
trading  the  long-term  existence  of  grizzly  hears,  wolves,  and  caribou 
for  toe  short-term  comfort  of  people  in  Gallforria  and  iennsyl vania. 
Sevrua!  :  no  posed  research  natural  areas  will  lose  their  long-term,  value 
as  productive  cont  ri  hutors  to  our  knowledge  of  the  tundra  ecosystem. 

These  cannot  he  re— created  after  the  pipeline  is  abandoned  in  .  C>  to 
years." 

It  is  for  tee  above  reasons,  among  others,  that  T  strongly 


(-0 

object  to  the  crime  Alaskan  A’rtir  ias  route  which  tias  been  proposed  to 
cross  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  hanep.  Vr*’  are  alternatives,  wMrh 
T  believe  are  more  sensible  hot*  environmentally  and  economically  toar 
the  rrime  route.  ’’he  most  viable  alternative,  the  proposed  ~rans- 
A  lank  a  route,  will  confine  most  of  the  impacts  to  the  exirtir,-  i  elirr 
corridne,  "bp  State  of  Alaska  h?3  also  officially  endorsed  a  trans- 
Alaska  route  for  the  ,-np  pipeline.  n  '"itlr  1  of  the  amendmpr.ts  to  tv 
Mineral  hearing  Act  of  •  !  !  .!,.  1  ,  ‘or  -r,  r?  vise]  -t.-  .  ite 

su-roet  for  the  enner- t  of  utility  corridors  *»y  statin,:  ”  oir.t  use 
C-f  -i  -hts-of-way  in  common  hft  -ecuired  to  tne  extent  racticel  to 
minirize  adverse  environmental  i''<tnctr  and  t;.e  prol  i  r‘  rat  ion  of  ■ur'r-'r 
ri.r  *.* -nf-wny  across  Federal  lands". 

A  second  fes*.*ia*  1**  alternative  ip  the  :  -oiovi:  -lark:  t  Jw  v 
rout'-  v*  <,  ■  would  fol ’ ow  f  rx>m  rjehoe  "ay  to  -'air’pnks  *-.*  r.  follow 
tnr  ] ask.\  i  -Sway  V  iw:j  Canada  er  to  t-:e  lower  if1  r fates. 
a!  T  D.1  ‘  i  V"  will  ;  *T*:»er.t  no  -.icria!  e*s  "ineerin,  ’■nil1  w  ,  i»>d  i  *. 
will  also  *’r,j.rir*d  to  j»r.  ••vintl'  ■  roH-lor, 

T  n  ri  .wi  ry ,  j  < .  •  1  •  •  •  »  not  Onl;  ■  ■  .r  ■  ip  [es  ,  t  i  P  l;c<  aMl 
vjV  1  i  * Pied  wiliu  rr err  v--l:ie:i  i*  'larka  .u  rvt:v la  shot  1  ‘  '  .luricf  t d. 
Also,  ;>r  -  —  in’  .:*x*o  '  w*  tc.-r.t-  of  or-  -rcrosal  ,  «  n:*-  -  •  •  l  i 

r  s!  nsunj  tion  of  4  %  1  i 

in  t  nr  tract  i  •  •.  .  **i  mi  ronom 

w!  <-r  *  •  ri -nl  1*ri:«io'-  i  •:  reacte.f  on  wl  i—  ro«  t<  to  **  oped. 

T  v;c»  to  t  k<  this  o- -0"t.ir  i  tv  to  t'uink  t^e  hi re.au  cf  l  and 
Fara t  and  f,V  ••  "ark  "o*v»  for  al  lowtu  •  rw  r-ie  o  rertvrit  .-  tr 
ergr  jf.  !  to  l*  is  rtatemeut.  1  v  i  *•  for  rv  conmert:  to  hr  come  a  -rt  i»r  t 
sen  -  i,  an  1  for  t‘ «r  to  cor:  si  ■  re  1  i  r.  •  r*  •amtlr-r  or  t'-*  'Mr.r-1  r~  •>  •  ‘  . 

Very  truly  you -r; 

,  •  •  s  •  •  vf  - 

'W  till  am  lal  lazier 


Response  to  Comments  Received 
from  William  Gallagher 
dated  October  24,  1975 


The  positions  advocated  by  Mr.  Gallagher  are  important  to  the  ultimate 
decisions  to  be  made,  but,  there  being  no  criticism  of  the  Draft  EIS 
in  terms  of  the  adequacy  of  the  environmental  assessment,  no  change 
is  indicated  for  the  Final  EIS. 


HERBERT  H.  LEHMAN  COLLEGE 
or  thi  CITY  university  or  new  yo«k 


BRONX.  NCW  YORK  ID46S 


Mr.  Russell  A.  Soulen, 

Asst.  Project  Hanger, 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System, 

EIS, 

Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

Washington  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Soulen: 


INTERDEPARTMENTAL 
LINGUISTICS  PROGRAM 

(21  2]  960-BA0Q 

October  13,  1975 


I  an  writing  in  connection  with  the  he' rings  held 
on  the  proposed  Alaska  natural  g's  pipeline.  Since  I  h  ve  been 
unable  to  attend  any  one  of  the  meetings,  and  I  understand  that 
written  statements  are  accepted  for  the  record  till  October  25%.  _ 

I  should  like  to  express  my  views  in  this  for m.  I  am  acquainted  r'*  «" 
with  the  Draft  EIS  on  this  subject. 

One  of  the  major  issues  involves  the  route  to  be  followed  by 
the  new  pipeline:  one  would  take  a  new  path  across  lpC  miles  of 
the  Arctic  Wildlife  Ran~e,  while  another  proposal  favours  using  the 
same  corridor  as  the  existing  oil  pipeline. 

In  view  of  the  extremely  negative  impact  the  gas  pipeline  will 
have  on  wildlife,  vegetation,  and  soil,  even  under  the  best  co  litions, 

it  seems  clear  to  le  t  lat  under  p c  i  rcuj  ?nc _ _ _ _ _ Id 

any  pipeline  he  "llo-'ed  to  cro  s  the  '.retie  v  i  c~,  .  •  e 

innorth- east  err.  A1  ska.  The  possible  s--  vines  Tr  doll' rs  an*  cencs 

are  more  than  offset  by  the  los -  of  unique  h-'bitnt  and  wildlife. 

This  is  the  finest  remaining  undisturbed  part  of  the  ^.rctic,  and 
it  must  not  be  spoiled. 

This  le-ves,  as  the  least  environmentally  destructive  route 
suggested  by  the  Arctic  Gas  Co.,  the  one  using  :he  present  Trans- 
Alaskan  Pipeline  Corridor  to  Big  Delta  near  Fa'-rhanks,  and  then 
following  the  Alaska  Highway  to  C  nada,  I  understand  that  this  is 
the  route  favoured  by  Mr.  Veeden,  Director  of  State  Policy,  Deve¬ 
lopment  and  Planning  for  Alaska,  and  indeed  it  seems  the  only  alter¬ 
native  worth  even  considering. 

As  for  the  sites  proposed  by  El  Paso  Co.  for  its  liquid  ^as 
facilities  in  California,  the  least  objectionable  site  appears  to 
be  Oxnard:  the  Los  Angeles  harbor  sire  poses  obvious  safety  problems, 
and  these  is  no  valid  re  son  for  spoiling  Point  Concepcion. 

In  short:  I  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  resolutely  opposing  the 
laying  of  any  pipeline  at  all  across  the  Arctic  Ft'l,  '.'ildlife  Ran^e, 
and  as  favoring  Oxnard,  in  Southern  California,  over  the  alternative 
sites. 

/Erica  C.  Garcia 
Assoc.  Prof. 
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Response  to  Coasnents  Received 
from  Erica  C.  Garcia 
dated  October  13.  1975 


The  views  of  Professor  Garcia  are  important  to  the  ultimate  decision 
on  gas  transportation,  but  are  not  properly  a  part  of  the  EIS  process. 
In  the  absence  of  comment  on  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  EIS,  no  change 
Is  required  for  the  Final  EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Reno.  Nevada 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Mr.  Richard  Cerish 
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RICHARD  GERISH 

MR.  GERISH:  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Richard  Gerish. 

1  am  living  at  275  Bret  Harte  Avenue,  Reno,  Nevada,  and  I  have 
been  a  citizen  of  Nevada  for  going  on  twenty-eight  years,  and 
most  of  the  time  in  Nevada  I  have  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  in 
Winnemucca,  Humboldt  County,  and  I  have  been  prospecting  for 
close  to  five  years,  and  I  know  this  State  real  well,  and  every 
public  hearing  that  we  have  throughout  the  State  of  Nevada  it 
seems  that  I  have  to  stand  in  line  if  I'm  in  favor  of  something, 
because  there  seem  to  be  too  many  environmentalists  and  Sierra 
Club  that  are  opposing  things,  and  I  think,  and  I  believe  very 
strongly  --  I  don't  have  a  prepared  text,  but  I  feel  very 
strongly  that  it's  about  time  that  the  people  stop  listening  to 
pressure  groups,  no  mattervho  they  arc,  especially  if  it's 
something  that's  detrimental  to  our  country. 


RICHARD  TUTTLE  &  ASSOCIATES 

OFFICIAL  COURT  REPORTERS 
I  9  3  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  80S02 
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SO 

Now,  I  know  this  pipeline  is  something  that's  long 
overdue,  probably  five  or  six  years.  Here  we  have  a  gas  and 
oil  critical  shortage,  and  who  do  we  have  opposing  it?  Some¬ 
thing  like  the  Sierra  Club  members.  They  call  themselves  ex¬ 
perts.  Now,  I  feel  that  I'm  an  expert  in  the  State  of  Nevada, 
being  that  many  years  out  in  the  hills,  and  there  is  not  a  thin>. 
out  there  that  you  can  do  to  it  that  isn't  going  to  improve  it. 

I  can  go  on  and  on  and  talk  about  it,  but  I  will  probably 
waste  someone  clsc's  time,  so  I  just  want  to  thank  you  very 
much. 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Would  you  afford,  Mr.  Gerish,  the 
opportunity  to  our  Panel  members,  Mr.  Hamerski  and  Mr.  Chambers 
and  Mr.  Thomas,  if  they  wish  to  ask  questions? 

MR.  GERISH:  I'll  be  glad  to  answer  any  question  at 

all. 


MR.  CHAMBERS:  Mr.  Gerish,  have  you  had  an  opportunity 
to  read  any  part  of  the  --  those  blue  books  back  there  on  the 
EIS? 


MR.  GERISH:  No,  I  haven't.  The  main  reason  that  I 
come  tonight  to  this  hearing,  I  happened  to  turn  on  the  tele¬ 
vision,  and  I  heard  that  the  Sierra  Club  was  here.  Well, 
normally  the  Sierra  Club,  you  wonder  who  they  are  working  for, 
a  Communist,  or  who,  because  they  are  always  opposing  something 
that's  going  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  us  independent  srall 
citizens;  so  I  come  down  and  I  figure  I'd  have  to  stand  in 
line,  and  I  probably  would  get  a  chance  to  read  the  literature. 
I  would  like  to,  and  I'll  pick  up  a  copy.  Thank  you. 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  All  right.  Thank  you  for  your  interes 


RICHARD  TUTTLE  &  ASSOCIATES 
OFFICIAL  COURT  REPORTERS 
IBS  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  89502 
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MR.  RATZMAN:  Do  any  of  the  other  Panel  members  have 

questions? 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Gerish. 

I  may  have  misunderstood  Dr.  Allen  of  the  Nevada 
Bureau  of  Mines,  but  I  have  the  impression  that  at  either  8:45 
or  9:45  he  wanted  to  make  his  statements.  If  it  is  8:45,  it 
would,  of  course,  be  this  evening,  and  perhaps  he  meant  --  I 
can  t  tell  from  my  notes  --  9:45  in  the  morning;  but  we  will 
remain  in  informal  adjournment  until  8:45,  approximately,  until 
we  have  the  chance  to  see  whether  Dr.  Allen  does  return  to 
make  a  statement. 


a .  m. 


a .  m. 


(A  recess  was  taken.) 

MR.  RATZMAN:  This  hearing  is  in  recess  until  9:00 
tomorrow  morning. 


(At-  9:00  p.m. 
Friday,  October  3 


an  adjournment  was 
1975.) 


taken  until  9:00 


RICHARD  TUTTLE  A  ASSOCIATES 
OFFICIAL  COURT  RCPORTCRS 
IBS  SOUTH  SURRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  P9SO? 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  Richard  Gerish 
at  the  Reno  Public  Hearing 
October  2  and  3,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted,  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Pinal  E1S. 


1819  Princeton  Street 
Glendale,  CA  91204 

October  24,  1975 


Response  to  comment  received 
From  Iris  Gimbrett 
dated  October  24,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 


Gentlemen : 

I  am  writing  to  you  about  the  Arctic  Gas  Company's  proposal 
for  a  corridor  for  transporting  natural  gas  from  Prudhoe 
Bay  to  the  Lower  48  through  a  new  pipeline  which  would  run 
right  through  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range.  This 
area  is  a  refuge  for  many  animals  and  migratory  waterfowl. 

There  are  three  other  possible  routes  for  this  pipeline 
and  the  one  following  the  existing  utility  corridor  from 
Prudhoe  Bay  to  Big  Delta  and  then  along  the  Alaska  Highway 
and  the  main  North-South  pipeline  would  seem  to  be  the  most 
acceptable  from  an  environmental  point  of  view. 

I  hope  that  a  precedent  will  not  be  made  to  allow  public-owned 
property  intended  for  wildlife  to  be  used  for  private  interests. 

I  would  appreciate  receiving  a  copy  of  "Executive  Highlight? 
of  the  DEIS,  if  you  have  one  to  spare. 

Thank  you. 


Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Task  Force 
Room  1538 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Sincerely, 

Ct  ^ ^ 

Iris  Gimbrett 
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Response  to  comments  received 
from  Doug  Gob In 
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Comments  were  considered  but  did  not  result  in  changes  to  the 
Final  EIS. 


Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

Jean  P.  Goebel,  October  5,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 


/ 


7G8 


n/^f  7  j  ^ 

ZtS  Fo(ic£  ; 

J '^tiy  ^2-y^AA 

Jt&jjx.  c^v^-c^vv,  xJj>  jy^vZ*- 

&~~* 1 '''-  C^fl-sL.  i^tT-V-G-SL  C*.f 

ftrrJ  >U-tu 


3H3—  Vtaa-j^ 

\&tJl 


_,tWVA. 


j^/xt'.a.rW''^  • 

J-  W_  £WU—  „^Le_ 

O^vv.  (^Cttn-wT^  7ci+-t  Usn-M-t-Ji 

'YjsXr i-^ntl/L  yJu^L  l^hI  a 


VHmft  $U^-L 3-^ 
r?i-  L&x  fyC'Jlfar-<ii\ 
B <jfCrie-a  G~Ro  ^r.  ~' 

J-/-C 
6  6  d?/^ 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mort  Greenberg 
dated  November  2,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  E1S. 

Information  concerning  The  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  is 
discussed  on  pages  451-452,  468,  586,  654  and  659,  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 


Response  to  comments  received 
From  Peter  L.  Guth 
dated  19  October  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 
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STATEMENT  BY  BRUCE  HAGEN 
TO 

THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  INTERIOR,  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
SEPTEMBER  29,  1975,  9:00  A.M.,  HIGHWAY  AUDITORIUM 
HEARING  ON 

ALASKA  NATURAL  GAS  TRANSPORTATION  SYSTEM 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

I  am  Bruce  Hagen,  a  North  Dakota  Public  Service  Commissioner.  I 
appear  for  myself  to  make  a  statement  relative  to  the  Commission's 
responsibility  in  regard  to  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  proposal. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  Interior  Department  is  here  to  hold  a  hearing 
on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  I  am  sure  there  will 
be  extensive  testimony  by  many  witnesses  relative  to  the  Northern 
Border  Pipeline  and  how  it  pertains  to  North  Dakota. 

I  have  now  served  for  several  years  on  a  national  regulatory 
commissioners  Ad  Hoc  Committee  on  the  United  States  -  Canada  Energy 
supply.  That  committee  has  been  presented  with  various  proposals 
concerning  the  possibility  of  bringing  Arctic  gas  to  the  lower  con¬ 
tinent.  A  central  fact  that  emerged  from  that  energy  committee  is 
the  growing  shortage  of  a  natural  gas  supply  for  the  United  States. 

Eastern  North  Dakota  does  not  have  an  adequate  supply  of  gas  today, 
and  the  entire  state  will  need  an  additional  gas  supply  in  future 
years.  Consequently,  I  believe  North  Dakota  should  do  as  follows: 

1.  I  believe  this  state  must  assert  jurisdiction  insofar 
as  it  is  legally  able  over  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline 
proposal,  even  if  the  jurisdiction  may  not  appear  to  be 
adequate  for  all  the  state's  interests  as  we  see  it. 
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We  expect  Northern  Border  Pipeline  to  comply  or  meet  standards  and 
rules  laid  down  by  the  Public  Service  Commission  under  our  siting 
law  regardless  of  whomever  has  ultimate  jurisdiction. 

I  would  also  like  to  emphasize  that  North  Dakota  does  expect  com¬ 
plete  reclamation  of  the  land  if  the  pipeline  is  built.  We  expect 
the  company  to  work  with  the  Public  Service  Commission  toward  this 
end.  We  would  hope  this  can  be  done  in  a  cooperative  manner  even 
though  the  Federal  jurisdiction  may  be  paramount.  Our  siting  and 
reclamation  laws,  rules,  and  standards  should  be  met. 

I  believe,  too,  the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  should  be  built  through  the 
North  American  continent  to  bring  a  better  energy  supply  to  the 
United  States.  There  is  a  danger  of  losing  the  pipeline  completely. 
For  example,  a  proposal  could  be  accepted  to  build  a  gas  pipeline 
through  Alaska.  The  whole  Midwest  is  in  need  of  a  greater  supply  of 
natural  gas.  I  hope  for  this  reason,  too,  that  an  environmentally 
sound  pipeline  is  built,  to  provide  the  energy  needs  of  the  center 
of  this  nation. 

In  conclusion ,  a  greater  effort  must  be  made  to  promote  improved 
relations  between  the  United  States  and  Canada  with  regard  to  the 
sharing  of  available  supplies  of  oil  and  gas.  The  gas  needs  of  the 
Canadian  provinces  should  be  considered  in  return  for  which  the 
United  States  could  benefit  from  a  better  supply  of  Canadian  oil. 

The  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline  may  bring  this  about. 


Social,  economic,  and  environmental  reasons  demand  that 
the  jurisdiction  be  met. 

2.  I  further  believe  the  Northern  Border  Pipeline  consortium 
and  the  Federal  Government  must  be  informed  that  we  ex¬ 
pect  and  demand  some  assurance  of  obtaining  some  natural 
gas,  should  we  eventually  need  additional  gas  supplies, 
that  will  flow  through  North  Dakota  if  the  pipeline  is 
built.  It  is  also  particularly  important  that  North 
Dakota  people  must  have  available  a  supply  of  natural 

gas  for  emergencies.  The  pipeline  must  provide  taps  in 
North  Dakota  for  emergencies  as  a  minimum,  and  preferably 
for  normal  use  as  well,  if  our  gas  supplies  diminish. 

3.  Any  pipeline  constructed  through  North  Dakota  should  pro¬ 
vide  additional  capacity  for  transmission  of  synthetic 
natural  gas  rather  than  construction  of  additional  pipe¬ 
lines  for  this  purpose. 

4.  North  Dakota  desires  to  cooperate  and  assist  the  rest  of 
the  nation  to  meet  energy  needs.  But  we  also  demand  the 
most  environmentally  acceptable  and  sound  policy,  plan¬ 
ning,  and  construction  of  all  energy  facilities. 

It  is  in  the  public  interest  that  the  Interior  Department  clearly 
understand  our  long-term  interest. 

North  Dakota  has  a  siting  law  passed  by  the  last  session  of  the 
North  Dakota  legislature.  Commissioner  Richard  Elkin,  Chairman  of 
the  Public  Service  Commission,  appearing  before  a  meeting  of  state 
agencies  and  the  public,  September  18,  1975,  at  the  State  Highway 
Auditorium,  pointed  out  that  Northern  Border  Pipeline  has  indicated 
to  our  Commission  that  they  do  not  believe  they  come  under  North 
Dakota  siting  law.  Yet,  Northern  Border  Pipeline  expects  North  Dakota 
to  support  its  application  before  the  Federal  Government. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 
September  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Bruce  Hagen 
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any  response,  we  will  close  the  hearing  at 
12:00  o'clock  tomorrow. 

The  first  speaker  is  Mr.  Bruce  Hagen, 
Commissioner,  Public  Service  Commission,  North 
Dakota . 

MR.  BRUCE  HAGEN:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 
Chairman,  and  members  of  your  committee. 

I'm  Bruce  Hagen,  a  Public  Service  Commissione 
and  I'm  here  appearing  for  myself  to  make  a 
statement  relative  to  the  Commission's 
responsibility  in  regard  to  the  Northern  Border 
pipeline  proposal. 

I  should  explain  for  your  record  that  the 
North  Dakota  Public  Service  Commission  is  a 
State  Agency  engaged  in  economic  regulations. 

We  have  quite  a  broad  area  of  jurisdiction  and 
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North  Dakota  now  about  several  billion  dollars, 
as  it  affects  the  consumers,  their  services, 
and  supply  of  natural  gas  is  included  in  that. 
We  do  regulate  the  gas  facilities  of  the  State 
of  North  Dakota  relative  to  all  of  this, and 
as  well,  the  new  area  that  the  last  Legislature 
gave  us  which  is  the  siting  of  any  energy 
facility  within  the  State  of  North  Dakota. 
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come  through  to  us,  whether  the  State  of 
North  Dakota  or  the  other  states,  is  that 
there  is  a  growing  shortage  of  natural  gas 
supplies  for  the  United  States. 

Eastern  North  Dakota  today,  for  example, 
does  not  have  an  adequate  supply  of  gas. 
Northern  States  Power  happens  to  serve  in  the 
eastern  part  and  they  are  serving  present 
consumers,  but  it  does  not  look  real  bright 
for  them  in  the  future.  Consequently  in  view 
of  all  of  this  is  the  fact  that  we  want  to 
make  certain  that  the  State  of  North  Dakota 
does  have  an  adequate  supply  of  gas  for  the 
future . 

I  have  several  recommendations  that  I'd 
like  to  make.  This  is  assuming  that  the  line 
was  built  and  also  assuming  that  it  is  built 
through  the  midcontinent,  it  comes  through  our 

area . 

I  believe  that  North  Dakota  must  assert 
jurisdiction  insofar  as  it  is  legally  able  over 
the  Northern  Border  pipeline  proposal.  Even 
if  the  jurisdiction  may  not  appear  to  be 
adequate  for  all  of  the  state  as  we  see  it, 
we  also  feel  that  local,  economic  and _ 
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Before  any  gas  gasification  plant,  electric 
generating  plant,  oil  refineries  can  be  sited 
now,  the  Public  Service  Commission  will  make 
the  decision.  This  is  a  new  area  of  jurisdiction 
and  consequently  we're  very  interested  again 
with  any  proposed  pipeline  because  we  also  have 
that  jurisdiction  given  to  us  as  far  as  electric 
and  pipeline  systems. 

I'm  pleased  that  the  Interior  Department 
is  here  to  hold  a  hearing  on  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  I've  just  some  very  brief 
remarks.  I'll  try  to  go  as  fast  as  I  can.  I'm 
sure  there'll  be  a  lot  of  testimony  from  other 
witnesses  later  in  the  day. 

I  want  to  first  say  that  I've  served  for 


16  several  years  now  on  a  National  Utilities 

17  Regulatory  Commission.  We  have  been  composed 


18  of  at  least  one  member  of  each  Commission, 

19  Regulatory  Commission,  of  the  states  bordering 


20  Canada.  It's  called  an  Ad  Hoc  Committee  and 


21  U.S. -Canadian  Energy  Supply.  We've  heard 

22  different  proposals  in  that  Committee  about  the 

23  possibility  of  bringing  Arctic  gas  either  from 

24  Canada  or  the  United  States  to  the  lower 

25  continent.  I  think  that  the  central  fact  that's 
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environmental  reasons  demand  that  the 
jurisdiction  be  met. 

I  further  believe  the  Northern  Border 
pipeline  consortium  of  the  Federal  Government 
must  be  informed  that  we  expect  and  demand 
some  assurance  of  obtaining  some  natural  gas 
should  we  eventually  need  additional  gas 
supplies  that  will  flow  through  North  Dakota 
if  the  pipeline  is  built.  It's  also  particularly 
important  that  North  Dakota  people  have 
available  a  supply  of  natural  gas  for  emergencies. 
The  pipeline  should  provide  taps  in  North 
Dakota  for  emergencies  as  a  bare  minimum,  and 
preferably  for  normal  use  as  well,  as  our  gas 
supplies  diminish.  As  I  said,  the  long  run 
forecast  is  not  real  bright  for  the  eastern 
part  of  the  state  at  the  present  time. 

Additionally,  any  pipeline  constructed 
through  North  Dakota  should  provide  the 
additional  capacity  for  transmission  of 
snythetic  natural  gas  rather  than  construction 
of  additional  pipelines  for  this  system.  We 
have  before  us  one  application  now  for 
construction--f or  a  certificate  to  construct 
a  whole  gasification  plant.  We  have  not  held 
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a  hearing  on  that  and  so  I  can't  tell  you 
what  the  Commission  will  do  in  the  future, 
but  it  would  seem  to  make  just  good  sense  if 
and  when  a  pipeline  is  built  through  the 
state,  there  might  be  additional  capacities 
provided  for  tap  sections  of  the  facility 
rather  than  building  additional  pipelines. 

North  Dakota  desires  to  cooperate  and 
assist  the  rest  of  the  nation  to  meet  energy 
needs.  We  also  do  demand  the  most  environmentally 
acceptable  and  sound  planning  and  construction 
of  all  energy  facilities.  We  think  it's  in 
the  public  interest  that  the  Interior  Department 
of  the  Federal  Government  understand  our  long 
term  interest. 

In  the  last  session  as  I  just  said,  we 
got  a  siting  law  that  was  past.  Commissioner 
Richard  Elkin  appeared  about  a  week  ago  for 
our  Commission  to  state,  in  this  same  hearing 
room  where  the  State  had  a  meeting,  to  say 
that  at  the  present  time  Northern  Border  is 
telling  us,  our  Commission,  that  they  really 
don't  think  we  have  jurisdiction.  Yet  Northern 
Border  expects  North  Dakota  in  turn  to  support 

its  application  before  the  Federal  Government. 
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That's  an  unresolved  question,  however,  in  our 
Commission,  we  do  believe  that  Northern  Border 
should  comply  and  meet  the  standards  and  rules 
laid  down  by  the  Public  Service  Commission  under 
our  siting  law,  regardless  of  whomever  might 
have  ultimate  jurisdiction;  that  just  makes 
good  sense  we  think. 

I  would  also  like  to  emphasize  that  North 
Dakota  does  expect  complete  reclamation  of  the 
land  that's  disturbed  if  the  pipeline  is  built. 
Again,  under  the  Public  Service  Commission 
jurisdiction,  we  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
licensing  of  coal  mining  and  the  reclamation 
of  the  land  that  is  disturbed,  as  well  as  that 
land  disturbed  by  transmission  lines  and 
pipelines.  And  we  would  expect  even  if  the 
ultimate  jurisdiction  may  not  lie  with  us, 
that  Northern  Border  and  the  consortium  would 
work  with  North  Dakota  and  try  to  meet  the 
standards  and  rules  and  regulations  that  have 
been  laid  down  for  the  rest  of  the  areas  of 
reclamation  and  we  hope  it  can  be  done  in  a 
cooperative  manner.  We  certainly  would  try 
to  work  with  them  if  that  should  be  the  final 
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I  believe  too,  that  the  Arctic  Gas  Pipeline 
should  be  built  through  the  North  American 
continent  to  build  a  better  energy  supply  to 
the  United  States.  We  hear  the  danger  and  I 
guess  we  all  recognize  it  that  we  could  lose 
the  pipeline  completely.  Western  Governors, 
for  example,  have  said  they'd  like  the  pipeline 
to  come  through  Canada  with  some  gas  and  then 
coming  down  to  the  west  coast.  So,  we  are 
short  of  gas  in  the  midwest  and  it's  going  to 
get  worse  probably.  And  for  that  reason  too, 

I  believe  that  an  environmentally  sound  pipeline 
should  be  built  through  the  center  of  the 
continent  to  help  provide  for  our  energy  needs 
here . 

Then  in  conclusion,  a  greater  effort  must 
be  made  in  order  to  improve  relations  between 
the  United  States  and  Canada  with  regard  to 
the  sharing  of  available  supplies  of  oil  and 
gas.  The  gas  needs  of  the  Canadian  Provinces 
should  be  considered  in  return  for  which  the 
United  States  could  benefit  from  a  better 
supply  of  Canadian  oil.  The  Arctic  Gas 
Pipeline  may  bring  this  about. 

Again,  one  further  remark:  Commissioner 
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Elkin  and  I  just  came  back  from  a  gas  seminar 
put  on  by  the  Minnesota  Public  Service  Commission 
this  past  week.  One  central  fact  was  that  we 
do  have  a  growing  shortage  of  natural  gas  in 
the  midwest.  Different  Commissioners  and  their 
s^a^s  were  there  from  midwest  states.  It  was 
a  real  fact  there  there  is  a  shortage  and 
probably  not  going  to  get  any  better  as  far 
as  we're  concerned. 

Additionally,  the  Canadians  indicated  to 
us  that  the  long  term  prospects  for  gas  supplies 
are  not  good  unless  we  can  find  additional 
supplies.  They  did  say  they  want  to  work 
together  with  us  and  we  had  a  good  spirit  of 
cooperation.  They  had  a  Canadian  speaker  from 
the  Canadian  Embassy.  I  think  in  our  joint 
interests  we  ought  to  try  to  get  the  pipeline. 

Thank  you. 

MR.  MESCH:  Thank  you  very  much.  Any 
questions? 

MR.  TULLOSS :  We  have  no  questions. 

MR.  MESCH:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hagen.  Do  you 
have  a  written  statement  that  you  are 
submitting? 

MR-  HAGEN:  Yes,  I  do. 
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MR.  MESCH:  All  right,  fine. 

MR.  HAGEN:  I'll  be  available  later.  I'd 
like  to  go  back  to  ray  office. 

MR.  MESCH:  Very  good,  thank  you. 

The  next  speaker  is  representing  the 
Arnegard-Alexander  Soil  Conservation  District. 

Will  you  state  your  name  for  the  reporter, 
please? 

MR.  ROGER  SANDERS:  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the 
rest  of  the  Board. 

My  name  is  Roger  Sanders  and  I'm  Chairman 
of  the  Arnegard-Alexander  Soil  Conservation 
District  Board.  I  will  be  submitting  a  written 
statement  along  with  my  oral.  I  am  not  going 
to  read  parts  of  this  statement  as  it  is 
Minutes  of  two  meetings  that  were  held  prior 
to  this  time,  and  we  wish  this  to  be  incorporated 
in  with  the  statements. 

We,  of  the  Soil  Conservation  District  Board, 
called  two  public  meetings  in  McKenzie  County, 
one  held  in  Alexander  on  March  10th,  1975,  and 
the  other  on  March  11th,  1975  at  Watford  City 
to  inform  the  public  and  landowners  on  whose 
land  the  Northern  Border's  pipeline  might  have 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Bruce  Hagen 

at  the  Bisraark,  North  Dakota  Public  Hearing 
September  29,  1975 


Comment  noted  but  did  not  require  change  in  Final  EIS. 
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Will  these  thing::  occur  I  nay?  1  hope  not,  but  I  am  af j  .-.id 
that  th  y  will.  I  can  see  no  reason  why  the  gvis  people  will  be  any 
more  careful  than  the  oil  people*  have  been  vith  their  project.  The 
first  e::u:.p,  v.as  l)  .:ir  desire  to  bury  the  pipe.  Lately,  they  hav  • 
alrr.oj. '  .ci  to  be  for-  u  to  use  a  welding  procedure  which  would  hav- 
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section  of  t-  rivei  .  dcsn.'bc.d  an  to;-  i  and  permanent.  Will  : 
spill :•  or:  i.iu  'ul  by  burning  „  ..a  filling  iho  air  with  sulphur  die  . 
7nd  vhat  \,<  'C  bo  th-.  -  ifeotr  c  :  a  :spi  Ll  in  the  spring,  especial!} 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Paul  W.  Hansen 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  The  Final  EIS,  Alaska  Volume  covers  the  impacts  on 
caribou  on  pages  272-276. 

2.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  See 
pages  210,  316-319  and  405,  Alaska  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

3.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Charts  and  data  are  available  on  pages  115-122,  Alaska 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 

4.  Comment  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS.  See 
pages  133-140,  282-286  and  390-392,  Alaska  Volume,  Final  EIS 

5.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  See  responses  // 3  and  #4  above. 


Response  to  Comments  Received 
from  Faye  L.  Hart 

Copper  Mine  Road  dated  October  20,  1975 

R.  F.  0.  1 

Bristol,  Connecticut  06010 
October  20,  1975 

The  correspondent  expresses  opposition  to  a  pipeline  crossing  of 
the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range.  There  is  no  challenge  to  the 
adequacy  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  no  change  Is  required  for  the  Final 

Mr.  Thomas  DeRocce  EIS.  See  Pages  195,  303-304,  308,  400,  and  425  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 

EIS  Task  Force 
Room  1535 

Department  of  tbs  -‘-nterior 
Washington,  0.  C.  2021*0 

Dear  Mr.  DeRocco: 

Subjects  Alaska  Oas  Pipeline  ^rososals 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  record  on  these  pro  osals 
will  be  ooen  for  comments  until  October  25.  Please  include  this 
letter  in  the  record. 

I  am  unalterably  opposed  to  any  invasion  of  the  Arctic 
National Vildlife  Range  or  any  of  the  olanned  additions.  The  draft 
environmental  statement  predicts  serious  impacts  on  the  wildlife 
range  if  the  pipeline  crosses  it,  including  "possibly  catastrophic 
effects"  on  one  of  the  continent's  major  remaining  caribou  herds, 
numbering  more  than  100,000  animals.  Let  us,  for  once,  while  it 
is  still  possible  to  do  so,  make  sure  that  this  national  treasure 
remains  untouched. 

There  are  four  other  possible  routes  which  wculd  not 
cross  the  itange,  and  I  recommend  that  one  which  would  cause  the 
least  possible  damage  to  the  fragile  Alaskan  environment  be  chosen. 

Sincerely  yours, 

T 

Faye  L.  Hart 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Fairbanks,  Alaska 
September  28  and  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Kevin  Ha run 


I  read  in  the  paper  that  in  Anchorage  you  had  five  people  - 
I  don't  know  how  many  individual  citizens  you  had  other 
than  groups  but  many  of  us  are  very  disgruntled  and  not 
very  content. 

You  can  I  suppose,  as  a  panel  here,  take  that  as  a  sign 
of  what  business  interests  or  of  what  economic  interests 
wants  or  what  the  people  of  Alaska  want  -  but  I  really 
don't  think  that's  true,  I  don't  know  -  -  in  the 
Anchorage  hearing  I  know  I  read  the  paper,  the  Anchorage 
Daily  News,  where  a  fellow  named  Mr.  McCutcheon,  mentioned 
the  possibility  of  deregulation  as  one  means  of  making  up 
the  gap  of  the  gas  shortages  outside.  This  is  one  pos¬ 
sibility  which  I  don't  know  the  economics  of  but  it  is  a 
possibility  which  I  would  like  you  to  look  into. 

* 

Another  thing  which  perhaps  is  not  even  considered  but 
which  would  be  the  most  logical  think  to  do  would  be  to 
consider  a  change  in  the  patterns  of  consumption  of  the 
average  American.  This  I  think  is  really  the  crux  of  the 
problem.  We  as  Americans  consume  too  much  and  I  think  that 
this  is  a  very  big  problem.  Our  resources  are  not  limit¬ 
less  and  eventually  one  day  there  is  going  to  be  another 
panel  to  replace  you  to  decide  some  other  future  problem 
and  this  is  just  going  to  keep  going  on  and  on  and  on. 

There  is  eventually  a  point  where  we've  got  to  say  that  we 
just  have  a  limited  amount  of  resources. 
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MR.  HARUN: 

My  name  is  KEVIN  HARUN,  I  am  a  resident  of  Fairbanks. 

I  haven't  anything  written  -  I  have  no  oral  statement  pre¬ 
pared. 

I  am  here  today  basically  because  I  am  concerned  about 
Alaska.  I  guess  I  come  here  a  little  bit  sad  about  the 
prospect  of  another  pipeline.  I've  lived  here  a  while, 
this  is  my  home  and  I  don't  like  the  changes  that  are 
taking  place  during  the  oil  pipeline  process.  Things 
have  gone  topsy-turvy  -  but  if  you  haven't  lived  here  for 
the  past  two  or  three  years  -  well,  things  have  really 
chanced  and  they  are  changing  all  over  the  State. 

I  guess  as  far  as  a  gas  pipeline  goes  no  one  seems  to  be 
considering  any  other  possibility  -  economics  seems  to  be 
the  sole  determinant  of  what  we  do  with  this  land.  We 
are  talking  about  what  we  do  with  the  resources  of  Alaska  - 
and  it  seems  like  America  uses  gas,  America  uses  oil,  so 
America  uses  Alaska  and  very  little  consideration  seems  to 
be  given  to  the  average  person.  I  know  that  the  average 
person  isn't  very  vocal,  I  think  they  are  all  very 
cynical  now.  You  don't  see  a  lot  of  people  here  today. 
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I  might  add  that  our  wilderness  here  and  our  wildlife  is 
an  important  resource  in  itself  which  often  is  not  con¬ 
sidered  as  resource  because  it  doesn't  bring  economic 
benefits,  it  brings  other  kinds  of  benefits  but  it's  not 
money  so  people  don’t  consider  it  as  a  resource. 

* 

So  I  really  think  that  consumption  is  our  big  problem  -  I 
really  think  we  just  consume  too  much. 

* 

Now  as  far  as  these  two  alternatives  that  have  been  pre¬ 
sented,  the  El  Paso  proposal  and  the  Arctic  Consortium 
proposal,  I  think  that  we  as  Alaskans  are  damned  in  two 
ways,  we're  damned  if  we  do  and  we're  damned  if  we  don't. 

We  get  this  thing  going  through  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Refuge  -  and  hare  conversely  like  the  rest  of  Alaska  (I  do 
not  know  if  you're  familiar  with  it)  but  there's  villages 
and  things  all  over  here  but  that  part  is  untouched,  there's 
nothing  there  -  and  here  we  are  opening  it  up.  It's  a 
precedent  -  you've  seen  the  BLM  corridor  study  -  this  is 
just  one  of  four  that  has  been  proposed.  So  this  proposal 
to  me  is  a  very  bad  proposal.  But  then  you  take  the 
Alaska  Gas  proposal  going  down  a  pathway  -  down  right 
through  the  original  corridor  -  that  to  me  seems  like  a lot 
better  idea.  But  then  at  the  same  time  you  have  to  consider 
that  the  people  you  see  here  from  industry  and  business  are 

i 
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pressing  for  it  -  they  are  pressing  for  it  because  of  the 
economic  benefits  it  can  bring  Alaska.  This  I  do  not  think 
is  a  very  good  thing.  What  it  would  do  is  just  bring 
more  industrial  expansion  of  Alaska.  We  have  a  proposal 
for  a  refinery  of  coal  ()  -  this  would  bring  about  petro¬ 
chemical  development  -  fertilizing  development.  This  to 
me  is  very  contrary  to  my  way  of  life  here. 

I  realize  that  we  do  need  an  economic  base  but  I  don't  be¬ 
lieve  that  industry  can  just  -  -  well  I  just  really  think 
that  people  are  just  too  much  interested  in  making  money 
around  here,  they’ll  do  anything  for  a  buck  and  that  in¬ 
cludes  destroying  Alaska.  That's  why  I  think  if  we 

build  through  El  Paso  that's  just  as  bad.  We  also  have 
an  additional  population  base  which  will  be  placing  more 
demands  on  the  entire  State.  I'd  say  'don’t  build  it, 
period'  and  try  to  look  more  carefully  at  other  kinds  of 
alternatives . 

* 

I  guess  I’ll  sum  up  by  saying  that  I  am  very  glad  you 
people  came  here  and  I  respect  this  committee  but  I  also 
think  at  the  same  time  that  people  aren't  getting  involved 
in  these  things,  people  are  just  letting  things  pass.  I 
don't  know  what's  going  to  happen,  what  the  future  is,  but 
I  just  know  that  I  love  Alaska  very  much  and  I  don't  want 
to  see  it  changed  for  the  worse. 

Thank  you! 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


Are  there  any  questions?  (NO  RESPONSE) .  I  would  like 
to  say  on  behalf  of  the  panel  that  we  do  appreciate  your 
participation  and  I  would  like  to  ask  one  or  two  questions. 
How  many  people  in  Alaska  that  you  know  do  you  feel- feel 
the  same  way  you  do? 

MR.  HARUN: 

Well  I  know  lots  of  people  in  this  town,  I  know  people 
from  all  different  areas  -  I'm  a  school  bus  driver  and  I 
come  in  contact  with  people  in  all  different  walks  of 
life  and  people  from  outside  'cause  there's  a  lot  of  people 
here  from  outside.  I  would  say  that  most  of  the  people 

here  generally  -  -  when  the  pipeline  was  built  they  were 
for  it  but  right  now,  I  don't  think  so.  Alyeska  wouldn't 
even  put  a  float  in  the  parade  this  year  because  they  would 
have  had  it  booed  down  -  people  just  aren't  with  it.  There 
are  more  important  things  in  life  and  people  are  beginning 
to  realize  that  -  but  they  are  also  very  cynical. 

JUDGE: 

A  couple  of  years  ago  I  was  up  here  and  there  were  signs 
all  over  the  place  'Sierra  Club  go  home'  do  you  think  that 
attitude  has  changed'* 

MR.  HARUN: 

ves,  if  you  look  around  now  you'll  see  bumper  stickers 
saying  'Happiness  is  10,000  Texans  leaving  outside  for 
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Texa9  (or  Oklahoma)  -  carrying  one  Texan  under  each  arm. 
That's  the  bumper  sticker  every  where  now  -  it's  changed 
quite  a  bit.  I  might  add  that  then  the  slogan  was  'What 
pipeline'  and  I  might  add  that  the  slogan  right  now  could 
be  'What  progress'.  There's  not  very  much  progress. 

JUDGE: 

Thank  you  Mr.  Harun. 

MR.  HARUN: 

Thank  you! 

JUDGE: 

Is  there  anyone  else  present  now  who  has  indicated  by 
registering  thair  desire  to  speak  they  may  now  make  their 
presentation. 

Hearing  none,  this  hearing  will  be  in  recess  until  10:30. 
If  anyone  knows  any  people  who  would  care  to  speak  if  you 
will  notify  them  that  we  will  reconvene  at  10:30  -  I  wish 
you  would  do  so  now. 

' SHORT 

RECESS 

HERE! 

JUDGE: 

We  are  back  in  session.  We  have  one  person  registered 

to  speak  -  so  I  will  now  call  Celia  Hunter. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Kevin  Harun 
at  the  Fairbanks  Public  Hearing 
September  28  and  29,  1975 


No  change  was  made  in  the  Final  EIS  since  this  testimony  did  not  address  the 
adequacy  of  the  DEIS.  However,  the  comments  have  been  noted. 
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Response  to  Comments  Received 
from  David  Hatcher 
undated 


oTtLatD^;%r”entVere  n°ted'  bUt  ln  the  absence  °f  criticism 

or  the  Draft  EIS,  no  change  is  required  for  the  Final  EIS.  See 
Pages  195,  303-304,  308.  400.  and  425  of  the  Alaska  VoIuk. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mrs.  J.  Heit 
dated  September  11,  1975 
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Mrs.  Heit  is  opposed  to  a  pipeline  crossing  of  the  Arctic 
National  Wildlife  Range  but  does  not  challenge  the  adequacy 
of  the  Draft  EIS,  therefore  no  change  is  required  for  the 
Final  EIS. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Darlene  Hennessy 

1306  New  Wilke  Rd.  dated  November  17,1975 

Arlington  Heights,  II.  60005 


November  17,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

The  reader  is  referred  to  pages  451-452,  468,  586,  654,  and  659, 
North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS  for  a  discussion  on  the  Straved  Rock 
Nature  Preserve. 


EIS  Task  Force  Alaska  Natural  Cas 
Transportation  System 
Room  1538 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Dept,  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 


Oentlemen: 

I  wish  to  protest  the  use  of  the  Starved  Rock  land  in  Illinois  for 

the  route  for  the  pipeline.  This  area  is  not  only  a  very  beautiful  area 

and  nature  park  but  is  also  an  historic  spot  and  should  be  left  unmolested. 

My  family  travels  to  Starved  Rock  at  least  twice  each  year  so  that  we  may 
enjoy  the  different  seasons.  I  know  manv  others  who  also  do  this. 

I  understand  other  natural  areas  along  the  Illinois  are  also  involved 
with  this  proposed  route. 

Please  reconsider  and  use  one  of  the  alternate  routes. 


Sincerely, 

C Ldf~- 

Darlene  Hennessy 
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Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

Margery  Herrington,  October  28,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 
September  30,  1975 
by  Ms.  Lavonne  Holz 
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MR.  MESCH:  I  understand  that  Lavonne  Holz 
wishes  to  make  a  statement. 

MS.  LAVONNE  HOLZ:  Farmers  and  ranchers 
aren't  just  living  on  the  land,  they  use  it. 
They  are  part  of  that  land  and  they  are  there 
by  choice.  They  are  proud  of  their  way  of 
life  which  includes  every  acre  they  own.  If 
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the  yard  of  the  city  dweller  were  overrun  by 
hunter s .week-enders ,  vandals,  there  would  be 
such  an  uproar  that  every  newspaper  in  the 
country  would  have  a  story. 

The  general  feeling  of  city  dwellers  is 
that  the  farmer  and  rancher  can  afford  to  lose 
a  few  acres.  Well,  if  we  can  afford  to  lose 
a  few  acres,  it  is  time  everyone  else  in  this 
country  tightens  his  belt,  too.  Because  a  few 
acres  lost  to  each  farmer  adds  up  to  lots  of 
acres  which  will  be  taken  out  of  food  production. 
You,  the  city  consumer,  are  going  to  have  to 
start  paying  for  your  food  if  you  like  it  or 
not . 

The  Impact  Statement  makes  everything  sound 
so  well  planned.  The  grass  will  be  re-seeded, 
the  roads  put  back  in  repair.  Who  are  you 
fooling?  Almost  every  farmer  will  tell  you 
that  some  land  can  never  be  re-seeded  no  matterB 
how  hard  you  try.  There  will  be  constant 
erosion,  but  then  who  cares.  It's  only  the 
farmer's  grass.  The  farmer  cares.  The 
farmers  have  been  conservationalists  and 
environmentalists  longer  than  anyone  else. 

I  have  seen  the  damage  done  by  floods.  I 
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Even  if  the  ground  is  replaced  for  every 
mile  crossed  of  pastureland,  about  12  acres 
will  be  taken  out  of  production  that  year,  if 
not  longer.  This  means  enough  grazing  for  one 
and  a  half  cow/calf  pairs  for  the  summer.  In 
many  cases  that'll  mean  that  cow  and  calf  will 
be  marketed  because  the  farmer  or  rancher  cannot 
afford  any  other  method  to  take  care  of  the 
calf  during  that  time.  The  damage  will  never 
be  closely  covered  no  matter  how  hard  you  try. 

If  re-seeding  costs  $7.00  an  acre,  that's 
$84  per  mile.  I  wonder  if  the  big  companies 
are  really  willing  to  pay  everything  necessary 
to  re-seed  that  land  every  year.  If  the 
speculation  is  right  that  the  grass  will  not 
grow  because  of  winter  freezeout,  that  land 
must  be  re-seeded  every  year.  Just  the  fact 
that  these  companies  aren't  willing  to  replace 
the  top  soil  only  one-fourth,  makes  me  wonder 
just  how  willing  they  will  be  to  supposedly 
repair  the  damage. 

Nothing  is  said  about  repairing  damage  to 
public  roads  which  will  need  repair  and  be  paid 
for  the  damage  while  the  pipeline  is  laid.  I've 

seen  pipe  trucks  break  a  bridge.  Who  pays  for 
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1 

don't  believe  you  can  return  the  land  to 

2 

untouched  terrain  like  the  Impact  Statement 

3 

states.  I  have  seen  erosion  so  bad  that  a 

1 

4 

4-wheel  drive  pickup  couldn't  cross  and  a  hors 

L 

r 

5 

would  be  1 ucky  to  jump.  You  say  this  could 

6 

never  happen.  Well,  if  you  do,  you  are  a 

1 

7 

bigger  fool  that  I  thought  you  were. 

8 

During  construction  most  ranchers  will  be 

9 

reluctant  to  leave  their  cattle  in  the 

■ 

10 

construction  area.  There  is  always  a  possibility^ 

11 

that  a  cow  or  a  calf  would  fall  into  the  ditch. | 

12 

I  know  I've  been  there.  If  not  found 

13 

immediately,  that  animal  could  die  from  heat 

14 

and  starvation.  Once  again,  you're  taking  at 

15 

least  $300  worth  of  meat  off  meat  counters.  Who 

16 

pays  the  loss? 

17 

In  our  county  pasture  rents  at  five  and 

18 

a  half  dollars  to  six  dollars  a  month  per 

19 

cow/calf  pair.  At  present  feed  prices,  we 

20 

couldn't  afford  to  move  these  cattle.  Even  if 

21 

we  could,  it's  ridiculous.  In  other  words. 

22 

the  cost  of  renting  a  pasture  for  a  hundred 

23 

cow  herd  is  $550  to  $600  per  month,  the  price 

24 

of  at  least  four  calves  on  the  present  market 

25 

or  a  calf  a  week. 
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it?  Certainly  not  the  company. 

Open  season  on  the  rural  areas  is  going 
to  stop.  North  Dakota  is  forced  to  give  up 
land  to  companies  because  the  consumer  needs 
power.  The  consumer  is  implied--as  implied 
is  the  city  dweller.  They've  forgotten  we're 
consumers,  too.  Now,  we  should  give  up  land 
so  that  the  eastern  people  can  heat  their  houses 
and  run  their  factories.  North  Dakota  isn't 
even  supposed  to  get  any  of  that  gas.  But 
meanwhile  they  haven't  saved  a  gallon  of  gas 
in  their  cars  or  a  kilowatt  of  electricity  in 
their  lives. 

Until  people  really  care,  it's  time  the 
farmers  and  ranchers  stand  up  for  their  rights. 

We  can  no  longer  be  nice  guys  and  try  to  feed 
this  country  cheaply.  We  must  demand  our  rights. 

Therefore,  let  me  close  by  saying  that  as 
far  as  I'm  concerned,  you  aren't  welcome  across 
our  land,  our  counties  or  our  state.  Thank  you. 

MR.  MESCH:  Thank  you.  Let  the  record  show 
that  Ms.  Holz  has  submitted  a  written  statement. 

All  right,  we'll  again  go  in  recess. 

MR.  SCHAFF :  I'd  like  to  make  another 
statement. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Lavonne  Holz 
at  the  Bismarck  Public  Hearing 
September  30,  1975 


1.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Soil  and  vegetation  mitigation  measures  are  discussed 
on  pages  608-612,  614-619  and  644-646,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 

2.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Soil  Impacts  are  described  on  page  479-500,  North 
Border  Volume,  Final  Eis. 

3.  Comment  noted  -  see  page  493,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

4.  Refer  to  response  #1. 

5.  Comment  noted  -  see  page  620  and  623,  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 


4000  4th  Avenue,  North 
Great  Falls,  Montana 

59401 

Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

October  23,  1975 


Dear  Mr.  Koenings; 

I  have  received  both  the  executive  highlights  brochure  and  the 
immense  7000  page  complete  version  of  the  draft  environmental  statement 
regarding  the  Alasak  Natural  Cas  Transportation  System.  It  is  physically 
impossible  to  read  Let  alone  investigate  the  impacts  and  alternatives  of  the 
entire  document  in  the  time  provided.  The  executive  highlight  documents 
is  so  deficient  ns  to  be  meaningless  to  anyone  who  is  interested  in 
getting  more  than  an  informational  background  on  the  proposal.  Therefore, 

I  am  requesting  a  large  extension  on  the  comment  period  to  allow  those 
individuals  wishing  to  consent  in  depth  adequate  time  to  review  ar  least 
a  major  portion  of  th  •  document.  In  that  context  a  one  year  period  for 
accepting  comments  is  certainly  realistic,  particularly  in  light  of  the 
immensity  of  the  draft  statement. 

If  a  time  extension  is  not  granted,  I  can  only  propose  that  no  route 
be  accepLcd  at  this  time. 


Sincerely, 


Thomas  K.  Horobik 


,N  •  •  r.!‘  I 

•  \.\  \-  M  \  \  ii»*  MIM 

\V  \  I  ll.\C.  lO\,  LM-  -lUdiU 


: ;a -LV  is.J  U*  ‘ 
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Mr.  Thoiwaa  P..  Horobik 
4000  Fourth  Avenue,  North 
Croat  Falla,  Montana  59401 

Daar  Mr.  Horobik- 

This  la  in  raapooaa  to  vour  letter  of  October  23  in  which  you  suggest 
a  one  year  extend  on  of  time  for  public  review  and  comment  on  the 
draft  environmental  statement  (EIS)  entitled,  ’Alaska  Natural  Gaa 
Transportation  Svaten. 

As  yon  are  svare,  the  amount  of  time  set  aside  for  review  and  coinn t 
on  draft  FIS' a  la  a  vita!  matter.  Because  we  knew  our  draft  was  lengthy 
and  cowplex ,  we  doubled  th*  normal  review  period  to  90  days.  At  that 
time,  we  believed  a  90-day  period  would  he  sufficient,  primarily 
because  the  EIS  was  structured  in  such  a  way  that  reviewers  with 
either  geographic  or  specialized  aobject  matter  orientations  could 
pursue  their  Interests  with  relative  ease.  Ue  believe  our  9C-day 
review  period,  which  ended  on  October  28,  waa  adequate  Co  allow  full 
public  participation  in  the  review  and  count  nrocesa.  We  would  be 
remise  In  our  responsibilities  if  we  did  not  continue  to  press  for 
completion  of  the  FIS  in  a  tlmelv,  businesslike  manner. 

You  will  be  interested  to  know  that  the  Federal  Power  Commission  will 
be  Issuing  a  draft  FIS  late  this  month  on  a  proposal  by  the  II  Faso 
Gaa  Company  to  transnort  the  Prudhoe  Bay  natural  gas  to  tl»e  Alaska 
south  cosst ,  liquefv  It.  and  shin  It  by  cryogenic  tanker  to  California. 
If  vou  viah  to  review  that  FIS,  vou  should  request  one  from  the 
Coiisslon. 

If  we  can  be  of  assletance.  please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Roman  H .  Foeniags 
Project  Manager 
Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 


cc: 

Koenings  v/ Incoming 
Noldan  v/ incoming  , 

Leonard  w/incomin ju/ 

Soulen  v/ incoming 

R.F.  -  Room  1540;  Ilold  Copy 
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RusseC  Jiunter;  OVM 

ftrm  nru{  rajidt  anma/js 

Xt*T3otSf3C  ArtaCa&SO} 

Astoria.,  Oretjm  1JWS  HI- UK 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Thomas  E.  Horobik 
dated  October  23,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
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Response  to  comments  received 
from  Dr.  Russel  Hunter 
dated  18  October  1975 


•  '*20  East  State 
Ho  kfori.  III. 
October  ]?,  10? 5 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 


SIS  Task  Force 

Alack-.  Natural  CM".  Transn.  System 
bureau  of  Lari'!  rinagen-ent 
Dept,  of  Tr.terio** 

Washington i  D.T. 

Regarding*  PipiMne  through  public  ’a-i* 
Do  -i  r  3 :  *s : 


T  understand  ".he  energy  companies  i  tvor  putting  the  ;  rote  ed 
pipeline  on  public  lanl.  A.»  th’s  probably  involves  less 
or*- blems  I  car.  see  why  hhis  wo  .Id  be  the  favorable  rout#1. 

3ut.  we  have  such  few  natural  ureas  left  in  the  iJnitol  States  T 
feci  t!vy  ghoul!  not  be  involed. 

Please  ;oe  that  alternative  router-  are  used  so  the  pipeline 
r C  •  ■  vp  1  a ve  left  in  Illinois. 


T  also  feel  th:s  pipeline  should  not  'Tors  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Refuge  in  north  •  t tern  Alaska. 

Tt  is  about  time  we  start  concerning  ourselves  with  saving 
our  f’w  remaining  natural  resources  and  areas. 


Respectfully  yours, 

fyjX+lMS  - O' 

Delores  Jensen 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Delores  Jensen 
dated  October  19,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
'/cIhe,?oarV®d  Rock  Nature  Preserve  is  discussed  on  pages 
tv1'!52’  468’  586>  654,  8nd  659  of  the  North  B°rder  Volume. 

t^tl?n?atf°"al  “ildllfe  Bange  is  discussed  on  pages  195, 
303  304,  308,  400  and  425,  Alaska  Volume,  Final  EIS. 


To  Hrhc-n  ,  -/■  Cc«Lt^K 


. / 

c-i 4/  ftc/y*.  onpOlt'f/Vri  /o 

“7  Alnhi,  plpt/kt  rcJt  ilu-i- 


R<oy  c 


/W/c  k'H'flO'ikl  ^ 

or  uny  /5  c  U,  //t'  uJJ fT,  c#,j  Th<ir^fv 

Thx*k. 


Vo  A 


Si  *11^4  ly 


Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 
Dave  G.  Johnson 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mrs.  Nancy  Johnson 
dated  November  11,  1975 


<£//  £  JAteysa 
C^c  vC  <2c  S’  /Sky /c 
Ak'/i'y&’v  //y  J2/6A 


Comments  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS .  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  is  discussed  on  pages  451- 
452,  468,  586,  654,  and  659  of  the  North  Border  Volume,  Final 
EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Judy  Kassouf 


Conment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
The  reader  is  referred  to  pages  451-452,  468,  586,  654  and  659, 
North  Border  Volume  for  a  discussion  on  the  Starved  Rock  Nature 
Preserve. 

The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  discussed  on  pages  195,  303- 
304,  308,  400  and  425  of  the  Final  EIS,  Alaska  Volume. 


S.X  >7 Ci  LlCcj 

A' 
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P.  0.  Box  4436 
El  Paso,  Texas  79914 
October  24,  1975 


Response  to  comments  received 
From  Ronald  H.  Kezar 
dated  October  24,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 


Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Dept,  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 

I  wish  to  go  on  record  as  opposed  to  the  construction  of  a  natural 
gas  pipeline  which  will  cross  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range. 

I  accept  the  idea  that  a  gas  pipeline  is  needed  from  the  North  Slope, 
but  I  cannot  accept  the  idea  that  a  presently  undisturbed  area  should  be 
the  site  for  a  new  pipeline.  I  believe  that  any  new  pipelines  should  follow  XM4 
the  route  of  the  oil  pipline  presently  under  construction. 


Sincerely , 


Ronald  H.  Kezar 


I 

A- 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mrs.  Ruth  M.  Koch 
dated  September  19,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  discussed  on  pages 
195,  303-304,  308,  400  and  425  of  the  Alaska  Volume. 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TOi 
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rr.  j  '  v’a n t 


'  rcron  f  U  n*rrs  -rv-  * - f,-- 

;s  in  s . ■  r r  «;  that  au  4  . * 

it  thru  Canada, 

Si.'itrreiy, 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
WASHINGTON,  D.C  ,20240 
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*»•  lob  Fmckwood  NOV  4  ^75 

United  States  Senate  » 

Washington,  D.C.  20510 

Dear  Senator  Faekvood: 

Thank  you  for  your  recent  cooaanlcatlen  In  which  yon  submitted  comments 
from  Ha.  Alice  C.  Lamberty  dealing  with  the  draft  environmental  Impact 
statement  entitled,  "Alaska  natural  Cas  Transportation  System." 

We  aseare  you  that  Ms.  Lamberty's  ecenumta  will  racelve  earaful  consid¬ 
eration  by  our  writing  teams  aa  thay  prepare  the  final  impact  statement. 

As  requested,  Ms.  Lamberty's  letter  la  herewith  returned. 

Sincerely  yours , 

(Sgd)  Roman  H.  Koenings 


toman  E.  Koenlngs 
Project  Manager 
Alaska  natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 


Enclosure 


cc: 

Daves  (v/ Incoming) 

Noldan  (v/lncomlng) J 
Soulen  (v/lncomlng)  j 
Leonard  (v/incomlng) v 
SCS0  f 22129  (w/incoming) 
DDRF  (A)  (v/ incoming) 
Reading  File  f  Room  1540 
Hold  Copy 

LLM:BShaffer:bas: 10/28/75 


Response  to  comments  received 
from  Alice  G.  Lamberty 
dated  October  3,  1975 


30 '’A  3*  Olathe  Way 
Aurora,  Colorado  30013 
October  6,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  E1S. 
The  Alternatives  Volume  was  expanded  to  amplify  the  treatment  of 
all  alternatives  considered. 


Mr*  Thomas  DeRocco 
313  Task  Force 
Room  1533 

Department  of  Tie  Interior 
Was :  in  pton ,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 


T  would  like  to  express  my  support  of  the  J1  Paso  ’aturnl  Cas  Compan  proposal 
to  construct  a  natural  -as  pipeline  -’enerally  alon3  tha  route  of  the  present 
oil  pi  peline  under  co '.struct inn. 

T  feel  t  :is  wou  d  provide  nan  cost  and  maintenance  savings  but  most  inn- rt  ant 
would  rotect  t.ie  Arctic  ’ational  Wildlife  Ran pe  from  unnecessary  and  dangerous 
intrusion. 

Tliank  /dm  for  your  time  and  wise  and  judicious  consideration  of  this  matter. 


Sincerely, 


Richard  Leaumont 
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FAIRBANKS  MEDICAL  &  SURGICAL  CLINIC,  INC. 


Response  to  Comments  Received 
from  Richard  Leaumont 
dated  October  6,  1975 


522  FIFTH  AVINUE 


9  October  1975 


Mr.  Leaumont  supports  the  El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Company  proposal  on 
economic  grounds  and  to  avoid  intrusion  into  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range.  Since  he  does  not  question  the  adequacy  of  the 
Draft  EIS,  no  change  is  required  for  the  Final  EIS. 


Federal  Power  Commission 
825  North  Capitol  Street 
Washington,  DC  20426 

Gentlemen: 


Re:  Trans  Alaska  Gas  Pipeline 

I  have  inspected  the  present  Alyeska  Pipeline  route  on  several  occasions, 
both  from  the  surface  and  by  air.  On  the  last  occasion  during  this 
summer  I  was  most  favorably  impressed  by  Alyeska's  attempts  to  restore 
the  damage  that  their  construction  is  doing,  but  in  all  honesty  the  effect 
of  these  restorative  efforts  is  minimal  compared  to  the  magnitude  of  the 
project.  The  damage  to  the  North  Slope  is  unquestionably  impressive  and 
permanent  in  spite  of  their  efforts.  There  are  multiple  roads  and  access 
roads  to  vast  gravel  pits  and  other  alterations  of  the  terrain  that  will 
never  be  the  same. 

The  point  I  am  making  is  that  to  allow  this  same  thing  to  occur  across 
northwestern  Alaska  and  the  Arctic  Wildlife  Refuge  for  a  new  gas  line 
route  would  be  unforgiveable . 


Sincerely , 


, 

Edwirt  Lindig,  Jr . , 


EL/ wlun 


cc  Senator  Mike  Gravel 
Senator  Ted  Stevens 
Congressman  Donald  E.  Young 
Governor  Jay  Hammond 
^D^pSrtment  of  Interior 


Gen«ral  Surgery 

J  K  Juhnscn.  M  0 
6  0  Murphy  Jr  MD 

0  O  Montgomery  MO 

Psychiatry 


Obstetrics  -  Gynecology 

J  M  Rduu  MO 
J  A  ttuuf  MO 
J  N  B-r1i*w»<  ME> 
Dorris  K  Hmfcnan  M  0 
Ophthalmology 

C,  vv  •  MO 


Internal  Medicine 

G  W  S>r.»itsnu  MD 
G  L  WaAuP  M  0 


Radiology 


■niton  MO 


General  Practice 
J  M  EM*v  MO 
R  0  Hunt*  M  0 
C  W  Tcwns-xl  M  0 
H  E  Merc  M  0 


Pediatrics 


N  F  Decry  MO 
M  J  JoriLin  MO 


Urology 

R  W 


.1  '  MO 


Orthopedics 

f  Linda]  M  0 

P  B  HnrujlmO  M  0 
F  KoVy.  M  0 


Administration 

J  P  ColwoS 
J  R  HWiM 


Response  to  Comments  received  ..ovexber  25  1975 

from  Edwin  Lindig,  Jr.,  M.D. 
dated  October  9,  1975 


Comments  were  noted.  No  changes  were  required  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Dear  Sir, 

I  question  the  sanity  of  anyone  Involve  1  In  running,  the 
eastern  segment  cf  the  Alaska  ..atural  Cas  Transportation 
System  through  Starve!  hock  anl  tth lessen  state  parks 
in  Illinois. 

I  strontly  object  to  any  such  plans. 

-ou  cannot  have  any  regar!  for  life,  ^umnn  or  otherwise, 
if  you  precede  with  your  3eplor--ble  intentions. 


Sincerely , 

/  - 

s  *  '  •  f  I '  ,  ■  J  _ 

John  I  .  Loft us  ' 

1409  h.  Broadway 
Streatcr,  Illinois  51364 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  John  P.  Loftus 
dated  November  26,  1975 


Comments  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Information  concerning  these  areas  may  be  found  on  pages  451-452, 
468,  586,  654  and  659  of  the  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Velma  Martin 
dated  October  23,  1975 


Comments  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS, 
see  pages  451-452,  468,  586,  654  and  659  of  the  North  Border  Volume 
Final  EIS. 
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Responses  to  Comments 
submitted  by 

Eugene  &  Jane  McCarty,  September  28,  1975 

Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 

Anchorage,  Alaska 

September  25  and  26,  1975 

by  Mr.  Jerry  McCutcheon 

Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS. 

1 

This  EIS  is  seriously  deficient:  It  does  not  cover  a 

2 

Trans-Alaska  route  adequatley.  I  am  aware  of  DOI's 

3 

position  but  under  the  law  it  is  an  alternative  and  must 

4 

be  studied.  Even  though  DOI  makes  El  Paso  out  as  an 

5 

interloper  or  that  31  Paso  was  trying  to  get  out  of  paying 

6 

El  Paso's  fair  share,  it  was  still  incumbent  upon  DOI  to 

7 

do  the  EIS.  Even  if  DOI  felt  that  El  Paso  was  little  more 

8 

than  a  multibillion  dollar  bunco  game,  DOI  still  had  the 

9 

obligation  to  do  the  EIS  for  a  Trans-Alaska  gasline. 

10 

One  of  the  alternatives,  deregulation,  is  clearly  most  ad- 

11 

vantageous  as  it  solves  the  gas  problem  while  neither  the 

12 

Canadian  line  nor  the  all  Alaska  line  solve  the  gas  short- 

13 

age  problem.  Nor  does  it  take  Federal  financing  as  with 

14 

the  Canadian  or  with  the  Alaskan  route. 

15 

* 

16 

Why  have  you  failed  to  tell  the  American  public  that  the 

17 

cos t  of  either  of  these  lines  will  cost  the  American  public: 

18 

far  beyond  what  total  deregulation  of  gas  will  cost  -  I 

19 

don't  know.  Why  have  you  not  told  the  American  public  that 

20 

you  will  have  to  force  the  American  public  to  buy  this 

21 

enormously  high-priced  gas  even  with  Federal  financing 

22 

for  a  gas line  -  I  don’t  know. 

MR.  MCCUTCHEON:  23 

It  is  strange  that  the  Administration  of  the  State  of  Alask; 

For  the  record,  ray  name  is  JERRY  McCUTCHEON,  uninformed  24 

has  known  since  March  1975  that  both  proposed  gaslines  are 

citizen.  25 

not  financially  feasible  and  yet  made  no  mention  of  this  to 

the  Alaskan  public  -  I  don't  know. 
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It  is  also  strange  that  this  report  does  not  point  out  that 
deregulation  is  the  only  solution  to  the  nations'  gas 
supply  shortage  and  that  neither  of  these  gas  lines  makes 
any  significant  difference  in  the  gas  shortage  of  the 
United  States.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  construction  of 
either  reduces  the  long-term  supply  of  gas  by  absorbing  the 
capital  that  would  be  available  for  far-more  economically 
developed  gas  supplies  within  the  South  48  States. 


4 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 


One  comes  away  with  the  feeling  that  you  wrote  a  justifi¬ 
cation  of  the  line  rather  than  an  honest  and  factual  report 
setting  forth  the  facts,  all  the  facts,  to  the  best  of  your 
ability,  in  an  honest  labor. 

This  report  was  not  sufficiently  complete  to  make  competent 
comments  other  than  it  was  grossly  deficient.  So  grossly 
deficient  is  this  EIS  that  it  constitutes  a  circumvention 
of  the  law  and  therefore  I  would  request  that  this  draft 
EIS  be  remanded  back  to  the  EIS  Task  Force  for  a  more  com¬ 
plete  draft  in  the  areas  of  the  alternatives  to  the  pro¬ 
posed  action,  and  that  I  be  sent  a  certified  letter  to 
advise  whether  or  not  you  are  going  to  return  the  draft  EIS 
for  additional  information  or  move  the  EIS  ahead  so  that  I 
may  prepare  for  possible  suit  on  the  gross  deficiency  of 
the  draft.  I  have  taken  the  Federal  Government  to  court 
on  a  similar  matter  and  won.  There  is  nothing  in  this 


5 


9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
17 
10 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


draft  presentation  that  should  be  construed  as  limiting  my 
legal  rights  to  those  issues  that  I  or  others  have  raised. 


It  is  not  that  I  am  partial  to  El  Paso,  for  I  am  not.  I 
am  for  sufficient  information  on  which  one  can  make  a  com¬ 
petent  appraisal  of  the  probable  alternatives  and  comment 
thereon . 

The  EIS  has  failed  to  present  a  picture  of  a  combination 
of  alternatives  -  it  treats  each  singly  as  the  ONLY  alter¬ 
native.  The  EIS  fails  to  set  forth  that  coal  is  the  only 
fossil  fuel  to  which  this  country  can  and  must  turn  now  or 
later  and  that  ths  squandering  of  ten  to  twenty  billions  of 
dollars  not  only  postpones  the  time  but  also  squanders  the 


7 


nation's  ability  to  turn  to  coal. 

The  EIS  did  not  address  the  fact  if  a  gasline  were  not  built 
and  deregulation  were  used  as  an  alternative,  the  gas  could 
be  converted  to  methanol.  Methanol  could  be  used  as  a 
substitute  for  or  in  addition  to  gasoline.  The  State  of 
Nebraska  is  doing  extensive  studies  in  this  area  as  well  as 


the  State  of  California.  The  EIS  has  failed  to  point  out 
that  methanol  could  alleviate  the  pollution  problems  not 
only  in  Fairbanks  and  Anchorage,  but  also  Los  Angeles  and 
other  major  cities.  Why  was  the  fact  left  out  that  major 
educational  centers  are  doing  significant  research  today  and 
that  cars  have  been  running  on  methanol  the  better  share  of 
this  century  -  I  don't  know. 
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At  least  one  major  auto  maker,  VW.,  is  making  extensive 
studies  in  that  area.  The  major  stumbling  block  for  the 
use  of  methanol  is  sufficiently  large  supplies  to  get  the 
methanol  program  started.  Alaska  could  supply  35-million 
gallons  a  day  on  a  worse-case  basis  to  the  South  48  and 
that  alone  would  decrease  the  imported  oil  needs  of  the 
United  States  by  l/12th  while  solving  the  natural  gas 
problems  of  the  United  States  which  neither  of  the  gaslines 
do,  and  with  less  cost. 


I  did  not  find  an  alternative  of  a  gasline  through  Alaska 
with  the  methanol  conversion  plant  which  could  deliver  by 
ordinary  tankers  rather  than  by  very  expensive  and  danger¬ 
ous  LNG  tankers.  Why  wasn't  there  an  alternative  of 
methanol  conversion  on  the  Norths  lope  and  shipment  through 
Alaska  at  first  by  railroad  as  a  backhaul  and  later  by- 
pipeline  as  the  volume  dictated?  What  other  products 
could  be  made  from  gas  and  hauled  on  the  railroad  -  I'll 
leave  that  question  to  you! 

Why  wasn't  consideration  given  to  the  shipment  in  the  Trans- 
Alaska  Oil  pipeline  as  a  mix  rather  than  slugs  -  and  then 
removal  at  a  refinery?  As  well  as  the  use  of  methanol  as 
fuel  for  the  pumping  stations  thereby  saving  the  more 
valuable  crude  oil.  Why  does  this  SIS  fail  to  state  that 
there  will  be  more  than  one  oil  line  coming  off  the  North- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 
0 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
17 
10 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 


ALASKA-WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 
949  EAST  FOURTH  AVENUE  -  277-9922 
ANCHORAGE.  ALASKA  99901 


Slope?  Why  does  this  EIS  fail  to  state  that  methanol  is 
the  only  real  alternative  to  gasoline?  The  cars  that  MIT. 
used  and  are  using  in  their  methanol  studies  were  not 
modified  or  especially  tuned,  yet  gave  improved  economy. 

Why  is  it  that  the  EIS  does  not  tell  us  about  these  tests 
and  what  would  be  the  probable  results  if  an  engine  were 
to  be  built  for  methanol  use1  Why  is  it  that  this  fails 
to  mention  that  legislation  has  been  introduced  in 
California  to  require  that  the  gasoline  sold  in  California 
must  contain  15%  methanol  by  1978?  What  about  the  mass  of 
study  by  the  City  of  Seattle  on  methanol?  Why  is  there  no 
updating  material  every  30-days  as  there  was  on  the  Trans- 
Alaska  oil  line  EIS? 

* 

Why  doesn't  the  data  contain  the  fact  that  17,448  wells 
were  drilled  in  the  first  half  of  1975  and  that  the  second 
half  will  see  another  18,471  more?  Why  doesn't  the  EIS 
state  that  those  36,000  new  wells  in  1975  will  result  in 
a  43%  increase  in  producing  well  completions  over  1973,  witl 
a  60%  jump  in  oil  well  completion  over  1973?  What  about 
the  6,772  new  gas  producing  wells  for  1975?  What  about 
the  one  single  gas  well  in  west  Texas  that  is  capable  of 
producing  more  gas  on  a  daily  basis  than  the  whole  Prudhoe 
estimated  production  for  these  linos-  what  about  the  fact 
that  nearly  80%  of  the  wells  being  drilled  outside  the 


9 


-38- 

ALASKA- WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 

949  EAST  FOURTH  AVENUE  -  277.6922 


794 


1 

Iron  Curtain  countries  are  in  the  United  States  with 

1 

MR .  MCCUTCHEON: 

2 

Canada  and  Mexico  adding  another  10%  ,  making  a  total  of 

2 

At  page  325  of  the  EIS.  Apparently  what  you  people  did 

3 

90%  of  the  wells  that  are  being  drilled  in  North  America. 

3 

was  get  Arctic  Gas'  study  and  maybe  just  a  touch  of 

4 

• 

4 

El  Paso's  material  and  that  was  it  -  you  didn't  go  out  and 

5 

Isn't  it  strange  what  a  little  operation  of  only  a  partly 

5 

do  any  work  on  your  own. 

6 

free  market  will  do?  Why  is  it  there  are  no  transporta- 

6 

MR.  SCHODER^.- 

7 

tion  costs  for  the  lines  in  this  EIS  -  and  I  am  aware  of 

7 

Which  part  are  you  referring  to  -  there's  Part  6  -  - 

8 

the  Aera  Space  Corporation  report.  How  can  you  conclude 

8 

MR.  MCCUTCHEON: 

9 

that  some  of  the  alternatives  are  not  feasible  when  you  do 

9 

-  -  this  is  Part  6,  Volume  1,  page  325. 

10 

not  know  the  cost  of  the  one  that  you  say  IS  feasible! 

10 

JUDGE: 

11 

Thank  you! 

11 

Are  there  any  further  questions  from  the  panel?  (NO 

12 

* 

12 

RESPONSE).  Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  McCutcheon. 

13 

JUDGE: 

13 

* 

14 

Thank  you.  Are  there  any  questions  from  members  of  the 

14 

This  now  completes  the  list  in  front  of  me  of  those 

15 

panel? 

15 

speakers  who  have  signed  up  for  this  morning  -  is  there 

16 

MR.  SCHODER: 

16 

anyone  else  in  the  audience  who  wishes  to  make  a  presents- 

17 

I  have  a  couple  of  questions  of  Mr.  McCutcheon.  one 

17 

tion  this  morning?  (NO  RESPONSE) . 

10 

thing  you  mentioned  about  methanol  and  making  efforts  -  and 

18 

If  there  are  none  we  will  recess  this  hearing  until 

19 

that  it's  not  covered  in  the  Impact  Statement. 

19 

1:30  this  afternoon.  If  you  know  of  anyone  who  wishes 

20 

MR.  MCCUTCHEON: 

20 

to  participate  will  you  be  so  kind  as  to  advise  them  to 

21 

Did  I  say  it's  not  covered  in  the  Impact  Statement? 

21 

be  here  early  because  from  the  looks  of  the  list  here  we 

22 

MR.  SCHODER: 

22 

will  not  be  in  session  very  long.  We  do  want  to  make 

23 

I  couldn't  hear  you  too  well  and  that's  why  I'm  trying  to 

23 

sure  that  everyone  has  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  -  we 

24 

bring  this  up  now  -  I  wasn't  clear  as  to  how  you  were 

24 

don't  want  anybody  walking  in  at  4:00  o’clock  and  find 

25 

making  this  point. 

25 

no  one  here  -  expecting  us  to  be  here  all  day  -  there  is 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mr.  Jerry  McCutcheon 
at  the  Anchorage,  Alaska  Public  Hearings 
September  25  and  26,  1975 


1.  Changed  -  alternatives  through  Alaska  discussed  in  the 
Alternatives  Volume,  Section  8.2,  pages  173-683. 

2.  Not  changed  -  this  discussed  in  the  DOI  Title  III  Study  - 
not  a  subject  for  the  EIS. 

3.  Not  changed  -  does  not  address  the  EIS. 

4.  Not  changed  -  not  a  subject  for  the  EIS. 

5.  Changed  -  Final  EIS  changed  from  DEIS. 

6.  Changed  -  Alternatives  Volume,  pages  175-567  discusses  a 
route  similar  to  the  "El  Paso"  proposal  to  the  FPC. 

7.  Changed  -  Alternatives  Volume  discusses  several  alternatives 
to  the  proposed  action.  Coal  is  specifically  discussed  in 
the  Alternatives  Volume,  pages  56-75. 

8.  Changed  -  deregulation  effects  discussed  in  Alternatives 
Volume,  pages  35-39. 

9.  Changed  -  Alternatives  Volume,  pages  121-128  discusses  the 
methanol  alternative. 

10.  Not  changed  -  not  an  EIS  subject. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Judy  McGough 
dated  October  30,  1975 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  The  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  is  discussed  on  page 
451-452,  468,  586,  654  and  659  of  the  North  Border  Volume, 
Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comment  received 
from  Greg  McKennis 
dated  October  1,  1975 


The  discussion  on  alternative  routes  has  been  revised  and  expanded 
beginning  on  Page  217  of  the  Overview  Volume. 
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Dear  Sirs, 


Response  to  comments  received 
From  Alan  D.  Minshall 


Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  changes  in  the 
Final  EIS. 


request  In  exchange  for  certain  benefits  and  promises.  In  my  opinion,  the 

Fairbanks  proposal  is  the  only  route  that  offers  the  people  benefits  that  out 
way  the  costs  to  the  pec  pie.  Some  of  these  benefits  to  the  people  include 
exploitation  of  a  natural  gas  resource  that  is  presently  unavailable  to  them, 
the  maximization  of  orderly  development  of  other  natural  gas  reserves  (other  than 
just  the  Prudhoe  Bay  reserves  as  the  requested  rout' would  grant  acees  to.) 

Some  of  the  costs  of  any  pipeline  system  would  include  adverse  environmental 
impq.ts  and  changes,  damage  to  wildlife  habitat,  damage  to  land  of  wilderness 
quality  rendering  it  of  no  future  wilderness  value,  and  visual  Impacts  etc. 
However,  the  Fairbanks  proposal  would  cause  less  damage  and  cost  the  people  far 
less  than  the  requested  route  because  it  parallels  the  existing  oil  pipeline 
corridor  to  Fairbanks  and  then  parallels  the  Alaskan  Highway  to  the  Canadian 
border.  Most  of  these  factors  are  a  result  of  previous  developeroent  along  both 
corridors.  Although  the  applicant  claims  that  the  Fairbanks  route  is  not  an 
alternative,  but  rather  a  seperate  pipeline  that  it  will  probably  wish  to 
build  in  the  future, the  Fairbanks  route  would  fulfill  the  needs  of  the  people 
while  costing  thei»>less,  The  ultimate  welfare  of  the  people  should  not  be 
traded  for  the  hort-term  lower  construction  costs  of  the  small  group  of 
individuals.  Again,  if  the  situation  is  viewed  in  its  proper  perspective  as 
a  group  of  individuals  soliciting  a  prlvelege  from  the  people,  the  Fairbanks 
route  becomes  the  only  logical  choice. 

Only  approximately  six  percent  of  the  natural  gas  in  existance  in  Alaska 
would  be  serviced  by  the  applicant  route.  In  contrast  to  the  TAPS  proposal. 


Having  read  and  carefully  considered  the  volumes  on  the  Alaskan  section  and  the 
overview  volume  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  concerning  the  prop¬ 
osed  Alaskan  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System,  I  have  reached  the  conclusion 
that  the  applied  for  right-of-way  should  not  be  granted.  However,  I  realize 
the  acute  shortage  of  and  need  for  methane  (natural  gas),  and  do  not  want  to 
have  the  disolved  methane  burned  off  or  pumped  back  into  the  oil  wells#  (this 
second  alternative  would  require  large  outlays  of  energy  that  could  be  better 
used  by  private  individuals  or  industry.)  As  an  alternative,  I  propose  that  a 
pipeline  be  constructed  alcng  the  Fairbanks  alternative  pipeline  route.  Once 
the  line  reached  Fairbanks,  the  oil  should  be  piped  along  the  existing  oil 
plpellnd  to  the  coast  where  it  could  be  shipped  as  indicated  in  the  Information 
put  out  by  the  El  Paso  Go#  If  tk is  proves  unfeasible,  the  pipeline  could  run 
along  the  proposed  route  from  Fairbanks  as  described  in  volume  3  out  of  3 
pages  2080  to  2416  in  the  section  on  Alaska  (part  2)# 

Selection  of  a  pipeline  route  through  Alaska  should  be  based  on  the  premise 
that  no  company  of  small  group  of  individuals  has  a  right  to  exploit  the 
public  resources  or  destroy  tfce  people’s  land  in  the  construction  of  a 
pipeline.  (Based  on  the  premise  that  since  the  land  through  Alaska  is  presently 
public  land,  and  the  governments  of  interest  are  representing  the  people,  the 
resources  are  the  people's  resources#)  Stch  pipeline  construction  should  rather 
be  viewed  as  a  prlvelege  that  t.‘e  people  may  or  may  not  grant  to  the  group  that 
sollcites  the  prlveltge  to  build. and  exploit.  Hie  people  should  only  grant  that 


the  Fairbanks  proposal  could  eventually  service  ’9»504  sq,  miles  in  the  Yukon- 
Kandlk  Province  area,  5*440  sq.  miles  in  the  Takana  Basin  area,  and  3*840  sq. 
miles  in  the  Copper  River  Basin  area#  TTiis  route  could  also  place  developement 
of  ?0  million  t^ns  of  coal,  much  gold,  copper,  lead,  zl no,  and  antimony  within 
reach#  As  these  new  resources  are  developed,  the  Fairbanks  corridor  would 
eliminate  the  need  of  building  many  new  pipelines,  and  since  there  would  be 
a  definite  limit  to  the  volume  that  one  pipeline  could  transport  in  a  given 
length  of  time,  the  Fairbanks  pipeline  would  contribute  to  the  rational,  orderly 
exploitation  of  these  resouoes  in  contrast  to  the  plundering  sort  of  developement 
that  would  result  from  the  use  of  many  pipelines#  It  would  be  much  wiser  to  build 
the  Fairbanks  route  pipeline  to  begin  with  and  thus  not  waste  the  people's 
wilderness,  scenic,  and  environmental  -esouces# 

Another  advantage  of  the  Fairbanks  route  is  that  of  emergency  repair. 

The  applicant  is  quite  vague  about  emergency  repairs  in  the  proposed  route. 

A  journey  through  the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  to  repair  the  proposed  pipeline 
when  it  needs  repair,  would  be^aevastlng  to  the  corridor  than  the  origional 
construction . if  repair  had  t.o  be  made  in  spring.  The  origional  construction 
is  to  be  made  in  winter  so  that  ice  loads  may  be  employed  to  protect  the 
permafrost.  But  in  spring,  no  ice  roads  would  be  built  and  the  resulting 
damage  to  the  permafrost  would  be  devastating.  In  contrast,  repairs  to  a 
pipeline  on  the  Fairbanks  corridor  could  be  made  through  existing  access 
facilities  anytime  during  the  year  causing  little  additional  damage. 

Equipment  and  supplies  for  the  construction  and  repair  of  the  Fairbanks 
pipeline  would  be  assembled  and  distributed  along  existing  developed 
corridors# 
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Other  advantages  of  the  Fairbanks  route  would  include  an  estimated  7,000  more 
jobs  in  Alaska  during  the  construction  period,  the  fact  that  few  or  no  known 
plant  species  would  be  threatened  by  the  route,  fire  hazard  would  be  reduced 
by  easier  access  for  fire  fighting,'  the  fact  that  some  of  the  necessary  facilities 
such  as  communication  facilities  are  also  already  In  existence. 

In  conclusion,  the  oil  pipeline  and  Alaskan  highway  have  already  produced 
much  of  the  environmental,  scenic,  wildlife,  and  wilderness  value  damage  that 
another  pipeline  would  produce*  Further,  when  the  pipeline  is  later  salvaged, 
easy  access  would  again  be  an  advantage  to  the  Fairbanks  pipeline.  In  short 
the  Fairbanks  route  offers  the  people  the  most  benefits  for  the  fewest  costs. 

Sincerely, 

,/(•..  .  C;  <  ( 

Randy  Neuschwander 
I 0-C  South  Fairway 
Pullman,  Washington,  99’> 63 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Randy  Neuschwander 
undated 


Comment  was  noted,  but  no  changes  were  made  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Biology  Department 


State  University  College 

□  NCONTA,  NEW  YORK  13820 

October  9,  1975 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  John  G.  New 
dated  October  9,  1975 


EIS  Task.  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Comment  was  noted,  but  did  not  result  in  changes  to  the  Final  EIS. 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U. S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sirs: 

I  have  read  thoroughly  the  summary  and  Volume  1  of  the 
EIS  and  perused  the  remaining  volumes.  I  have  been  to  Alaska 
twice  during  the  summers  of  1969  and  1971.  In  1971  I  flew 
the  proposed  pipeline  route  from  Fairbanks  to  Prudhoe  Bay 
and  have  driven  the  route  from  Valdez  to  Fairbanks.  Thus 
I  am  somewhat  familiar  with  the  Alaskan  scene  and  the  area 
involved  in  several  of  the  proposals  for  the  gas  line. 

I  strongly  oppose  any  routing  of  the  pipeline  through 
the  Arctic  Natural  Wildlife  Range.  It  will  have  only  a 
disruptive  effect  which  I  see  no  reason  for  incurring. 


The  route  I  favor  is  that  which  follows  the  route  of 
the  present  oil  pipeline  from  Prudhoe  Bay  to  Big  Delta, 
then  along  the  Alaska  highway  to  Canada  and  then  continuing 
with  the  Main  North-South  pipeline  through  Canada. 


My  rationale  for  this  proposal  is  simply  that  it  is  the 
least  disruptive  to  land  not  already  disturbed.  Since  the 
route  I  feel  is  best  already  has  been  disturbed,  I  favor 
installation  in  the  same  corridor  regardless  of  the  cost 
which,  although  greater,  is  worth  the  price  for  not  destroying 
or  invading  other  wild  areas  of  Alaska. 


Please  enter  these  comments  in  your  hearing  record. 

I  would  appreciate  being  placed  on  your  mailing  list  to  receive 
further  information  such  as  hearing  summaries  and  final  reports. 


cc:  Senator  Javits 
Senator  Buckley 
Representative  Hanley 
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Response  to  comments  received 
from  William  B.  Newby 
dated  October  20,  1975 
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1.  The  Alternatives  Volume  has  been  expanded  to  treat  the  Alternatives 
more  fully. 

2.  Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

A  new  filing,  reflected  in  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  (page  2),  describes 
a  different  route  as  applicable  under  ITA(A)'s  most  recent  filing. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Bethany  S.  Oxender 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  no  result  in  any  change 
in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Connnents  received 
from  James  A.  Pemble 
dated  October  1,  1975 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

Information  concerning  The  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  may  be 
found  on  page  451-452,  468,  586,  654  and  659  of  the  North  Border 
Volume.  The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Rnage  in  covered  on  pages 
195,  303-304,  308,  400  and  425,  Alaska  Volume  of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Charles  E.  Perry 


Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  See  the  discussion  beginning  on  page  9,  Alternatives 
Volume,  Final  EIS. 

As  described  on  page  61,  North  Border  Volume,  Final  EIS, 
the  project  would  have  a  life  in  excess  of  30  years  and 
probably  have  a  50  to  100  year  life,  depending  on  the  fac- 
ors  discussed  on  this  page. 

Alternative  energy  sources  are  discussed  on  pages  54-115, 
Alternatives  Volume,  Final  EIS. 

This  topic  is  discussed  on  pages  68,9-694  of  the  North  Border 
Volume,  Final  EIS.  Economic  impacts  are  also  presented  on 
pages  554-563,  North  Border  Volume. 

Comment  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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2110  Bradbrook  Court 
Billings,  Montano  59102 

October  1,  1975 


Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Attention:  Hearing  Record,  Alaska-U.S.  Natural  Gas  Pipeline 
Gentlemen: 

Please  consider  this  statement  for  the  hearing  record  regarding  the 
Alaska-U.S.  Natural  Gas  Pipeline. 

Routing  the  natural  gas  pipeline  through  150  miles  of  the  Arctic 
game  range  po3es  many  questions.  Once  construction  has  been  cora- 
nl at ed-- assuming  safegards  given  the  terraln--it  might  be  satis¬ 
factory.  But  vhat  about  the  disturbance  during  the  construction? 
Already  we  have  reports  of  undue  destruction  and  disturbance  to 
wildlife  along  the  Alaska  oil  oipellne.  Those  demeaning  the  value 
of  the  caribou  as  well  as  other  wildlife  are  not  only  selfish  but 
are  short-sighted.  One  would  have  thought  our  civilization  had 
learned  better. 


Very  truly  yours, 
(/JAMES  PHELPS 


IV;. 


1  T  tatrs  Department  of  the  Interior 

IK  Hi  AU  Ol*  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
W  AMilNGTON,  D.C  20240 


0CT08«/b 


Hr.  Jane*  Phelpa 
2110  Bradbrook  Court 
Billings.  Montana  39102 

Dear  Mr.  Phalpa • 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  October  1  In  which  you  ezpreaa  your  concern* 
regarding  the  potential  impact*  of  a  proposed  gas  pipeline  on  the  Arctic 
Natloual  Wildlife  Range.  Your  letter  la  being  called  to  the  attention 
of  our  team  working  on  the  final  environmental  Impact  statement  entitled 
"Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  "  Tour  views  will  receive  the 
careful  consideration  they  deserve. 

We  appreciate  your  taking  the  time  to  share  your  thoughts  with  us. 

Sincerely  yours , 


(Sgd)  RlkbII  A.  Son's'- 

Russell  A.  Soalen 
Assistant  Project  Manager 
Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 


cc: 

Leonard 

Soulen 

Babcock  (with  original  incoming) 
No Id an 
Reading  File 
Hold  Copy 

BLM: RASoulen :bas : 10/8/75 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  James  Phelps 
dated  Octber  1,  1975 


The  impact  discussion  regarding  The  Arctic  Game  Range  has  been  revised 
in  the  Final  EIS.  For  example,  see  Page  150  in  the  Overview  Volume 
for  the  discussion  of  impacts  on  wildlife  and  Page  272  of  the  Alaska 
Volume  for  wildlife  impacts  in  Alaska.  The  reader  is  also  referred 
to  Pages  195,  303-304,  308,  400,  and  425  of  the  Alaska  Volume  for 
discussion  of  The  Game  Range. 
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September  9,  1975 


The  Honorable  Patricia  M.  Schroeder 
1131  Longworth  House 
Washington  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Pat: 

Id  late  July  the  Foundation  received  a  complimentary  copy  of 
the  Department  of  the  Interior’s  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
dated' June  1975  on  the  "Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System." 
This  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  contains  17  volumes  and 
requires  approximately  29  inches  of  book  shelf  space.  Naturally, 

The  Rocky  Mountain  Mineral  Law  Foundation  is  the  logical  recipient 
of  this  Draft  EIS  since  we  can  make  its  availability  known  to  all 
of  the  subscribers  of  the  Gower  Federal  Service — Oil  &  Gas. 

However,  as  a  practical  matter  I  cannot  believe  that  anyone 
has  time  to  read  these  17  volumes  of  Impact  Statement,  even  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  heavily  staffed  oil  companies.  Frankly,  the  25 
page  summary  is  about  all  I  care  to  read  and,  I  suppose  that  if  I 
were  sufficiently  interested  in  some  specific  area  of  the  report, 

I  might  turn  to  that  specific  volume.  Unfortunately,  I  think 
that  the  governmental  papermill,  in  this  case  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  has  lost  sight  of  the  objective  which  realistically 
should  be  turning  out  a  valuable  report,  something  longer  than 
27  pages  in  length,  but  something  that  a  competent  and  qualified 
management  person  can  read  and  digest  easily.  In  my  opinion,  the 
length  of  this  report  almost  assures  thst  it  will  not  be  read. 
Admittedly,  we  all  have  a  proclivity  to  turn  out  long  reports. 

The  more  long  reports  we  turn  out,  the  more  gold  stars  we  receive. 

I  suppose  I  am  fortunate  in  that  the  executive  committee  and 
trustees  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Mineral  Law  Foundation  do  not  like 
long  reports  and  hence  I  am  forced  to  be  brief. 

In  any  case,  I  strongly  object  to  the  ridiculous  length  which 
these  reports  are  achieving  and  believe  that  the  ultimate  purpose 
is  thereby  disguised  if  not  lost.  Perhaps  we  should  have  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  on  how  many  forests  are  cut  down 
in  order  to  produce  these  monumental  works  to  library  shelving. 

1  know  that  you  see  far  more  of  this  than  we  ever  do  but  someone 
needs  to  blow  the  whistle;  I  know  that  you  can  do  it  I 

Best  personal  wishes  to  both  you  and  Jim.  Annie  and  I  would 
love  to  see  you  in  Denver  sometime  although,  with  your  schedule, 
this  is  probably  an  impossibility.  We  have  now  moved  up  from  Golden 
to  Boulder  and  are  living  at  211  Hawthorne. 


Sincerely, 


David  P.  Phillips 


•  •  T. 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  David  P.  Phillips 
dated  September  9,  1975 


The  Final  EIS  has  been  revised,  deleting  much  of  the  duplication 
and  shortening  the  statement  to  eight  volumes. 

Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 

Fairbanks,  Alaska 

September  30,  1975 

by  Mr.  Peyton  Ray  Phillips 

1 

is  as  an  individual,  I  do  not  represent  anyone,  and  it  may 

2 

or  may  not  have  been  said.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 

3 

most  people  who've  come  to  this  meeting  have  tried  either 

4 

to  represent  the  gas  companies,  their  viewpoint,  or  view¬ 

5 

point  or  Alaska.  As  I  see  it  the  gas  companies  are 

6 

trying  to  operate  it  first  -  for  the  best  profit. 

7 

The  Alaskan  segment  wants  the  most  money  for  Alaska  and  the 

8 

hell  with  the  rest  of  them;  and  you're  here  to  protect  the 

9 

public  in  this  case  (as  I  understand  it) . 

10 

I  lack  the  information  that  I  should  have  -  as  I  see  it 

11 

here  the  first  consideration  is  the  way  to  get  the  most  gas 

12 

to  the  most  people  at  the  cheapest  price.  In  arguing  about 

13 

going  through  Canada  or  through  the  others  or  what  -  you’ve 

14 

gone  on  a  whole  lot  about  cancelling  out  this  or  that  or  the 

15 

other.  I  gather  we'll  pay  for  the  impact  on  the  wildlife  - 

16 

I  know  the  caribou's  got  to  cross  the  pipeline  -  the  gas 

-  17 

line  -  when  they  graze  out  like  milk  cows  up  around  the 

18 

camps  they  don't  have  to  cross  it  right  here  they  can  go 

19 

down  the  road  a  mile  or  two  to  cross  . 

20 

I  lack  sufficient  information  -  I  don't  know  where  the  re- 

MR.  PHILLIPS;  21  serves  would  be,  and  I  am  a  little  bit  concerned  when  I 

Mr.  chairman,  members  of  the  panel  -  first  I  want  to  22  hear  people  here  talking  about  a  Canadian  -  trans-Canadian 

apologize  to  you  gentlemen  I  hadn  t  expected  to  be  in  town  23  gasline.  Trans-Canadian  gas  lines  already  cross 

or  participate  at  this  meeting.  24  Minnesota,  Wisconsin  and  part  of  Michigan  -  and  the  south 

I  have  heard  the  discussion  here  and  so  what  I  have  to  say  25  side  of  Lake  Superior  and  all  the  oil  a  few  years  ago  that 
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was  refined  in  Montreal  came  in  by  tanker  at  Fourth  and 
Main  -  and  I  think  you  can  get  together  on  this,  you  just 
gotta  say  'let's  ait  down  and  get  together  on  this  thing*. 

+ 

Now  as  to  my  qualifications  gentlemen,  I've  been  here  since 
'51;  I'm  a  journeyman  carpenter  and  an  ex  sea  man.  The 
other  gentleman  here  was  talking  about  the  tankers  -  -it  is 
a  matter  of  concern  but  I  wouldn't  want  to  go  too  far  -  not 
when  you're  dealing  with  oil  and  the  marketing  facilities. 

If  you  market  a  barrel  of  oil  from  Alaska  in  Japan  you  could 
deliver  one  cheaper  there  by  about  50C  (and  I'm  just  grabbing 
figures  off  the  top  of  my  head)  -  you  take  a  barrel  of  oil 
-  take  one  of  their  options  from  the  middle  east  and  deliver 
it  to  the  east  coast  and  save  50C  on  a  barrel  I  see  nothing 
wrong  with  that,  as  long  as  you  can  market  it. 

I  wish  I.d  have  had  more  time  to  prepare  this  statement  but 
I  thought  I'd  come  out  and  see  who  was  here. 

Thank  you! 

JUDGE; 

The  gist  of  your  statement  is  that  the  oil  should  be  marketed 
at  the  cheapest  possible  cost,  is  that  right? 

>3*.  PHILLIPS; 


To  most  people  -  and  I  think  that's  why  you're  here.  I've 
been  here  since  Statehood  and  I  see  no  reason  why  the  State 
of  Alaska  should  lay  down  conditions  to  the  United  States  - 
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it  looks  to  me  like  the  tail  wagging  the  dog.  That's  all: 
JUDGE- _ 

There  is  one  other  reason  why  we're  here  and  that  is  to 
protect  the  environment  and  make  sure  that  everything  that's 
in  the  draft  Environmental  statement  should  be  there  to 
give  anyone  an  idea  who  reads  it  -  an  idea  of  what  effect 
a  pipeline  will  be  on  the  environment.  That  is  really  our 
primary  purpose  for  being  here. 

MR_.  PHILLIPS: 

Sir.  a  rupture  in  an  oil  pipeline  would  be  very,  very 
serious  and  in  a  gas  pipeline  would  be  much  less  -  you 
assume  the  gas  would  go  up  in  the  air  and  you'd  turn  a 
valve  off  somewhere.  I  didn't  mean  to  downgrade  your 
reasons  for  being  here  -  I  know  you're  here  to  protect  the 
public  and  the  other  -  that  part  of  it  too. 

Let  me  put  it  this  way:  it  don't  make  a  whole  lot  of  differ, 
ence  to  me  from  purely  selfish  reasons  -  whether  the  gas 
line  goes  through  here  or  through  Canada.  I'm  a  number  one 
journeyman  carpenter  here  and  I'll  get  mine  -  -  ind  it 
don't  take  long  at  16-18  hundred  dollars  a  week  to  get  it. 
You  outsiders  can't  just  come  up  here  and  get  it  -  but 
I'll  get  mine. 


JUDGE ; 


Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Phillips.  Are  there  any 

questions  of  Mr.  Phillips?  (NO  RESPONSE) . 
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Response  to  Comments 
from  Mr.  Peyton  Ray  Phillips 
presented  at  the  Public  Hearing  in 
Fairbanks,  Alaska  on  September  30,  1975 


comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  change  in  the  EIS 
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Reno,  Nevada 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Mr.  Robert  H.  Powell 
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ROBERT  H.  POWELL 

MR.  POWELL:  Yes,  sir.  Mr.  Chairman  members  of 
the  factfinding  group,  my  name  is  Robert  H.  Powell.  My 
primary  occupation  is  that  of  chcmic  consultant.  I  am  retired 
and  I  have  been  associated  actively  as  an  independent  natural 
gas  operator  since  1937,  with  the  exception  of  the  World  War  IT 
years;  and  I  have  been  very  fortunate  in  having  been  exposed  to 
many  of  the  problems  and  conditions  of  discovery,  exploration, 
growing,  selling  and  delivery  of  natural  gas,  particularly  deep 
line  natural  gas  in  the  States  of  Pennsylvania,  West  Virginia, 
Maryland  and  Virginia. 

As  a  consequence,  I  probably  can  be  somewhat  more 
sympathetic  to  the  problems  of  any  group  undertaking  a  major 
operation  such  as  the  Alaskan  pipeline. 

While  I  don't  profess  to  be  an  expert  in  pipeline 
operation,  per  se,  I  am  quite  conversant  with  most  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  . 

I  expect  to  file  a  formal  statement  prior  to  the  end 
of  the  exploration,  I  believe  October  28th? 

MR.  RAT Z MAN :  October  28th. 
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for  other  reasons  which  I  have  had  a  current  inclination  to 
modify . 

I  previously  supported  what  has  been  a  competitive 
proposition,  to  bring  the  gas  from  Alaska  totally  across 
Alaska  and  by  liquefied  natural  gas,  LNG,  to  various  distribu¬ 
tion  points  in  the  West  Coast  for  ultimate  delivery  from  the 
West  across  the  nation  by  existing  pipelines  or  modifications 
of  those  pipelines.  I  still  feel  this  is  a  very  important 
national  cons iderat i on .  However,  I  am  very  much  disturbed,  as 
an  individual  --  and  I  speak  only  as  an  individual  here  -- 
that  the  hi  Paso  company  has  not  seen  fit  for  one  reason  or 
another  to  pursue  a  real  inception  of  its  own  environmental 
impact  aspect  as  must  be  collected  by  the  Department  of 
Interior  and,  in  turn,  deferred,  as  I  understand  it,  to  the 
Federal  Power  Commission  for  the  ultimate  finding  of  fact  and 
direction.  That  is  my  opinion. 

Currently  I  am  more  than  displeased  that  there  seems 
to  be  a  change  in  the  estimate  of  the  reserves  that  will  be 
applicable  for  distribution  to  the  West  Coast.  As  an  ex¬ 
perienced  person  in  the  gas  business,  1  don’t  see  how  at  one 
time  we  think  we  have  a  certain  reserve  allotted  to  a  region 
and  then  very  quickly  soy,  oh,  gee,  maybe  it  is  75  percent  of 
that  overnight. 

I  feel  the  details  of  the  current  changes  that  are 
being  suggested  on  the  proposal  for  the  treatment  of  the  supply 
of  gas  by  Alaska,  Canada  and  the  United  States,  as  by  the 
current  system  under  examination,  and  the  impacts  that  are 
related  to  it,  has  defects.  Nothing  is  ever  white  or  black. 
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MR.  POWELL:  Thank  you,  sir. 

I  fully  understand  the  purpose  of  these  environmental 
meetings.  They  arc  required  by  law.  These  gentlemen,  the  fact 
finding  group,  and  others,  have  done  a  fantastic  job  in  assemb¬ 
ling  documents,  well  over  9,000  pages  and  many,  many  phases  of 
environmental  impact. 

Most  of  the  environmental  impact  that  I  have  been 
occasioned  to  observe  has  been  concerned  with  physical  things, 
problems  of  soil,  water,  air  and  to  the  historical  aspects  and 
wilderness  aspects  of  much  of  our  nation. 

I  am  quite  in  sympathy  with  the  moderate  approach  to 
these  aspects;  but,  because  I,  too,  have  had  experience  on  the 
other  side  of  the  coin,  I  think  my  remarks  may  be  somewhat 
applicable.  I  am  seriously  interested  in  the  welfare  of  not 
only  Nevada  but  our  nation,  as  all  of  us  are. 

I  more  particularly  feel  that  there  is  too  little 
emphasis  in  impact  statements  on  the  results  of  these  impacts 
or  penalties,  in  some  cases,  that  occur  to  the  public  both  in 
the  manner  of  the  potential  national  significance,  such  as  what 
can  occur  if  the  federal  government  of  Canada  decided  that  they 
shall  usurp  and  cause  to  be  transferred  to  their  federal  owner¬ 
ship  a  part  of  the  proposed  Alaskan  pipeline  system  that  is 
proposed  to  cross  Canada. 

I  only  have  to  refer  to  the  Canadian  Development 
Corporation,  which,  in  essence,  required  20  percent  of  Texas 
Gulf  be  so  transferred  to  itself,  as  the  Canadian  group,  and 
with  what  they  considered  to  be  adequate  representation  on 
their  board  of  directors.  This  bothers  me  for  this  reason,  and 
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however;  and  1  am  very  seriously  concerned  with  the  fact  that 
even  though  there  will  be  more  gas  available  to  the  Northwester 
Pipeline  organization,  and  there  will  be  more  gas  available 
lor  its  own  distribution,  I  humbly  inquire  what  has  happened 
to  the  reserve,  or  is  that  other  portion  of  the  reserve  sud¬ 
denly  shifted  to  the  Hast? 

I  am  sure,  in  all  good  faith,  the  answers  one  gets 
are  only  as  good  os  the  degree  of  relationship  that  one  has 
to  the  upper  management.  I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  answers 
I  have  received  from  local  individuals  connected  with  the  case. 

I  would,  just  on  a  technical  aspect,  call  your 
attention  to  the  fact  that,  in  my  judgment,  all  the  statements 
that  are  made  under  alternatives,  I  believe  it  is  Part  VI, 

Volume  2,  page  835,  which  are  intended  to  be  applicable  by 
the  summation,  Department  of  Interior,  applicable  only  to  the 
El  Paso  system  across  Canada,  are  equally  applicable  to  the 
entire  portion  of  the  Alaskan  line  that  is  under  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transport  System  we  are  now  considering. 

The  aspect  of  this  is  potential  dangers  of  moisture 
in  the  gas,  all  sorts  of  physical  aspects.  I  humbly  suggest 
that  a  review  of  this  section  be  made  to  make  It  applicable  to 
both  systems,  not  exclusively  to  the  El  Paso  system. 

Personally  I  would  favor  the  implementation  of  the  so- 
called  Nevada  line  as  soon  as  practical,  as  soon  as  judicially 
it  can  be  started. 

I  would  hope,  as  others  have  expressed,  particularly 
through  Sierra  Pacific  Power  Company,  Bureau  of  Mines  spokesmen 
that  direct  takeoffs  could  be  taken  from  the  line  that  you  see 

RICHARD  TUTTLE  A  ASSOCIATES 
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5  > 

1 

going  down  to  Cajon,  which  is  deferred  presumably  until  more 

1 

information . 

2 

gas  supplies  are  found  from  "new  sources."  a  term,  new  sources, 

2 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Where  do  you  think  that  this  balder- 

3 

which  I  am  not  satisfied  with. 

3 

dash  is? 

4 

All  in  all,  as  I  said,  there  are  problems,  both 

4 

MR.  POWELL:  I  think  the  quality  of  the  evidence  that 

5 

physical,  economic,  sociological;  and  I  am  dealing  mainly  with 

5 

has  been  presented  by  some  of  the  more  energetic  environmental 

6 

the  sociological  and  the  economic  ones  and  not  the  physical 

6 

groups  has  very  little  practical  relationship  with  the  design, 

7 

ones.  I  hope  that  whichever  line  may  be  selected  in  the 

7 

the  laying  and  the  operation  of  a  pipeline. 

8 

ultimate,  on  the  basis  of  all  the  facts  tendered  --  and  the 

8 

MR.  RATZMAN:  I  only  want  to  clarify.  As  far  as  the 

9 

facts  are  very  voluminous  --  the  balderdash  is  oven  more 

9 

EIS  itself,  are  you  talking  about  some  material  in  there  that 

10 

voluminous  --  that  I  hope  that  the  implementation  of  the  con- 

10 

you  think  is  superfluous  or  too  much? 

n 

struction  of  the  line  can  begin  and  not  have  the  horrible 

11 

MR.  POWELL.:  I  realize  just  as  much  as  my  testimony 

12 

delay  in  costs  and  danger  to  our  nation  that  the  previous 

12 

may  be  considered  in  the  classification  of  balderdash  by  some- 

13 

Alaskan  oil  pipeline  has  experienced. 

13 

body  else  who  has  a  right  to  their  opinion,  that  in  my  judgment 

14 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 

14 

so  much  of  the  physical  environmental  impact  has  been  elucidate^ 

15 

MR.  RATZMAN:  The  Panel  may  wish  to  have  questions. 

15 

by  members  of,  if  you  might  say,  lobbying  groups.  I  hate  spe- 

16 

Mr.  Thomas,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

16 

cifically  to  infer  that  Sierra  Club  itself  is  totally  remiss 

17 

18 

MR.  THOMAS:  No,  not  right  now. 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Mr.  Chambers? 

17 

18 

in  this  respect.  I  feel  the  emphasis,  sometimes,  has  been  1 

overdone . 

19 

MR.  CHAMBERS:  I  have  no  questions. 

19 

I  have  very  good  friends  in  the  Sierra  Club.  My 

20 

MR.  HAMERSKI :  No  questions. 

20 

point  of  view  is  somewhat  different  from  theirs;  and  I  realize 

21 

MR.  POWELL :  Thank  you  again  for  your  time. 

21 

that  the  factfinding  group  must,  in  a  sense,  admit  everything 

22 

MR.  RATZMAN:  I  shouldn't  ask  a  question. 

22 

that  is  said  with  their  own  judgment  to  paraphrase  it,  to  a 

23 

Mr.  Powell,  could  I  ask  one  question  as  to  clarifica- 

23 

sense.  I  feel  that  the  importance  of  some  historical  site, 

24 

tion.  You  indicated  you  thought  there  was  a  good  deal  of 

24 

some  wilderness  region  and  the  idea,  for  example,  of  a  pipeline 

25 

balderdash.  I  wasn't  quite  sure  in  what  document  you  were 

25 

having  to  be  laid  along  a  public  highway  is  inconsistent  with 

26 

referring  to.  This  was  a  government  document  or  some  other 

26 

good  practice  and  good  judgment. 

27 

document? 

Have  I  answered  your  question? 

28 

MR.  POWELL:  My  term  "balderdash"  means  superfluous 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Yes.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Powell. 

RICHARD  TUTTLE  &  ASSOCIATES 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Robert  H.  Powell 
at  the  Reno  Public  Hearing 
October  2  and  3,  1975 


1.  The  comment  has  been  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in 
the  Final  EIS. 

2.  Revised  information  on  gas  reserves  has  resulted  from 
additional  study.  See  pages  3-5  of  the  Overview  Volume  for 
the  revised  discussion. 

3.  Impacts  which  refer  to  both  systems  have  been  mentioned  in 

the  discussion  of  each.  See  page  463  of  the  final  Alternatives 
Volume  and  page  138  of  the  final  Overview  Volume  for  impacts 
of  each  line. 

4.  Impacts  have  been  revised  in  the  Final  EIS.  See  the  Overview 
Volume  beginning  page  135. 


Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  O.C.  20240 

In  re:  Hearings,  Oraft  EIS,  Alaska  Gas  Pipeline 
Please  add  our  comments  to  the  hearing  record. 

We  haue  recently  returned  from  a  three  week  base  camp  and  backpack 
across  the  tundra  from  the  North  Slope,  all  in  the  Arctic  National 
Wildlife  Range.  We  saw  and  photographed  deep  ruts  across  the 
tundra  made  years  ago  by  sleds  pulled  by  tractor  with  housing  and 
supplies.  The  sleds  are  still  in  Kaktouik.  We  saw  caribou  and 
Dali  sheep  and  ptarmigan  and  snowy  owls,  and  others  of  the  shy 
and  wild  creatures  of  the  area. 


The  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  wa3  established  fifteen  years  ago 
precisely  to  protect  the  fragile  ecosystems  of  the  tundra  area. 
Failure  of  the  utilities  and  our  government  to  explore  and  provide 
alternative  energy  sources  is  no  excuse  to  violate  our  protectorate 
over  this  region. 

The  draft  EIS  has  no  alternative  that  is  acceptable  to  any  ecologist, 
even  those  of  the  armchair  variety.  They  are  not  acceptable  to 
any  person  interested  in  the  survival  of  any  natural  area.  Since 
there  is  already  the  desecration  of  the  Prudhoe-Valdez  pipeline, 
what  excuse  can  be  found  to  run  another  in  a  different  direction? 


Those  of  us  who  have  had  the  opportunity  to  view  the  impact  of  our 
people  on  Barter  Island  and  the  Eskimo  tribe  there  and  on  the 
tundra  supply  routes  must  have  voices  which  count  for  more  than 
single  votes.  We  speak  for  all  those  who  share  our  concern  for  our 
few  wild  places,  and  for  whom  no  energy  source  is  worth  the  loss. 

The  very  least  acceptable,  that  is  to  say,  the  very  most  ob  jectlonable 
route  of  all  the  objectionable  routes,  is  that  which  would  cross  the 
Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range.  Please  record  our  sincere  opinion. 


!  : 
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Sally  d.  Reid/Leslie  V.  Reid 


13500  Wingo  Street 
Pacoima,  CA  91331 
October  9,  1975 
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Responses  to  Comments  received 
from  Sally  M.  Reid/Leslie  V.  Reid 
dated  October  9,  1975 


Comment  was  noted,  but  did  not  require  changes  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  David  A.  Remley 
dated  Octoher  30,  1975 


Comment  was  noted,  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Cosnents  received 
from  Steve  Reneau 
dated  October  26,  1975 


Comment  was  noted,  but  did  not  result  In  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Paul  Rich 
dated  November  5,  1975 


Comment  was  noted,  but  no  change  was  required  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Senator  Harry  F.  5yrd,  Jr. 
I'nlted  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 


October  3,  1975 


€ 


De-r  Senator: 


Here  we  go  again!  There  is  no  rational  reason  for  gas  pipelines  to 
cross  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range.  "  ” 


There  are  plenty  of  adequate  alternatives! 


If  anything,  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Ranee  should  be  included 
in  the  National  Wilderness  Preservation  System. 


As  should  113,000  acres  of  the  Shenandoah  National  Park,  rather  than 
the  79,000  acres  proposed  by  the  Park  Service. 


Very  sincerely  yours, 

IS 

Don  H.  Richardson,  M.D. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Dr.  Don  Richardson 
dated  October  3,  1975 


Comment  was  noted,  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Elizabeth  Roorbach 
109  N.  Armijo  Lane 
Santa  Fe.  N .  Met  07501 
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Response  to  comment  received 
From  Elizabeth  Roorbach 
dated  October  20,  1975 


The  comment  uas  noted  but  did  not  result  in  any  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Sacramento,  California 
September  29  and  30,  1975 
by  Mr.  Russell  Rowley 
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The  next  speaker  will  be  Russell  Rowley, 
ym  you  give  us  your  full  name,  sir? 

MR.  ROWLEY:  My  name  is  Russell  Rowley,  and  I  am 
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29 


fro*  Sonora,  California.  I  am  speaking  a,  a  private 
citizen. 

I  have  been  to  Alaska,  and  in  the  upper  areas 

I  have  great  respect  for  the  delicateness  of  the 
environment ,  and  ho.  it  could  be  easily  disrupted  by  any 
*eans  of  transporting  gas.  Ve  will  pr0bably  get  the  gas 
regardless,  and  I  certainly  feel  that  it  should  not  go 
through  the  Wildlife  Range,  and  I  don't  favor  the  route 
to  Valdez,  either,  by  the  tankers. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Does  the  panel  have  any  questions! 

MR.  HAMERSKI:  Mr.  Rowley,  have  you  read  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  report? 

MR.  ROWLEY:  I  have  read  most  of  it.  I  didn't 
quite  get  to  cover  it.  Yes. 

MS.  CLARK:  You  may  or  may  not  have  covered  this 
Part,  but  there  are  numerous  alternative  routes  that  are 

.considered  in  Alaska.  Did  you  go  through  them,  to  enough 
extent,  to  know  which  one  of  those  you  might  prefer? 

MR.  ROWLEY.  Well,  it  would  be  this  one  (indicating 
on  the  Alaska  route  map),  down  around  the  lower  part  of 
the  National  Wildlife  Range. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Is  Roland  Bain  present? 

(No  response.) 

Is  there  anybody  else  in  the  audience  that 
would  like  to  present  any  argument  on  this  matter? 
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(Ho  response.) 

The  hearing  will  be  in  recess,  then,  until 

3:00  o'clock. 

(Whereupon  a  recess  was  taken.) 

JUDGE  STEINER:  The  hearing  will  be  in  order. 

The  next  speaker  will  be  Miss  Florence  Webb. 
Will  you  stand  over  here  (indicating),  please, 
and  give  your  full  name,  and  address? 

MS.  WEBB:  My  name  is  Florence  R.  Webb.  My  address 
is  111  Ash  Way,  San  Rafael,  California. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Do  you  have  a  written  statement  to 

submit? 

MS.  WEB3 :  I  have  a  copy  of  my  oral  statement. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Very  well.  You  may  proceed  with 
your  oral  statement,  then. 

MS.  WEBB:  I  stand  before  you  today  as  an 

expatriate  Alaskan.  I  lived  in  Anchorage  for  six  years. 

I  left  only  because  of  career  considerations,  and  I  will 
return  as  soon  as  I  can.  I  expect  to  live  there  the  rest 
of  my  life.  I  tell  you  this  because  I  want  you  to  under¬ 
stand  my  position.  I  have  no  economic  stake  in  resource 
development  beyond  that  of  a  citizen  of  the  area  being 
developed.  I  do  not  approach  you  as  an  armchair  conser¬ 
vationist,  worried  about  places  she  has  never  seen, 
although  unlike  many  Alaskans,  I  am  willing  for  America  to 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Russell  Rowley 
at  the  Sacramento  Public  Hearing 
September  29  and  30,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS 
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L.  HTTTHERPOHD 

ATTOS5BT  AT  U* 


rBOKlA  HEIGHTS,  ILLINOIS 


November  26,  1975 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.  S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C. 


In  re:  Northern  Border  Pipeline 


Gentlemen: 


« « *•  -  »• 

state  t  hit  your  p^oTe^  rLtlwIUdt  lnforiaation  circulated  in  this 

preserve  areas  including  Starved  Rock^h03™  UP°n  813(6  P3rkS  a°d  state  nature 
etc.  g  R°Ck'  the  mmoia  Michigan  canal  state  parkway 


Why  no/Vs^het^ateMchw!601'  T*  *'  porously  enter  our  objection. 


Thanking  you  for  an  early  reply  I  am 


Very  truly  yours, 

Wm.  L.  Rutherford 

WLR/ckl 

cc:  Congressman  Michel 
cc:  Congressman  Railsback 


iNRcruYncpcnToi 

U.u’fiul  Slates  Denari  *n«'i  it  of  the  Interior 

30? 

cull  \U  or  LAND  MANAlil  MI  NT 
V,  ALDINGTON,  D.C.  202  iO 


Mr.  William  L.  Ruthsrford 
Attorney  at  Lav 
4801  Prospect  Road 

Paorla  Heights,  Illinois  61614  ^  }9j7t 

Dear  Mr.  Rutherford: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  November  26  In  which  you  request  Informa¬ 
tion  regarding  the  alignment  of  a  proposed  natural  gas  pipeline  through 
the  State  of  Illinois.  This  particular  pipeline,  sponsored  by  the 
Northern  Border  Pipeline  Company,  Is  part  of  a  proposed  pipeline  system 
to  transport  natural  gas  from  the  Prudhoe  Bay  area  of  Alaska  to 
consumers  In  the  lower  48  States. 

Information  relating  to  the  pipeline  proposal  through  your  State  Is  con¬ 
tained  In  Part  V  of  our  draft  environmental  statement  entitled,  "Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System."  This  Part  consists  of  three  volumes, 
copies  of  which  are  being  sent  to  you  under  separate  cover. 

You  will  be  pleased  to  know  that  the  Illinois  Department  of  Conservation 
shares  your  concerns  about  the  proposed  route.  Since  negotiations 
regarding  the  actual  alignment  will  take  place  at  a  later  date  between 
the  pipeline  company  and  the  State,  we  suggest  that  you  express  your 
views  to  Mr.  Anthony  T.  Dean,  Director,  Illinois  Department  of 
Conservation,  605  State  Office  Building,  400  South  Spring  Street, 
Springfield,  Illinois  62706. 

We  are  providing  copies  of  your  letter  to  our  writing  teams  who  are 
now  preparing  our  final  environmental  impact  statement.  They  will 
carefully  consider  your  areas  of  interest  In  their  work. 

If  we  can  be  of  further  assistance,  please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Roman  H.  Koenings 
Project  Manager 
Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System 

J 

cc:  Soulen;  Noldan;  Leonard;  Tulloss;  302  R.F.;  Hold  Copy 
LLM:RASoulen:bas: 12/2/75 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  Wm.  L.  Rutherford 
dated  November  26,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS.  Approporiate  state  agencies  will  be  contacted  before  state 
parks  and  nature  preservers  can  be  crossed. 


Lear  Sirs’ 

I  do  not  s»f»rove  -'f  utting  a  j,a3  icline  t  .rou^h  tie  Brooks 
wi  Id life  Rsn.",e .  Tne  to  osed  ai.-eline  would  go  ri-.nt  t  r  ucn  tne  calving 
grounds  of  tne  earl  sou  on  the  north  oloee  1  t;.e  run,  e. 

I  .-  now  our  country  needs  to  -  ..  -s  ,o  t  we  also  need  to  ®rotect  our 
.  ild’.ife  In  it’s  natural  hasitat  .Tnere  :  n  alterative  route  woicn  tne 

£-s  line  coil**  t-  .:e  t.rt  ould.  not  do  so  -nuch  ^a-n^ge  to  nature.  xt  could 
go  »lon_  the  oil  '-ip>eline  nd  .  uth  to  Paird-mks , tnen  9lon„uo  tne  Alcan 
"ighwav  to  Canada  and  tne  lo  -  er  fo  ty  eignt  stat  .-s.  "*ny  sao  Ud  tn  gas 
line  go  through  the  range  wnen  it  can  ao  round  it? 

^iiough  na.nage  nus  seen  done  to  41  s  :  seca  se  of  tne  oi.  si  “  line 
and  I  think  the  rest  f  41  isxa's  deautv  neens  to  de  ares  rved  or 
future  generations, 

Th  nA  you  or  •  ■  ur  tine, 

Carol’:*.  >a  ider 
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Response  to  comment  received 
From  Carolyn  Sauder 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  any  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Bismarck,  North  Dakota 
September  30,  1975 
by  Mr.  Paul  Schaff 
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MR.  MESCH:  All  right.  This  is  Paul  Schaff 
coming  up  to  make  a  statement. 

MR.  SCHAFF:  By  the  paper  last  night  I 
noticed  that  there' d  be  no  outlet  in  the  State 
of  North  Dakota  for  any  of  this  natural  gas, 
and  I'm  unalterably  opposed  to  such  a  deal  that 
you  run  these  lines  through  and  in  case  of  an 
emergency,  if  it  happened  to  you  or  someone  else 
rather  than  all  of  the  people--now,  I'm  not 
talking  only  for  the  farmer.  I'm  talking  for 
the  city  people.  If  I  were  a  farmer  I  could 
burn  cowchips  and  I've  did  a  lot  of  it,  but 
this  is  the  problem  and  I  think  it  should  not 
be  overlooked  and  I  think  when  the  gas  line 
runs  plumb  through  the  State  of  North  Dakota, 

North  Dakota  ought  to  get  some  consideration. 

I  speak  this  with  all  my  heart. 

And  I  want  to  compliment  the  lady  on  the 
statement,  the  comments  she  has  made  here  and 
I  have  another  thing  that  I  forgot  to  mention 
and  she  didn't  mention  it  either. 

In  calculating  the  damages  of  these 
trespasses  through  your  property,  the  main 
thing  is  not  just  the  value  of  the  land,  the 
main  thing  is  like  some  of  the  things  the 
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1 

lady  passed  out,  the  damage  to  the  roads 

2 

and  damages  to  pastures.  I've  seen  a  big 

3 

power  line  go  through,  they've  put  in  gates. 

4 

they're  vulnerable  gates  or  vulnerable  so  if 

5 

somebody  wants  to  go  through  there,  they  can. 

6 

you  understand  me.  And  you  never  know  where 

7 

your  cattle  get  out. 

2. 

8 

There  are  other  factors.  If  the  time  ever 

9 

comes  when  you  have  one  pipe  to  a  land  or 

10 

whether  you  have  a  dozen  or  two  dozen  or  three 

11 

dozen,  you'll  have  to  update  your  abstracts. 

12 

by  that  time  why  the  cost  of  bringing  the 

13 

abstract  might  not  be  what  you  have  received 

14 

for  damages,  or  indemnity  from  the  companies 

15 

may  not  be  enough  to  bring  your  abstract 

16 

up-to-date  because  these  things  are  getting 

17 

more  complicated  all  the  time. 

18 

And  there's  one  other  aspect  assuming 

19 

these  pipelines  go  through,  and  I'd  rather 

20 

have  the  pipeline  than  I  would  have  the 

21 

electrical  towers  because  at  least  they're 

22 

not  above  the  ground,  but  I  can  truly  uphold 

23 

this  young  lady  and  I  want  to  compliment  her 

25 


But  there's  another  aspect  and  that  is 
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1 

the  abstract  in  time  will  have  to  be  taken 

1 

thousand  dollars  an  acre  and  now  today  they 

2 

care  of  and  we  urge  the  point  that  the  IRS, 

2 

want  to  re-evaluate  the  farmland  in  the  state, 

3 

the  tax  collectors  and  the  Governors  and  the 

3 

you  understand  me,  to  100  per  cent,  you  know. 

4 

President--pert-near  all  alike,  they're  looking 

4 

and  they're  going  to  drive  all  the  farmers  off. 

5 

for  more  taxes,  more  revenue  and  they  will  go 

5 

And  so  again  I  repeat,  there  must  be 

6 

to  work  and  there's  a  movement  in  this  state 

6 

consideration  for  what  will  happen  after 

7 

here  right  now  increasing  the  valuations  of 

7 

bringing  the  abstract  up-to-date.  I  paid  a 

8 

farmland,  you  understand  me.  And  this  has 

8 

lot  of  money  for  the  land  and  I  know  what  I'm 

9 

been--we've  been  taxed  here  on  a  50  per  cent 

9 

talking  about.  There  must  be  and  I  am 

10 

basis,  on  50  per  cent  valuations  at  25  per 

10 

unalterably  opposed  to  having  this  line  going 

11 

cent,  that's  only  25  per  cent  of  the  actual 

11 

through  here  without  ever  having  the  privilege 

12 

value.  There's  a  movement  under  foot  here  by 

3 

of  giving  the  people  of  North  Dakota  to  use  them. 

13 

government  officials  today  that  they  were 

13 

MR.  MESCH:  All  right. 

14 

going  to  increase  it  to  100  per  cent  value. 

14 

MR.  SCHAFF:  I  think  you  for  the  privilege 

15 

Now  then,  when  we  receive  this  money,  let's 

15 

of  talking  to  you  people  and  I  thank  you  because 

16 

say  we  get  50  per  cent  of  it  for  damages,  you 

16 

I'm  just  a  modest  farmer,  you  understand. 

17 

understand  me,  in  trespassing  and  other  factors, 

17 

MR.  MESCH:  All  right,  we'll  be  in  recess 

18 

you  understand  me,  having  a  fencing  set  up  and 

18 

then  awaiting  the  appearance  of  any  other 

19 

a  ditch  through  your  land.  They  will  go  to 

19 

speakers . 

20 

work  and  they  use  these  figures  arbitrarily  to 

20 

(A  recess  was  taken.) 

21 

go  and  increase  the  value  of  this  land.  And 

21 

MR.  MESCH:  I  understand  that  Mr.  Gary  Puppe, 

22 

this  has  been  a  big  factor  by  some  of  the  town 

22 

representing  the  SCS  wishes  to  make  a  statement. 

23 

people  going  out  within  five  or  ten  miles  and 

23 

MR.  GARY  PUPPE:  Thank  you,  sir.  I'm  Gary 

24 

buying  two  or  five  acres  of  land.  They'll  pay 

24 

Puppe  with  the  State  Soil  Conservation  Committee. 

25 

If  you  want  to  change  the  agency  that  you  have, 
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25 


MR. 

PAUL  SCHAFF:  My  name  is 

Paul  Schaff. 

MR. 

MESCH: 

How  do  you  spell 

that? 

MR. 

SCHAFF : 

S-C-H-A-F-F.  I 

assume  you 

know  how  to  spell  Paul. 

MR. 

MESCH: 

It's  not  for  me, 

it's  for  the 

reporter . 

MR. 

SCHAFF: 

All  right.  I  live  in  the 

City  of 

Bismarck.  I’m  an  implement  dealer  in 

Mandan . 

I  farm 

and  ranch.  I've 

been  a  farmer 

all  my 

life.  I 

plowed  the  first 

time  in  1908, 

and  I  drove  two  bottom  12  inch  gang  plows. 

My  birth  date  was  May  11,  1908--1901,  so  I 
started  plowing  when  I  was  six  years  old.  Those 
days  by  the  11th  of  May  why  you  were  done  plowing 
maybe  10  acre  patches  of  Millet  or  something. 
There  was  no  corn  planting  by  that  time.  When 
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it  was  planted  in  the  deep  sod,  it  was  seeded 
by  hand. 

It  will  be  73  years  on  Thursday  that  I’ve 
lived  in  this  country.  I  have  been  migrated, 
be  here  by  my  parents.  My  grandfather  left 
Germany  and  my  father  served  five  years  in  the 
Russian  Army  and  in  1902,  on  October  2nd,  we 
landed  here,  so  Thursday  will  be  73  years. 

And  my  interest  is  farming ,  both  in  the 
implement  business  I  deal  with  the  farmers 
and  we’ve  had  these  power  lines  go  through 
and  I've  been  opposed  to  them.  I'm  perhaps 
not  as  much  opposed  to  the  natural  gas  lines 
as  I  would  be  to  the  towers  because  they're 
underground  and  they  don't  interfere  with  your 
farming  operation  and  I  do  not  believe  that 
they  would--if  I  can  find  the  right  word,  I'm 
only  an  eighth  grader,  so  I've  got  no  education 
so  it’s  kind  of  hard  for  me  to  talk  before  a 
distinguished  group  of  people  like  you. 

And  so  I  think  the  gas  line  would  not  have 
the  effects  on  farming,  on  agriculture  that 
the  high  power  line  has.  There  are  many,  many 
dangers  involved  in  running  the  power  lines. 
We've  seen  sleet  storms,  we've  got  miles  and 
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miles  of  poles,  electric  poles,  REA  poles 
knocked  down.  We  had  that  experience  this 
year.  And  farmers  run  cattle  and  of  course— 
I'm  off  of  the  subject,  but  I  just  want  to 
find  out  the  difference  — if  I  understand  the 
problem.  There's  a  difference  in  them. 

And  you  could  get  electrocuted  in  your 
own  yard  by  these  electric  lines  depending  on 
the  circumstances.  This  has  happened  before. 
And  I  think  these  kinds  of  possibilities  are 
not  in  the  making  in  this  case,  I  don't  know. 
Although  natural  gas  could  run  a  leak,  I 
suppose  it  could  have  some  effect  too,  if  we 
had  an  explosion  somewhere,  so  I  don't  know. 

I  don't  know  what  it  would  do,  it's  all  new 
to  me . 

I’m  against  of  course  intruding  any  more 
on  agriculture  than  we  have.  I  am  unalterably 
opposed  because  we  haven't  got  too  many  farmers 
left.  I  served  on  the  first  Triple  A  Committee 
and  we  had  15  million  farms  in  the  United  States 
so  given  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
Statistical  Department.  And  as  of  September 
55h,  1974,  the  Bismarck  Tribune,  they  had  a 
writeup  on  Page  2  and  it  related  to  the  farm 


population  and  it  stated  that  migration  from 
farm  to  urban  areas  is  slowing  down  now.  And 
it  went  on  to  say  that  according  to  the 
Statistical  Department  of  the  Department  of 
Agriculture  in  Washington,  D.C.  a  news  release, 
statistical  release,  that  on  September  14th — 
on  April  14th,  1973,  we  had  9,610,000  total 
people  living  on  farms  in  the  United  States. 

And  on  April  14th,  1974  we  had  9,447,000  people, 
that  includes  all  the  babies. 

Now,  I  think  this  is  a  sad  picture  and 
I  think  I  have  lived  my  life  and  I  could  care 
less.  I  represent  a  big  family,  I  and  my  wife 
represent  a  family  of  about  110  people.  So 
I'm  interested  in  the  future  of  the  young,  all 
young,  not  only  mine.  And  I  think  we've  come 
to  the  point  where  we're  going  perhaps  to  be  a 
little  bit  more  reluctant  in  intruding  the 
rights  of  the  farmer.  I  think  they  are  going 
to  have  to  enjoy  a  little  more  freedom  than 
they  have  and  not  be  just  stepped  over  and 
stepped  down  by  everybody  that  comes  along. 
That's  my  main  opposition  to  all  these  things. 
And  I  don't  know  what  you  people  think  of  it, 

but  I've  been  a  farmer  in  heart,  body  and  soul 
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you  understand  me,  all  my  life.  And  I  mean 
just  that  and  I  think  it's  something  that's 
being  overlooked. 

I  could  go  on  and  on  and  it  would  be  off 
of  the  subject.  Now,  just  for  an  example,  if 
I  may,  with  your  permission.  If  I  may,  today 
the  farmers  are  suffering  a  serious  loss.  And 
I'm  not  in  favor--I  was  born  in  Russia  and  I 
hate  Russian  Communism.  I  would  not  sell  them 
any  wheat  but  we  got  to  sell  them,  we  got  to 
sell  this  American  grain  if  we're  going  to  keep 
supplying  it,  so  here  by  a  few  Labor  Union 
magnets,  if  you  understand  me,  the’ farmer 
cannot  sell  their  wheat.  The  docks  are  tied 
up,  we  cannot  export  any  wheat. 

There  was  a  good  subject  yesterday  morning 
on  the  radio  by  Bob  McCloud  about  the  man  from 
the  Department  of  Agriculture  at  Fargo--I  think 
his  name  was  Peterson — a  discussion  about  the 
creating  of  the  consumer's  organization  and 
the  effect  and  impact  it  would  have  on  farm 
life.  I  think  these  things  are  very  important, 
not  for  me,  more  so  for  all  of  you  people.  I'm 
older  than  any  of  you.  Yeah,  I've  lived  my 
life,  I'm  74  years  old.  I'm  talking  for  the 
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good  of  this  country  from  a  rural  standpoint. 

And  I  am  unalterably  opposed  to  these  big 
deals  but  I  will  say  this  in  my  own  conclusion 
of  what  I  have--and  I've  never  studied,  that 
this  would  not  leave  as  much  of  an  impact  as 
the  power  lines  and  I'm  unalterably  opposed  to 
them.  So  this  is  my  belief  and  I'magainst  it 
and  I  think  we  must  consider  the  farmer  and  the 
demand  on  the  land  out  there,  otherwise  we 
won't  have  it. 

And  when  these  farmer s--getting  back  on 
the  wheat  deal,  the  same  thing  happens  in  cattle 
deals,  we  are  cattlemen  and  the  cattlemen,  lots 
went  bankrupt  here  last  year,  you  know.  And 
in  spite  of  the  fact  that  '72  was  the  most, 
most--the  highest  income  year  in  the  history 
of  America  for  agriculture  and  in  '74  why  a 
lot  of  them  went  out  of  business,  went  broke  and 
many  of  them  are  now— as  an  agriculture  implement 
dealer  I've  got  problems  with  the  farmer, 
first-hand  problems,  so  I  know  what  they  are. 

I'm  not  here  to  fight  this  deal,  I'm  just 
generally  opposed  to  further  intrusion  on  the 
farmer's  rights  on  his  land,  you  understand  me. 
We're  going  to  keep  them  out  of  there  by  a 
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little  watchdog  or  a  little  poodle,  you  know, 
that  steps  all  over  you,  you  know,  you're 
going  to  stay  there.  And  these  young  people 
are  not  going  to  do  what  us  old  timers  did. 

I  would  hate  to  re-live  my  life  if  I  had  a 
chance.  I  wouldn't  want  to. 

MR.  MESCH:  Do  you  gentlemen  have  any 
questions? 

MR.  SCHAFF:  I  had  a  discussion  with  Mr. 
Tulloss  there  and  I  had  made  this  suggestion 
to  the  power  line  companies  and  I  can  never 
forgive  them  for  it  and  I  made  this  objection 
to  Mr.  Tulloss  and  I  would  suggest  that  these 
big  power  lines,  including  the  high  flying, 
follow  more  the  less  cultivated  areas,  you 
understand  me,  especially  power  lines,  you 
know.  They  just  put  poles  in  all  over.  You  have 
a  guy  out  with  a  combine  or  six  row  cultivator 
or  corn  planter  and  it'll  bust  it  all  to  pieces, 
if  you  understand  me.  Now,  I  don't  think 
there'll  be  no  obstacle  standing  in  the  way 
in  connection  with  this  pipeline,  is  that 
right  or  wrong? 

MR.  TULLOSS:  There  shouldn't  be. 

MR.  SCHAFF:  Well,  you  put  your  sign  poles. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Paul  Schaff 
at  the  Bismarck  Public  Hearing 
September  30,  1975 


1 •  Table  1.1. 3. 2— 2  on  page  8  of  the  North  Border  Volume  shows 
delivery  locations.  North  Dakota  should  indirectly  receive 
gas  from  the  South  Dakota  top. 

2.  This  has  been  included  during  the  revision.  See  page  160  of 
the  Overview  Volume  for  impacts  and  page  192  for  mitigation. 
Also  see  pages  615,  620  and  644  in  the  North  Border  Volume. 

3.  The  comment  has  been  noted  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in 
the  Final  EIS. 
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you  put  them  up  on  the  fence  posts. 

MR.  MESCH:  All  right;  well,  thank  you, 

Mr.  Schaff. 

MR.  SCHAFF:  Yeah,  well,  you  don't  have  to 
thank  me.  I  thank  you  for  giving  me  the 
opportunity.  I've  worked  hard  and  I  repeat, 

I'm  not  going  to  re-live  my  life  here.  I  was 
raised  in  a  sod  house  with  a  dirt  floor  and 
a  dirt  roof.  And  I'm  the  father  of  11  children 
43  grandchildren  and  several  of  these  are  mine 
and  altogether  I  and  my  wife,  we  have  about 
110  with  the  in-laws  in  the  family  and  so  on. 

MR.  MESCH:  Thank  you.  Is  there  anybody 
else  that  would  like  to  make  a  presentation? 

All  right,  we  will  go  into  recess  then  and 
we'll  be  available  in  the  event  anyone  else 
should  appear  and  wish  to  make  a  presentation. 

(A  recess  was  taken.) 

MR.  MESCH:  I  understand  that  Lavonne  Holz 
wishes  to  make  a  statement. 

MS.  LAVONNE  HOLZ:  Farmers  and  ranchers 
aren't  just  living  on  the  land,  they  use  it. 
They  are  part  of  that  land  and  they  are  there 
by  choice.  They  are  proud  of  their  way  of 
life  which  includes  every  acre  they  own.  If 
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IK  REPLY  REFER  TO. 

Uiiiicd  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  Of  LAND  MANAGEMENT  V>2 

WASHINGTON,  D.C  202(0 


H“-  *~*  L.  Buckl.y 

Statu  Sauta  1X1975 

Washington.  D.C.  20510 

0*«r  Stnitor  Buck  lay : 

TXuk  yo«  for  roar  t.cut  co— uulc.tlan  ta  ^,lch  w  fowdml  ... 

'uh  th* 

Sm..~  (  >  “tltl*d"  ^*»kA  natural  Caa  Tru.port.tlu 

rut.  thru,*  ;h.TrcTt^;:jr:n:;:;.c^;r  *sr' th* pror”**'1 

t.  th.  propoud  rout  a  1.  due  t.  t  *.«!,£  £  „ 

.co.yatu  „d  th.  undl.turbU  hUltat  lt^r^Jd  r  “"S*  * 

"ildllfa  mdM  Aa  altarr^rVt!  1  f  for  «rctlc 

"“K  2a=i  ■sr.-jTSr- - 


Sincerely  yours. 


cc: 

DDRP(A) 

SCSO  #22179 
Koenlnpa 

Boulen  -  Roou  1540 
Noldaa  -  Room  1540  , 

Leonard  -  Room  1540  V 


H.  Coanlnga 
Projacc  Maoagar 
▲laaka  Ha coral  Gas 

Tran a port at  loo  Syaten 

Dave a  -  Rooa  1540 

302  Reading  Pile  -  Room  1540 

Hold  Copy 

LLM:CS«yth: baa: 11/1 3/75 


Response  to  comment  received 
From  Maureen  A.  Schlener 
dated  September  25,  1975 


nLlTT1  U3S  "°ted  bUt  dId  "0t  re8Ult  ln  changes  in  the 

Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Reno,  Nevada 
October  2  and  3,  1975 
by  Mr.  Reed  Secord 
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1 

RENO,  NEVADA,  THURSDAY,  OCTOBER  2,  1975,  1:30  P.M. 

1 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Docs  the  Panel  have  any  questions  of 

2 

-oOo- 

2 

Mr.  Secord? 

3 

MR.  RATZMAN:  The  hearing  will  be  in  order. 

3 

MR.  HAMERSKI:  No. 

4 

This  is  the  afternoon  session  of  the  first  day  of 

4 

MR.  RATZMAN:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Secord. 

5 

the  Reno  hearing.  The  subject  of  this  hearing  is  the  Alaskan 

5 

Is  Mr.  H.  R.  Conrad  in  the  hearing  room? 

6 

Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

6 

We  have  been  advised  Mr.  Engel  of  the  State  Highway 

7 

Statement . 

7 

Department  intends  to  be  here  at  approximately  3:30  to  present 

8 

Oral  comments  and  views  relating  to  that  Environnenta 

1  8 

an  oral  statement  on  behalf  of  the  Highway  Department  of  the 

9 

Impact  Statement  should  be  principally  concerned  with  the 

9 

State  of  Nevada.  Is  there  any  other  person  in  the  hearing 

10 

adequacy  of  that  statement. 

10 

room  who  wishes  to  present  an  oral  statement  relating  to  the 

11 

As  I  indicated  this  morning,  the  statements  of 

11 

adequacy  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement? 

12 

witnesses  should  be  addressed  primarily  to  the  three-man  panel 

12 

There  has  been  no  response.  We  will  be  in  recess 

13 

sitting  to  my  left:  Mr.  Frank  Hamerski,  Mr.  Ken  Chambers  and 

13 

until  2:30  p.m.,  at  which  time  I  will  afford  another  oppor- 

14 

Mr.  Kenneth  Thomas. 

14 

tunity  to  those  in  the  audience. 

15 

The  first  witness  to  give  an  oral  statement,  which 

15 

(A  recess  was  taken.) 

16 

should  not  exceed  fifteen  minutes  in  length,  is  Mr.  Reed 

16 

MR.  RATZMAN:  The  hearing  will  be  in  order. 

17 

Secord,  who  has  indicated  he  is  speaking  on  his  own  behalf. 

17 

This  is  the  time  which  I  indicated  earlier  today  we 

18 

Mr.  Secord,  will  you  please  give  your  address  as 

18 

would  recommence  the  hearing  and  afford  to  interested  indi- 

19 

well  as  your  name. 

19 

viduals,  representatives  of  concerns  and  public  interest 

20 

20 

groups,  the  chance  to  state  oral  views  and  comments  upon  the 

21 

REED  SECORD 

21 

adequacy  of  the  Envi ronmental  Impact  Statement  which  is 

22 

MR.  SECORD:  Reed  Secord,  1332  Frontier  Street. 

22 

presently  in  draft  form  that  relates  to  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 

23 

I  just  have  a  few  brief  comments  to  make  on  this. 

23 

proj  ect . 

24 

The  route  I  propose  is  south  to  Fairbanks  and  then  it  follows 

24 

Is  there  any  person  in  the  hearing  room  that  wishes 

25 

the  Alaskan  Highway. 

25 

to  make  an  oral  statement  in  the  drafting  of  the  Environmental 

26 

In  Nevada  it  should  avoid  de  facto  waters  in  this 

26 

Impact  Statement? 

27 

area  and  existing  corridors  and  rights-of-way.  This  will 

27 

There  has  been  no  response  to  the  invitation.  My 

28 

protect  environmental  values. 

28 

understanding  is  that  the  representative  of  the  State  Highway 

RICHARD  TU1TI.T  &  ASSOCIATI  S 
OFFICIAL  COURT  REPORTERS 
IBS  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  89502 


RICHARD  TUTTI  F  &  ASSOCIATFS 
OFFICIAL  COURT  RLPORTCRS 
IBS  SOUTH  SIERRA  STREET 
RENO.  NEVADA  0BSO2 


Response  Co  Comments  Received 
from  Reed  Secord 
at  the  Reno  Public  Hearing 
October  3,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Coanencs  received 
free  Harvey  and  Beatrice  Selby 
dated  October  14,  1975 


1.  The  final  centerline  of  the  pipeline  has  not  been  selected. 
Therefore,  it  is  possible  that  minor  route  adjustments  nay 
eliminate  any  crossing  of  the  3uford-Trenton  Irrigation 
project.  See  page  605,  Final  EIS,  North  Border  Volume. 

2.  Impacts  on  irrigation  projects  are  discussed  on  pages  494- 
495  while  mitigating  measures  proposed  by  the  Applicant 
are  discussed  on  pages  608—609  of  the  Final  EIS,  North 
Border  Voluae. 

3.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Sacramento,  California 

September  29  and  30,  1975  -  — 

by  Honorable  Raymond  J.  Sherwin  10 

Superior  Court  Judge,  Fairfield,  Clifornia  11 
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Tne  next  speaker  will  be  Honorable  Raymond  J, 
Sherwin,  Superior  Court  Judge,  Pair field,  California. 

Do  you  have  a  written  statement  to  submit? 

JUDGE  SHERWIN :  No ,  I  do  not ,  Mr .  Chairman . 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Very  well. 

JUDGE  SHERWIN:  May  I  thank  you  for  waiting  so  long 
for  me.  I,  obviously,  make  a  poor  explorer.  I  misunder¬ 
stood  the  instructions  I  had  yesterday,  and  I  ended  up  out 
where  your  offices  are,  which  also  explains  why  I'm  late. 

I'm  here  testifying  as  an  individual  today; 
although,  I  understand  there’s  a  little  confusion  as  to 
whether  or  not  I  might  speak  on  behalf  of  an  organization. 
But,  I  decided  that  I  could  say  more  If  I  spoke  from  my 
own  point  of  view. 

By  way  of  credentials,  my  wife  and  I,  I  think, 
have  had  a  love  affair  going  with  the  State  of  Alaska 
since  we  first  visited  there  several  years  ago.  We  feel 
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considerably  Indebted  for  some  of  the  highest  adventures 

i 

1 

who  has  been  there.  It  seems  to  us  from  these  observations, 

2 

that  we've  ever  had  In  our  life.  We  feel  compelled  to  do 

2 

and  especially  from  seeing  the  old  Hickle  Highway ,  and  the 

3 

whatever  we  can  do  to  repay  that  obligation. 

I  3 

installations  at  the  construction  camps  In  Detrick  Canyon 

We  have  back  packed  over  the  old  Yukon  Trail, ( 

1|C  4 

(sic),  that  It  is  obvious  that  there  Is  no  way  that  the 

5 

and  up  and  down  the  Kenal  River. 

gas  can  be  removed  from  the  north  slope  without  doing  some 

We  have  flown  In  a  small  plane  over  the 

damage.  So,  the  item  becomes,  by  what  way  can  the  damage 

Trans-Alaska  pipeline  route,  and  obviously,  and  partially 

1  ^ 

7 

be  the  least? 

over  the  Hickle  Highway. 

8 

It  is  true  that  the  installations  at  Prudhoe 

We  have  visited  the  Installations  at  Prudhoe 

9 

are  neat.  The  staff  is  well  disciplined.  I  think.  If  you 

10 

maintained  by  British  Petroleum. 

10 

take  it  to  be  given,  or  that  there  has  to  be  something 

12 

We  have  touched  at  Point  Barrow. 

11 

built  there,  it  has  been  done  as  well  as  it  possibly  could. 

We  have  camped  out  for  more  than  a  week,  all 

12 

We  even  saw  caribou  grazing  not  too  far  from  the  roads. 

13 

by  ourselves,  at  a  little  lake  called  Lobo  Lake  (sic). 

13 

and  from  the  wells,  and  water  fowl  including  geese,  and 

4 

which  Is  at  the  corner  of  the  Wildlife  Refuge. 

14 

ducks  on  the  ponds  not  very  far  from  the  roadway.  But, 

6 

We  have  also  flown  over  the  Kenal  Moose  Range, 
and  touched  at  Seward. 

15 

there  is  still  damage,  and  it’s  not  as  it  was  when  it  was 

7 

16 

a  wild  place. 

We've  taken  the  old  route  to  Valdez,  and 

17 

I,  therefore,  want  to  emphasize  that  at  all 

Cordova,  and  driven  back  to  Anchorage  by  way  of  the 

18 

costs  an  Invasion  of  the  Wildlife  Refuge  cannot  be 

Richardson  Highway. 

19 

permitted.  The  details  as  to  what  the  construction  of  the 

We  have  also,  of  course,  been  around  the 

20 

pipeline  facilities,  and  all  of  Its  associated  mechanisms 

Juneau  area  quite  a  bit,  and  had  a  houseboat  trip  from 

21 

would  do  to  the  wildlife,  the  caribou,  the  grizzly,  the 

Juneau  down  to  Ketchikan,  touring  all  the  little  inlets. 

22 

doll  sheep,  the  nesting  wild  flower,  you  can  get  more 

and  islands  all  the  way  down  there. 

23 

authorltively  from  such  people  as  Bob  Wleden,  and  George 

Prom  all  of  this,  I  think,  we  can  speak  with 

24 

Collins,  Dick  and  Doris  Leonard,  and  others  who  are  more 

some  authority;  that  is,  to  say  the  authority  of  someone 

25 

expert  in  that  area  than  I,  and  I  urge  you  to  carefully 

- 

40 

1 

If  we  assume  that  this  route  is  eliminated 

1 

read  what  they  have  to  say  about  this  country. 

2 

because  of  the  fact  that  it  is  public  land;  as  it  is  a 

'2 

But,  I  can  speak  from  a  personal  reaction  to 

3 

precious  wildlife  refuge,  which  ought  not  to  be  invaded 

3 

what  it's  like  to  be  in  the  wild.  We'd  been  camped  on  this 

4 

for  private  purposes. 

4 

lake  for  several  days,  when  one  day  we  decided  that  instead 

5 

Then,  the  next  consideration  is  the  alternatives 

v 

5 

of  going  up  on  the  hills  to  go  down  by  the  river,  and  it 

6 

proposed  by  way  of  Valdez.  This,  at  first  blush,  does  seem 

6 

was  there  that  we  had  our  first  look  at  the  wolves.  I  was 

7 

better  because,  at  least,  it  eliminates  the  evil  that  was 

7 

looking  out  where  there  was  a  sand  bank,  and  it  appeared 

8 

done  when  the  pipeline  was  built  by  a  new  route  instead  of 

8 

to  me  that  that  was  an  unusual  place  for  a  stump,  and,  then. 

9 

following  one  way  that  had  already  been  invaded,  to  wit: 

9 

I  looked  back  and  it  was  moving.  It  turned  out  to  be  a 

10 

the  Hickle  Highway.  At  first  blush,  it's  as  though  you  can 

10 

wolf.  We  saw  him  go  galloping  off  across  the  tundra.  The 

11 

avoid  this  mistake  by  going  along  the  existing  construction 

11 

same  day  we  discovered  where  all  the  grayling  were  in  this 

12 

routes  that  lead  to  Valdez.  I'm  almost  as  concerned  about 

12 

lake  near  where  we  were  camped.  Then,  we  got  back  to  the 

13 

this  as  I  am  about  the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range,  however. 

13 

camp  rather  late,  and  we  started  to  cook.  As  I  was  bending 

14 

because  if  you  have  been  to  Valdez,  you  would  appreciate 

14 

over  the  fire,  I  looked  up  over  towards  the  tent  —  no 

15 

what  kind  of  a  cul-de-sac  it  is  for  the  ships  to  have  to 

15 

further  away  than  the  wall  over  there  —  here  are  two 

16 

come  In  there.  It  makes  me  shutter  to  think  of  what  can 

16 

wolves  right  by  our  camp,  looking  at  us  as  curiously  as  we 

17 

happen  even  with  the  removal  of  oil  by  this  route.  If  we 

17 

were  looking  at  them.  I  tried  starting  a  conversation 

18  ' 

compound  that  problem  with  more  vast  ships  to  carry 

18 

until  my  wife  suggested  that  that  wasn't  the  best  idea. 

19 

liquefied  natural  gas,  it's  almost  a  certainty  that  sooner 

19 

But,  the  feeling  of  being  by  creatures,  who. 

20 

or  later  you'll  have  a  major  accident.  When  we  were  there 

20 

perhaps,  have  never  seen  a  human  being  before,  it's  almost 

21 

our  guides  told  us,  that  at  the  time  of  the  famous  Easter 

21 

impossible  to  describe.  You  would  have  to  see  it  in  order 

22 

earthquake  in  1964 ,  a  standard  sized  ship  anchored  there 

22 

to  understand  it.  It's  an  experience,  I  think,  that  the 

23 

in  the  harbor  was  lifted  by  the  tidal  waves  clear  over  the 

23 

public,  and  the  United  States  is  entitled  to  have,  at  least, 

24 

town,  and  redropped,  back  in  the  channel,  without  seriously 

24 

a  chance  to  look  forward  to  having.  This  is  one  of  the 

25 

damaging  the  ship.  That  just  shows  how  a  narrow  and  huge 

25 

last  great  wilderness  areas. 
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1C 

force  there  is,  which  might  affect  the  large  tankers 

1 

l 

and  so  you  would  eliminate  the  problem  of  having  two 

2 

contemplated  for  the  future. 

2 

operations  at  Valdez.  Would  you  still  favor  the  Fairbanks'  ; 

3 

So  in  short,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  least 

* 

route? 

4 

damaging  way  that  there  is.  is  by  way  of  the  existing  pipe- 

!  4 

JUDGE  SHERWIN:  Oh,  yes.  I'm  not  certain  as  to 

5 

line  down  to  the  Delta  near  Fairbanks,  and  thence  south  by 

5 

Just  exactly  where  this  place  is  that  you're  talking  about. 

6 

way  of  the  Alkln  Highway.  Now,  I'll  have  to  admit,  that 

6 

1 

MS.  CLARK:  It  is  near  Cordova. 

7 

maybe  the  reason  that  I  think  this  is  the  least  damaging  is 

7 

JUDGE  SHERWIN:  It  would  have  a  disadvantage  of 

8 

because  I  have  not  been  by  this  route.  But,  I  dare  say, 

8 

requiring  additional  facilities  still  further  spread  out, 

9 

there  will  be  those  people  who  will  envision  the  mess  that 

9 

and  ruining  some  more  land,  in  that  fashion. 

10 

is  caused  by  the  construction  along  this  highway,  and  say 

10 

My  recollection  is  that  it  would  not  over- 

11 

that  you  are  damaging  it  for  all  time  to  come  for  everybody 

11 

come  the  problem  of  ships  passing  in  a  very  narrow  water- 

12 

who  wanted  to  drive  that  road.  Nevertheless,  it  does 

12 

way,  nor  the  tides,  nor  the  problem  of  the  seismic  activity, 

13 

represent  a  place  that  has  already  been  injured  to  a  certain 

13 

that's  obviously  still  going  on  in  that  area. 

14 

extent,  so,  therefore,  I  think,  the  additional  injury  would 

14 

MR.  HAMERSKI:  Would  you  care  to  comment  on  the 

15 

be  the  least. 

15 

adequacy  of  the  Interior's  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

16 

I  believe  that  that  concludes  ray  statement. 

16 

Statement? 

17 

Mr.  Chairman,  unless  somebody  has  any  questions  that  they 

17 

JUDGE  SHERWIN:  I  would  not  want  to,  sir,  because  I 

18 

would  like  to  put  to  me  concerning  this. 

18 

’  have  not  had  the  chance  to  read  it. 

19 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Are  there  any  questions? 

19 

MR.  HAMERSKI:  Thank  you. 

20 

MS.  CLARK:  How  would  you  feel  about  the  Port  Qravina 

20 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Thank  you.  Judge  Sherwin. 

21 

cite,  which  is  most  favored  for  the  pipeline-tanker. 

21 

JUDGE  SHERWIN:  Thank  you  very  much,  again,  for 

22 

combination  route?  So,  the  terminal  would  not  be  at 

22 

waiting  for  me. 

23 

Valdez,  but  outside  of  Valdez.  It's  quite  a  ways  away. 

23 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Is  Roland  Bain  in  the  audience? 

24 

JUDGE  SHERWIN:  Towards  Cordova? 

24 

(No  response.) 

25 

MS.  CLARK:  It's  not  very  far  away  from  Cordova, 

25 

Are  there  any  other  speakers  in  the  audience? 

Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Judge  Raymond  J.  Sherwin 
at  the  Sacramento  Public  Hearing 
September  29  and  30,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mike  Sullivan 
dated  October  12,  1975 


1.  Comments  were  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

2.  The  Alternatives  Volume  as  well  as  alternatives  presented 
in  each  geographical  volume  have  been  expanded  to  present 
better  analyses  of  alternative  routes,  energy  sources  and 
transportation  methods. 
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Response  to  Comment  received 
From  Mary  and  Ken  Summers 
dated  October  24,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  result  in  any  changes  in  the 
Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  John  B.  Sutherland 
dated  October  22,  1975 


187  Kest  Utica 
Buffalo,  Now  York  14222 

26.  October  1975 


1.  The  impact  section  has  been  revised.  See  Pages  135-187  of 
the  Overview  Volume. 

2.  This  statement  has  been  deleted  from  the  Overview  Volume. 

See  Page  171  for  the  revised  discussion  on  esthetics. 

3.  The  comment  was  noted,  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in 
the  Final  EIS. 

4.  These  are  covered  under  mitigation  on  Pages  190  and  194 
of  the  Overview  Volume. 

5.  The  applicant  proposes  to  follow  the  existing  corridor.  See 
Page  10  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

6.  The  comment  was  noted,  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  EIS. 

7.  Same  as  #6. 

8.  Impacts  on  wildlife  have  been  revised.  See  Page  533  of  the 
North  Border  Volume. 

9.  Same  as  // 6 . 

10.  Alternative  routes  are  presented  beginning  on  Page  222  of 
the  Overview  Volume. 

11.  Same  as  #6. 


EIS  Taskforce 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System 

Bureau  of  I^ind  Management 

U.S .  Department  of  the  Interior 

'•'ashinqtnn,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sirs: 

I  am  seriously  concerned  that  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transporta¬ 
tion  System  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  has  not  given 
adequate  attention  and  weight  to  the  degradatory  imoacts  of  the 
Droposed  pipeline  route  through  Deep  Springs  Valley,  California. 

This  is  an  area  well  known  to  me.  I  am  aware  that  Deep  Springs  | 
Valley  represents  not  only  a  unique  and  fraqile  ecosystem,  but 
has  for  the  past  fifty-seven  years  been  the  site  of  an  unusual 
program  conducted  by  Deep  Springs  College.  On  the  basis  of  what  I 
I  know  of  the  proposed  pipeline  route,  I  am  convinced  that  the 
route  throuqh  Deep  Springs  is  inferior  to  other  available  routes 
and  will  have  far  reachinq  and  grossly  damaging  impacts  upon  both 
the  valley's  environment  and  on  the  operation  of  the  College. 

First  my  concern  is  that  the  pipeline  will  leave  a  permanent 
scar  across  an  area  heretofore  subject  oniuto  the  most  careful 
and  compatible  usage  as  rangeland  for  Deep  Springs  Ranch.  I 
am  particularly  concerned  with  the  possibility  that  the 
construction  activity  will  create  both  publicity  and  access  to 
areas  of  the  valley  that  have  been  only  lightly  used  in  the  past 
and  which  will  not  bear  more  intensive  exploitation.  In  particu¬ 
lar  there  is  reason  to  fear  for  the  safety  of  the  Deep  Springs 
Black  Toad,  Bufo  exsul ,  whose  habits  and  habitat  I  have  had 
occaision  to  study.  This  creature,  whose  Latin  name  means 
"exile"  and  is  thus  descriptive  of  its  habitat,  is  a  living 
study  in  the  importance  of  isolation  to  evolution.  Over  the 
past  40,000  years  this  toad  has  dif f er(/@tiated  itself  in  order 
to  take  advantage  of  a  unique  ecoloqical  niche.  It  has  survived 
because  it  has  been  free  from  competition  and  predation  in 
hostile  but  unvarying  surroundings. 

If,  as  is  reasonably  feared,  the  construction  of  the  pipeline 
results  in  increased  access  to  the  valley  floor  by  motor  bikes, 
four-wheel  drive  vehicles  and  other  so-called  "recreational 
vehicles,"  the  environmental  degradation  of  the  pipeline  will 
be  compounded  many  times  over,  and  a  large  and  beautiful  wilder¬ 
ness  will  be  permanently  disfigured.  Promises  by  the  Applicants 
and  their  contractors  to  limit  or  restrict  access  should  be 
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greatly  discounted. 


I  am  also  astonished  that  the  draft  EIS  makes  no  mention  of  the 
existing  uses  in  the  valley  and  in  particular/ Deep  Springs 
College.  For  the  College  the  valley  is  a  necessary  buffer  zone 
against  intrusion  and  disruption;  the  value  of  isolation  to  its 
program  cannot  be  underestimated.  But  more  than  a  convenient 
barrier, the  valley  is  a  large  laboratory  which  over  the  years 
has  been  maintained  and  preserved  by  the  school .  Several  hun¬ 
dred  students,  including  once  myself,  have  learned  zoology, 
geology,  ecology  and  related  disciplinces  by  observing  nature 
at  our  doorstep.  It  would  be  ironic  and  very  tragic  if  the 
next  generations  of  students  were  to  learn  not  natural  history 
but  the  unnatural  history  of  man's  predation  on  his  environ¬ 
ment  . 

Finally  the  valley  represents  a  source  of  livdihood  to  the 
school  through  its  ranch  operations.  The  ranch  is  an  integral 
part  of  the  Deep  Springs  training.  By  assuming  responsibility 
for  its  operation  under  the  guidance  of  professional  staff, 
the  student  gains  experience  in  the  practical  work  of  the  world. 
This  is  perhaos  the  most  significant  and  distinguishing  charac¬ 
teristic  of  the  Deep  Springs  program.  Jt  provides  an  experience 
which  most  students  today  no  longer  have  in  common  with  their 
forebearers.  The  destruction  of  range  land  and  the  removal  of 
large  amounts  of  surface  and  subterranean  water  accompanied  by 
uncontrolled  access  to  remote  parts  of  the  valley  could  permanent¬ 
ly  cripple  this  phase  of  Deep  Springs  activities. 


4- 


In  conclusion  let  me  say  that  as  a  professional  who  has  worked 
on  other  environmental  studies  (e.g.  the  FIS  for  the  Pleasant 
Valley  development  near  Bellingham,  Washington, and  the  studies 
by  Mathematical  Sciences  Northwest  and  Human  Resources  Planning 
Institute  of  the  economic  impacts  of  the  Trans-Alaska  Pipeline) 

I  am  aware  of  the  difficulties  faced  by  the  Taskforce  in  eval¬ 
uating  the  many  and  complex  cont ingencies  subsumed  within  an 
assessment  of  environmental  impacts.  But  I  am  alarmed  at  what 
appears  to  be  the  subservience  of  objective  analysis  and  pro¬ 
fessional  judgment  to  corporate  preference  in  the  draft  EIS. 
Although  only  a  microcosm,  the  instance  of  Deep  Springs  points 
to  a  willingness  to  sacrifice  environmental,  aesthetic,  and 
safety  priorities,  and  guite  possibly  good  engineering  and 
economy,  to  expediency.  I  urge  you,  therefore,  to  give  your 
most  careful  attention  to  alternatives  to  the  proposed  route  and 
to  subject  the  draft  EIS  to  a  thorough  and  critical  review. 

Thanking  you  for  this  opportunity  to  submit  my  comments,  I  am. 
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Sincerely  yours, 

r 


Eric  V.  Swanson 


Response  to  Comments  received 
From  Eric  V.  Swanson 
dated  October  26,  1975 


Alternative  routes  are  discussed  in  section  8  of  the  Los 
Angeles  Volume.  A  matrix  comparing  the  alternatives  is  pre¬ 
sented  in  the  Alternatives  and  Overview  Volumes.  No  justi¬ 
fication  for  any  route  is  made,  merely  a  discription  of  the 
Impacts . 

As  indicated  on  page  221  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume  revege¬ 
tation  may  be  a  long  slow  process.  Mitigatory  measures  pages 
345-347  indicate  more  than  one  seeding  may  be  necessary  as  well 
as  other  special  measures  in  these  xeric  environments.  The 
habitat  for  Bufo  exsul  is  described  on  page  161  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Vomume. 

Closing,  restricting  and  limiting  access  to  the  right-of-way  will 
be  considered  in  stipulations  prior  to  issuance  of  right-of-way 
authorization. 

Pages  430  and  433  Los  Angeles  Volume  mentions  impacts  on  Deep 
Springs  College.  Other  mentions  of  the  college  exist  throughout 
the  report. 

The  Alternatives  section  was  expanded.  Preference  of  one  route 
over  another  is  not  included  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  John  R.  Swanson 
dated  Ocotber  10,  1975 
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This  comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  final  EIS. 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Fairbanks,  Alaska 
September  28  and  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Daniel  Swift 
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MR.  DANIEL  SWI^T: 

My  name  is  DANIEL  SWIFT,  I  live  at  1^2  Mile  Grenac  Road 
here  in  Fairbanks  and  I  am  here  representing  myself. 

First  I  am  going  to  state  my  opposition  to  the  traverse 
of  the  Arctic  Wildlife  Range  by  any  gas  transportation 
system.  I  believe  this  topic  was  discussed  at  length 
this  morning  so  I  will  not  dwell  further  on  it  but  just 
make  my  position  clear. 

My  major  concern  in  this  testimony  is  the  possible  impact 
of  the  availability  of  natural  gas  in  Interior  Alaska  and 
Fairbanks  in  particular.  The  availability  of  natural 
gas  would  present  an  irresistible  temptation  on  the  part 
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1 

of  some  individuals  to  attempt  to  develop  a  petrochemical 

1 

because  of  the  practical  difficulty  of  discriminating 

2 

industry'  utilizing  this  gas.  This  is  about  the  most 

2 

between  these  two  types  of  use. 

3 

inappropriate  area  imaginable  for  such  an  activity. 

3 

Even  though  gas  is  clean  fuel  its  combustion  produces  more 

4 

* 

4 

water  vapor  than  other  fuels  because  natural  gas  consists 

5 

Fairbanks  during  the  winter  months  has  temperature  con¬ 

5 

primarily  of  methane  which  is  -  which  has  a  higher  per¬ 

6 

versions  of  more  than  80%  of  the  time  and  during  the  winter 

6 

centage  of  hydrogen  than  other  types  of  fuel.  During 

7 

time  has  winds  that  average  2.8  miles  per  hour  or  less. 

7 

cold  weather  water  vapor  is  a  pollutant  because  it  produces 

8 

This  extreme  divergence  that  Fairbanks  has  results  in  the 

8 

ice  fog. 

9 

lack  of  solar  heating  at  the  ground  and  it  is  a  combination 

9 

* 

10 

of  the  continuous  radiance  cooling  day  and  night  at  the 

10 

Pollution  I  think  is  somewhat  of  a  minor  point  -  the  major 

11 

surface  and  warm  advances  aloft.  For  this  reason  Fairbanks 

11 

concern  is  that  industrial  use  of  gas  results  in  the 

12 

experiences  some  of  the  worst  temperature  divergence  of 

12 

addition  of  noxious  hydrocarbon  and  aromatic  compounds  to 

13 

almost  any  city  in  the  world. 

13 

our  limited  atmosphere  -  and  the  greater  human  activity 

14 

The  temperature  divergence  persistent  in  the  month  of 

14 

resulting  from  the  industrial  expansion  would  also  increase 

15 

October  through  March  -  -  -  and  in  addition  the  Fairbanks 

15 

the  level  of  secondary  pollutants  such  as  carbon  monoxide 

16 

area  itself  is  situated  in  a  topographic  bowl  which  further 

16 

from  automobile  traffic. 

17 

inhibits  any  air  motion.  As  evidence  of  the  extreme 

17 

The  subarctic  areas  have  a  limited  carrying  capacity  for 

18 

pollution  potential  of  this  area  -  Fairbanks  with  its  re¬ 

18 

human  activity  typical  of  our  industrial  age.  The  interest 

19 

latively  small  population  is  on  the  EPA * s  'Ten  Most  Wanted 

19 

of  the  current  residents  of  interior  Aalaska  rerruire  limit¬ 

20 

List'  in  regards  to  carbon  monoxide  pollution  -  and  this  is 

20 

ations  in  some  industrial  activities. 

21 

in  competition  with  the  larger  metropolitan  areas  in  the 

21 

* 

22 

United  States. 

22 

However,  from  a  national  perspective  it  is  easily  recog¬ 

23 

My  major  recommendation  in  this  testimony  is  that  no  gas 

23 

nized  that  gas  is  a  limited  resource  and  current  demand  is 

24 

from  any  pipeline  be  made  available  for  use  in  Interior 

24 

greater  than  supply.  It  does  not  seem  to  be  in  the  nationa 

25 

Alaska.  This  includes  domestic  as  well  as  industrial  use 
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f 

interest  to  encourage  additional  dependency  on  this  limited 

resource. 
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1 

My  third  point  -  my  other  recommendation  is  that  the 

1 

To  summarize  my  three  major  points:  ( 1) -  do  not  violate 

2 

routing  of  the  gas  pipeline  parallel  the  present  oil  pipe- 

2 

the  Arctic  National  Waildli^e  Range;  (2)-  just  ship  the 

3 

line  corridor  from  Prudhoe  Bay  to  -  down  as  far  as 

3 

gas  out  of  Alaska  -  there's  no  availability  for  use  of 

4 

Fairbanks  and  then  proceed  from  Fairbanks  through  Canada 

4 

the  gas  in  Interior  Alaska;  and  (3)-  give  serious  con- 

5 

along  the  Alaska  highway,  that  this  option  be  given 

5 

sideration  to  the  Alaska  Highway  route. 

6 

serious  consideration  besides  the  others  which  seem  to  be 

6 

Thank  you I 

7 

the  two  major  proposals.  This  route  which  we  might  call 

7 

JUDGE: 

e 

the  Alaska  Highway  route,  has  the  advantage  that  no  new 

8 

Are  there  any  questions  of  Mr.  Swift?  (NO  RESPONSE) . 

9 

corridors  would  be  reouired  and  further  would  result  in  a 

9 

Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Swift. 

10 

more  efficient  use  of  the  gas.  It  is  my  understanding 

10 

Our  next  listed  speaker  is  Mr.  Don  Hopkins. 

11 

that  with  the  liquefaction  option  there  is  about  a  13% 

11 

MR.  HOPKINS : 

12 

shrinkage  due  to  the  tremendous  energy  reouired  in  the 

12 

My  name  is  DON  HOPKINS,  I  have  been  a  resident  of  Alaska 

13 

liquefaction  process  whereas  the  shrinkage  in  the  pipeline 

13 

since  1953  and  of  Interior  Alaska  since  1955.  I  am  the 

14 

-  in  all  pipeline  routes  is  only  about  9%. 

14 

Director  of  Planning  and  Research,  State  Department  of 

15 

At  this  time  I  cannot  say  that  this  seems  to  be  the  best 

15 

of  Development,  and  for  two  and  a  half  years  I  was  the 

16 

route  but  I  think  it  should  be  given  more  consideration 

16 

Borough  planning  Director  for  the  Fairbanks  North  Star 

17 

than  it  seems  to  heva  been  given. 

17 

Borough . 

18 

* 

18 

I  have  prepared  a  short  written  statement  but  I  have  no 

19 

Finally,  in  your  deliberations  I  ask  that  you  keep  in 

19 

copy.  More  basic  to  our  nation’s  well  being  than  the 

20 

mind  that  the  gas  is  a  public  resource,  its  transportation 

20 

condition  of  its  natural  environment  is  its  economic  en- 

21 

must  cross  public  lands,  and  the  way  it  is  used  affects  the 

21 

vironment.  This  statement  is  not  meant  to  minimize  the 

22 

public  welfare.  It  is  therefore  a  public  decision  and 

22 

importance  of  protecting  the  natural  environment  but  rather 

23 

nor/  one  that  should  be  regarded  as  a  public  rather  than  a 

23 

to  put  it  in  perspective  when  we  consider  the  total  welfare 

24 

Chamber  of  Commerce  decision. 

24 

of  the  nation.  If  the  nation's  economy  fails  the  nation 

25 

• 

25 

will  fall  -  and  all  of  these  environmental  protections  will 
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Response  to  Comments 
of  M.  Daniel  Swift 
presented  at  the  Public  Hearing  in 
Fairbanks,  Alaska  on  September  28,  1975 


The  Alaska  Volume  has  been  revised  and  includes  analysis  of  air 
quality  impacts  beginning  on  pages  739  and  757. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.  20240 


NOV  .  r:  Ib/S 

Baa.  Jobs  rrab# 

Homoe  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Hr.  Arabs > 

Tour  lector  of  October  22,  Co  which  was  attached  a  latter  dated 
September  29  frooi  your  constituent.  Ns.  Janice  Takata,  arrived  at 
a  particularly  appropriate  ties.  We  touched  base  with  our  people 
who  are  working  on  the  environmental  impact  statement  (BIS)  entitled, 
"Alaska  natural  Gas  Transportation  System,"  and  they  gavo  us  e 
progress  report.  Very  briefly,  Ms.  Takata  will  be  pleased  to  know 
that  a  large  number  of  people  have  written  to  us  expressing  concern 
about  preserving  vllderness  end  wildlife  values,  especially  those 
of  Alaska. 


2 


Until  tbs  requirement s  of  the  national  Environmental  Policy  Act  are 
■at,  it  would  be  premature  for  this  Department  to  decisions 
regarding  the  issuance  er  denial  of  permits  oe  the  applicant's 
proposed  route  or  viable  altematlvee. 


.  .  :  ,  .  7  ' — - - - or  concern. 

I?;,1?1***  *  *‘tt*r  *•  k*ln*  “d*  •  P«t  of  our  public  r.cord  uj 

**  COMU,rt^  <mT  writing  teams  as  they  prepare  our  final  EIS. 

If  we  can  be  of  aesletanca,  please  let 


•lncerely  yours, 


Most  concern  has  been  In  terms  of  recommending  denials  of  parmlts 
eo  cross  the  Arctle  National  Wildlife  Rang#  and  thua  avoid  a  spectnas 
of  Impacts  on  its  diverse  wildlife  populations.  A  comm,  suggestion 
la  to  route  the  proposed  gas  pipeline  south  from  Frudhoe  Bay  (roughly 
paralleling  the  existing  oil  pipeline)  to  the  Fairbanks  area,  and 
from  there  generally  eastward  into  Canada  and  then  south  Into  the 
lover  United  States.  Our  writar/analyata  are  giving  cars  fill  considera¬ 
tion  to  this,  and  othor  routs  alignments  as  they  prepare  our  final  cc: 

EIS.  Too  can  be  sure  that,  before  the  Secretary  Issues  or  denlea  Secy  R.F.  (2);  Signer  R.F.  (2) •  LW  (2) 

permits  for  crossing  Fsdsrsl  lands  for  this  application,  ha  will  folly  LLM:DDRF(A) ;  Soelen  -  Kncm  1540-  Betty  Dawes  -  Soon  1540 

eouldar  rtld.ru...,  rtldllf.,  «u)  «.u7  oth.r  f.ctor..  302  Riding  Ml.  -  Roo.  1540;  Hrtd  Copy  ^  .  IS  Vo  / 

Ms.  Takate's  questioning  the  need  for  an  additional  plpalina  to  supply  Lm:RASoulen:bas:ll/ll/75 

xjEouthern  California  at  this  time  Is  well  taken.  The  appllcent. 

Interstate  Transmission  Associates  (Arctic),  has  very  recently  amended 
Its  application  to  utilise,  for  the  most  pert,  existing  pipelines  to 
deliver  its  near- term  share  of  the  Frudhoe  Bay  gaa  resourca  to 
^.Southern  California.  In  tastlmony  at  osr  public  hearing,  however, 
the  applicant  Indicated  that  It  might  renew  its  original  application 
at  some  future  date. 


8i J7 


JOHN  KREBS 
17th  Diitrict,  California 


W  3 


COMMITTEE  ON  AGRICULTURE 
•urcommittii. 

COTTON 

DAIRY  AND  POULTRY 
FORESTS 


Congress  of  tfje  Unitcli  States 

$ou it  of  ftepretfentatibea 

K3a*{)(ngton,  3S.C.  20515 


COMMITTEE  ON  SMALL  BUSINESS 

ENERGY  AND  ENVIRONMENT 
GOVERNMENT  PROCUREMENT  AND 
INTERNATIONAL  TRADE 


October  22,  1975 


WASHINGTON  OFMCli 

OS  Cannon  Houii  Offici  Building 
Washington,  D  C.  20319 
(202)  223-3341 

DISTRICT  OTPICUi 

Room  4114.  Fcdcmal  Building 
1130  "O"  Strict 
Fruno,  California  93721 
(209)  437-3497 

210  South  Moohct  Boulcvako 

Visalia.  California  93277 
(209)  733-3036 

904  North  Irwin  Strict 
Hanford  California  93230 
(209)  932-2396 


Mr.  John  H.  Kyi 

Assistant  Secretary  for  Congressional 
and  Legislative  Affairs 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Dear  Mr.  Kyi: 

Enclosed  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  from  a  constituent  of 
mine  which  deals  with  the  Alaskan  natural  gas  pipeline. 

I  would  be  very  interested  in  having  the  Department's 
comments  with  regard  to  the  points  raised  in  the  letter. 

Thank  you  for  your  cooperation  in  this  matter. 


Sincerely, 

JOHN  KREBS 


September  29,  1975 


8/5 


Congressman  B.  F.  Sisk 
Representative  l6th  District 
1130  0  Street 
Fresno,  California  93721 

Dear  Congressman : 


The  issue  concerning  a  spokeswoman  for  Friends  of  the 
Enrth,  Inc.  charged  Monday  in  Sacramento  that  the  proposed 
A1  iskan  natural  gas  ni»>eline  would  result  in  irreve rsible 
loss  of  a  unique,  high  quality  wilderness  area. 

I  believe  the  construction  of  this  pipeline  is  a  threat 
to  the  Alaskan  Wilderness,  because  the  pipeline  is  designed 
to  bring  gas  from  Prudhoe  Bay  in  northern  Alaska  to  the 
lower  states  running  through  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife 
Range.  The  current  plans  has  18  U.S.  and  Canadian  compa¬ 
nies  constructing  a  6,280  mile  p'Deline  costing  $9.6  billion, 
the  largest  privately  financed  oroject  in  the  world.  Also 
this  project  consists  of  three  compressor  stations,  five  air¬ 
strips,  six  helipads,  two  wharves,  and  communication  and 
stockpile  sites  are  to  be  constructed,  which  will  eliminate 
approximately  half  of  the  population  of  caribou,  grizzly 
bears,  and  wolverines. 

In  addition  a  representative  of  the  group  that  planned 
to  bring  gas  from  the  Canadian  border  through  Washington, 
Oregon,  and  Nevada  into  Southern  California  said  the  extra 
pipeline  is  not  needed  yet  to  supply  Southern  California. 

It  is  important  that  we  act  now  in  saving  our  wildlife, 
for  it  will  be  to  late  to  do  something  about  the  issue  when 
the  loss  of  our  wildlife  animals  has  been  done. 


Sincerely , 


‘^X/nuAJL 


Janice  Takata 
5113  N.  9th  Street 
Aot  202  Bldg  17 
Fresno,  California  93710 


St.  John's  College 


SANTA  I  E.  N/-  IT  Ml  X  1C  () 


Response  to  Comments  received 
ftom  Janice  Takata 
dated  September  29,  1975 


This  comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Jonathan  M.  Teague 
dated  October  20,  1975 


This  comment  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  final  EIS. 

Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Fairbanks,  Alaska 
September  28  and  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Jim  Thompson 


1 

now  and  who  desires  to  speak.  Our  first  scheduled  speaker 

1 

California  or  to  the  east  coast  or  other  places  only  paying 

2 

then  will  be  Mr.  Leslie  Gilbert  -  is  he  here?  (NO  RESPONSE). 

2 

the  royalties  on  the  water  that  you  took  from  the  dam  and 

3 

We  will  now  call  the  next  scheduled  speaker,  Mr.  Jim 

3 

then  you  would  give  the  money  back  to  the  people  in  that 

4 

Thompson. 

4 

State  saying  "we  have  done  our  part".  You  would  not  have 

5 

MR.  THOMPSON: 

5 

the  agriculture  you  have  in  some  of  desert  States  now  -  that 

6 

Thank  you.  It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here  this  afternoon  and 

6 

we  have  around  Tucson  in  Arizona  and  those  places. 

7 

to  state  my  thinking  and  talk  on  the  Alaska  pipeline  first 

7 

I  believe  the  natural  gas  line  running  through  the  same 

8 

of  all.  I  believe  we  should  have  these  personal  benefits 

8 

corridor  would  serve  Alaskanas  and  in  the  same  instance  we 

9 

that  will  come  to  all  of  us  in  America  and  of  course,  to  us 

9 

would  have  an  opportunity  should  we  deem  it  feasible  to  not 

10 

in  Alaska  too  -  primarily  because  we  in  Alaska  have  been  a 

10 

only  tap  in  a  pipeline  that  would  help  surely  towns  like 

11 

service  State  for  about  as  long  as  I  can  remember-  I  came  up 

11 

North  Pole,  Fairbanks  surely,  Delta,  Nenana  which  is  fifty 

12 

in  '52  to  Alaska  and  then  in  '62  I  came  to  Fairbanks. 

12 

miles  away  and  also  take  in  Valdez  and  Cordova  if  that's  the 

13 

As  you  know  the  coastal  region  does  have  benefits  from  the 

13 

route  they  have  reported  going  into. 

14 

shipping,  from  the  fishing  -  but  we  in  the  interior  are  de- 

14 

* 

15 

pendent  entirely  on  what  we  can  generate  here  in  the  way  of 

15 

We  need  something  that  we  can  use  for  shipping  that  will 

16 

business  which  is  primarily  in  the  classification  of  service. 

16 

give  us  a  backhaul  either  going  south  or  coming  north.  As 

17 

* 

17 

you  know  the  boats /barges  if  they  are  filled  to  handle  the 

18 

We  have  now  established  a  road  from  Prudhoe  3ay  down  to 

18 

natural  gas  going  south  they  should  have  something  to  sup- 

19 

Valdez  -  it's  a  well  thought  of  route  that  the  present  pipe- 

19 

plement  them  coming  north  and  I  believe  we  can  build  barges 

20 

line  that’s  being  constructed  is  coming  down.  it  is  my 

20 

or  ships  that  will  help  us  do  that.  V7e  are  also  taking 

21 

thought  that  we  as  Alaskans  should  think  primarily  of  what 

21 

the  oil  south  and  then  the  commodities  coming  north  on  them. 

22 

we  can  benefit  in  our  locality.  Should  we  not  bring  a 

22 

on  those  ships ''barges  could  minimize  the  cost  of  shipping 

23 

pipeline  down  or  the  natural  gasline  down  through  the  corri- 

23 

for  us  in  Alaska.  If  there  is  anything  we  can  do  such 

24 

dor  we  have  now  would  be  the  same  as  if  we  built  the  Hoover 

24 

as  a  natural  gasline  to  make  it  where  we  could  have  a  more 

25 

Dam  or  any  dam  in  the  desert  and  piped  the  water  to 

25 

economical  manner  of  living  such  as  maybe  keep  our  housing 
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1 

and  can  use  and  I  believe  we  can  use  it  for  the  benefit 

1 

facilities  with  haat.  This  is  more  year-round  instead  of 

2 

of  business,  making  the  shipping  less  expensive  while  the 

2 

the  seasonal  projects  we  have  now  because  as  you  know  we 

3 

commodity  is  here  -  I  think  we  would  be  doing  this  State 

3 

can  only  continue  our  construction  up  to  the  periods  of 

4 

and  our  fellow  Americans  a  great  honor. 

4 

winter. 

* 

5 

Thank  you! 

6 

I  realize  that  I  am  not  saying  anything  that  hasn’t  been 

6 

7 

JUDGE: 

7 

said  before,  that  you  haven’t  read,  that  hasn't  been  stated 

8 

Are  there  any  Questions  of  Mr.  Thompson?  (NO  RESPONSE) . 

6 

in  the  statements  in  the  course  of  time.  I  represent  no 

9 

Thank  you.  Our  next  registered  speaker  is  Nancy  Gross. 

9 

organization  other  than  just  business  people  here  in  this 

10 

(NO  RESPONSE).  Next,  Wally  Baer. 

10 

town.  This  is  probably  the  first  committee  that  I  have 

11 

MR.  3A5R: 

11 

spoken  in  front  of  and  I  do  feel  very  strongly  that  we  should 

12 

Thank  you.  I  am  P.W. (Wally)  Baer.  General  Manager  of 

12 

utilize  our  natural  resources  that  we  have  in  Alaska  to  help 

13 

the  Greater  Fairbanks  chamber  of  Commerce  and  I  speak  on 

13 

us  as  Alaskans  and  to  help  the  Lower  48  as  Americans  and  if 

14 

behalf  of  the  Greater  Fairbanks  chamber  of  Commerce  here 

14 

we  are  going  to  ship  our  natural  gas  I  suggest  that  we  use 

15 

this  afternoon. 

15 

the  existing  lines  that  we  have  already  buried  or  build  a 

16 

As  we  understand  it  the  hearing  here  today  is  with  regards 

16 

line  from  the  west  coast  to  the  east  coast  if  we  need  it  or 

17 

to  the  Environmental  Statement  prepared  by  the  Department 

17 

what  we  need  to  make  it  go. 

18 

of  Interior  on  the  application  of  Arctic  Gas  Company  to 

10 

* 

19 

build  a  pipeline  from  the  Prudhoe  3ay  fields  through  Alaska, 

19 

I  could  probably  go  on  and  repeat  other  things  that  I  have 

20 

through  Canada,  and  to  the  smaller  States.  our  position 

20 

read  and  you  have  read  but  that  primarily  gentlemen  is 

21 

in  this  of  course  is  that  we  feel  the  construction  of  a 

21 

basically  my  thoughts.  I  believe  you  should  utilize  all  of 

22 

6,280  mile  pipeline  through  Alaska  and  Canada  is  by  its 

22 

our  commodities  here  to  benefit  us  in  Alaska  to  help  make  us 

23 

very  nature  going  to  create  considerably  more  environmental 

23 

so  we  will  not  be  so  dependent  on  the  government  to  help  us 

24 

damage  problems  than  the  construction  of  a  gas  pipeline  in 

24 

suffice  to  live.  The  only  commodity  we  have  now  is  the  oil. 

25 

Alaska  utilizing  the  corridor  presently  used  by  the  Trans- 

25 

the  natural  gas  is  a  take-off  from  it  which  we  have  to  use 

-129- 

-128- 

ALASKA-WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 

ALASKA-WIDE  COURT  REPORTERS 

949  CAST  COURT H  AVENUE  -  2?7.6-»22 

949  CAST  rOURTM  AVENUE  -  277-0*32 

409  S.  Hi  Lusi  Avenue 
Mt .  Prospect,  Ill.  60056 
December  8,  1975 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Mr.  Jim  Thompson 
at  the  Fairbanks  Public  Hearing 
September  28  &  29,  1975 


This  comment  was  noted  but  no  change 


was  made  in  the  final  EIS. 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transp.  System 
Room  1538 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  T).  C.  20240 


Re:  Proposed  Pipeline 


Gentlemen: 


We  note  from  recent  information  in  the  paper  that  it  is  proposed  to  direct 
the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  through  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  in 
Illinois.  Having  been  a  constant  visitor  to  this  park,  and  realizing  its 
tremendous  recreational  and  scientific  value  to  the  citizens  of  Illinois, 
we  are  absolutely  opposed  to  its  being  disturbed  by  man-made  projects. 

As  you  know,  the  State  of  Illinois  ranks  on  the  bottom  of  the  list  in  terms 
of  recreational  acres  per  capita.  If  for  no  other  reason,  land  of  this  type 
is  extremely  sacred  to  the  residents  of  this  state.  To  in  any  way  alter  or 
impair  this  land  would  be  of  utmost  detrimental  affect. 

Furthermore,  natural  preserves  should  not  be  considered  as  the  "easy  way" 
to  cross  given  territory.  This  land  is  held  in  trust  for  the  citizens  of 
the  country,  and  should  not  be  subject  to  alteration  due  to  convenience 
factors,  political  expediency,  or  irrational  whim. 

We  ask  that  every  possible  consideration  be  given  to  alternate  routes,  so 
that  the  value  of  Starved  Rock  Nature  Preserve  will  remain  unimpaired. 

Sincerely, 


Mr.  &  Mrs.  David  R.  Toeppen 


S30 


Response  to  Coonencs  received 
fro*  Mr.  &  Mrs.  David  R.  Toeppen 
dated  December  8,  1975 


This  count  was  noted  but  no  change  was  aade  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Consents  received 
from  Joe  Tonsinere 
undated 


This  ccmnaent  was  noted  but  no  change  was  aade  in  the  final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Bruce  Tribken 
dated  October  22,  1975 


This  coianent  was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  in  the  final  EIS. 
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2** tc  Goaneses  received 
frov>  Ell»e  £-  Ssrenwrer 
dated  *cnr*afcer  9,  1975 


Thi»  comment  wm  noted  V*t  no  change  was  made  ia  tie  final  FIS 


Septet t>er  23,  1975 


Mr.  Art  Kennedy 
c/o  Bureau  of  Land  Mam^eaent 
555  Cordova  Street 
Anchorage,  Alaska  99501 


iea^ocse  to  Cooneocs  received 
» to®  Cordon  TiGaric 
dated  Sept enter  23,  1975 


was  noted  but  no  change  was  made  ia  toe  final  ZIS 


Mr.  Kennedy: 

that  no  invasion  of  tha  Arctl*  fet,^  8  »tate»m  v.  -acoanena 

wxteratandlng  that  certain  g,,  ptnjlna  prcpSaf.  ^s^1‘i1"Td-  Z\ !*  *' 
serious  environmental  effec*  on  *-,*  y» -- '  ’  11  *e~  Jj  '  wo'-Lt(i  cause 

in  this  region.  v*riom  her4s  «u*  other  ania*!* 


-  s  ^.rsrjssi-. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  looking  into  this  nr. ter. 


GV;hs 


Very  truly  yours. 


^Gordon  VlGarlo 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Douglas  Von  Qualen 
undated 


Davis,  Skaggs  &  Co..  Inc 

M  IW 

STOCKS  -  BONDS 

NCW  KOCXtCntNdl 

AMERICAN  HOC  H  IKCNANOI 
•TOO*  (KCHANOI 

CMICAOO  BOARO  OPTIONS  (XCHANOC  100  SANSOME  STREET 

M!OW«»T  •too a  KCMANOI  SAN  FRANCISCO  ©A  IO-4 

IA>#I  3M-TTOO 
C*Ok«  A(>i*A*«A  OaSCC 


See  response  to  comments  from  Trustees  of  Deep  Springs  College,  October  6 
1975. 


'!  ’risk  ores 
lru«bn  <tuml  V.s 
ure:  u  or  I.rirt  *  •  n 
.  er  rt  ent  or 
nsMnrto.i,  ■>. 


runs  ort  ''w  ton 
■e  ent  (302) 
nterior 


•o  r  irs: 
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Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Sacramento,  California 
September  29  and  30,  1975 
by  Ms.  Florence  R.  Webb 
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a.  weoo.  My  address 
is  111  Ash  Way,  San  Rafael,  California. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Do  you  have  a  written  statement  to 

submit? 

MS.  WEBB:  I  have  a  copy  of  my  oral  statement. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Very  well.  You  may  proceed  with 
your  oral  statement,  then. 

MS.  WEBB:  I  stand  before  you  today  as  an 

expatriate  Alaskan.  I  lived  in  Anchorage  for  six  years. 

I  left  only  because  of  career  considerations,  and  I  will 
return  as  soon  as  I  can.  I  expect  to  live  there  the  rest 
of  my  life.  I  tell  you  this  because  I  want  you  to  under¬ 
stand  my  position.  I  have  no  economic  stake  in  resource 
development  beyond  that  of  a  citizen  of  the  area  being 
developed,  I  do  not  approach  you  as  an  armchair  conser¬ 
vationist,  worried  about  places  she  has  never  seen, 
although  unlike  many  Alaskans,  I  am  willing  for  America  to 
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have  a  voice  in  matters  which  affect  her  last  frontier. 

increased  24 %  between  the  beginning  and  the  end  of  1974. 

I  am  here  to  defend  my  home. 

2 

Traffic  accidents  rose  25%  in  the  same  period,  and  the 

In  1970,  when  the  hearings  on  the  Trans-Alaska 

3 

Increased  traffic  in  the  winter  produced  what  Alaska 

oil  pipeline  were  being  held,  many  Alaskans  expressed 

4 

Magazine  describes  as  "record  carbon  monoxide  concentration" 

fear3  that,  no  matter  what  the  safeguards  on  that  particular 

5 

In  downtown  Anchorage’s  heavy  traffic  areas.  Anchorage's 

system,  it  was  Just  the  first  step  in  a  continuing  series 

6 

Alaska  Psychiatric  Institute  reported  a  30*  Increase  In 

of  pipelines,  roads,  and  developments  which  spelled  doom 

7 

patients  between  1973  and  1975.  In  1974  there  was  a  20* 

8 

Increase  In  reported  rapes,  a  63*  Increase  In  murders. 

for  the  wilderness,  and  the  Alaskan  way  of  life.  Phrases 

such  as  "Bleeding  heart",  "Wild-eyed  preservationist" ,  and 

9 

and  a  625*  Increase  In  hard  drug  arrests. 

the  like  were  daily  fare  in  Anchorage's  conservative  press 

10 

A  pipeline  Impact  report  made  by  the  Greater 

J 1 

Anchorage  Area  Borough  Planning  Department  states,  quote 

as  those  deeply  involved  in  Alaska's  big  business  tried, 

with  a  little  too  much  success,  to  convince  the  rest  of 

12 

"The  economy  is  booming  at  the  expense  of  change  in  the 

us  that  only  faintheartedness  lay  in  the  way  of  petroleum- 

13 

quality  of  life.  Residential  developments  are  mushrooming 

induced  prosperity. 

14 

throughout  the  area  to  accommodate  the  additional  popu- 

Those  who  argued  that  between  us  and  untold 

IS 

latlon.  Anchorage  Is  rapidly  moving  from  a  large  town 

riches  were  also  a  period  of  economic  chaos,  and  a 

16 

with  urban  and  suburban  mixture  to  a  centralized  city 

permanent  reduction  of  the  "frontier  spirit"  on  which  we 

17 

encircled  by  Increasing  urban  sprawl." 

prided  ourselves  were,  literally,  voices  crying  out  In  the 

A  recently  formed  Housing  Information  and 

wilderness . 

19 

Referral  Task  Force  In  Anchorage  has  been  seriously 

That  was  1970.  Now  It  Is  1975,  and  what  do 

20 

considering  the  possible  need  for  emergency  trailer  and 

we  know  about  Alaska  today,  as  compared  with  Alaska  of  a 

21 

tent  sites  to  accommodate  a  further  Influx  of  people  In 

few  years  ago? 

22 

the  face  of  a  city-wide  housing  vacancy  rate,  which  is 

The  population  of  metropolitan  Anchorage  in 

23 

almost  zero. 

1970  was  A8, 081.  On  July  1,  1975,  the  figure  had  Increased 

24 

A  child  abuse  center  in  Anchorage  reports 

25 

that  there  were  4o  reported  cases  per  month  of  child  abuse 

to  85,660.  Motor  vehicle  registration  In  Anchorage 

- . -  JM 

1 

during  the  summer  of  1974.  For  the  same  period  in  1975, 

1 

• 

1 

cally,  or  ecologically. 

2 

there  were  60  to  70  cases  per  month. 

. 

Intelligent,  aware  planning  is  necessary  to 

3 

In  Fairbanks,  the  picture  is  similar.  1974 

3 

preserve  the  special  character  of  the  49th  state.  Just 

4 

saw  a  26*  Increase  in  major  crime  over  1973,  a  doubling 

4 

how  aware  the  planners  of  this  project  have  been  can  be 

5 

In  hard  drug  violations,  and  a  150*  Increase  In  drunkenness. 

5 

seen  In,  we  consider,  the  single  problem  of  revegetation. 

6 

In  the  first  half  of  1974  alone,  food  prices  in  Fairbanks 

6 

In  discussing  the  Impact  of  line  construction 

7 

rose  38*.  Random  blood  samples  were  taken  to  test  carboxy- 

7 

on  wildlife,  the  statement  admits  that  moose  populations. 

8 

hemoglobin  saturation,  an  Indicator  of  how  much  automotive 

8 

along  the  construction  route,  will  surfer.  However, 

9 

pollution  a  person  has  withstood.  The  tests  showed  an 

9 

according  to  the  statement,  the  moose  will  be  able  to  come 

10 

Increase  from  2.2*  to  3.1*  during  1974.  Divorce  rose  by 

10 

back  when  the  revegetation  program  gets  under  way.  This 

11 

42*  in  the  summer  of  1974,  and  assaults  on  police,  which 

11 

may  sound  reassuring  on  the  surface,  but  It  ignores  one 

12 

had  numbered  only  two  In  the  whole  of  1973,  were  up  to  42 

12 

small  thing  about  moose;  moose  do  not  eat  grass.  Moose 

13 

during  the  first  three  quarters  of  1974. 

13 

eat  willow.  Planting  grass  will  not  do  a  thing  to  Insure 

14 

The  point  of  all  this  is  that  Alaska  Is 

14 

a  food  supply  for  moose,  and  grass  Is  all  the  company 

15 

experiencing  a  crisis.  This  crisis  is  expected  to  last 

15 

proposes  to  plant. 

16 

until  sometime  after  the  completion  of  the  Trans-Alaska 

1 

And  speaking  of  planting  grass,  there  is  the 

17 

oil  pipeline.  To  begin  another  major  construction  project, 

17 

small  matter  of  what  kind  of  grass  to  plant.  Arctic  Gas 

18 

before  the  state  has  any  time  to  recover,  could  spell 

18 

has  several  mixtures  for  several  different  kinds  of 

19 

disaster.  ■ 

19 

terrain,  but  all  the  mixes  have  one  thing  In  common;  they 

20 

To  be  sure,  there  are  problems  with  the 

20 

all  Include,  at  least  5*  foxtail  grass. 

21 

specific  planning  of  the  project,  but  the  greatest  of  the 

21 

I  don't  know  whether  any  of  the  people  making 

22 

harms  which  can  arise,  as  I  see  It,  is  the  very  great  harm 

22 

the  decisions  on  this  project  have  ever  lived  in  an  area 

23 

of  compounding  a  dangerous  economic  cycle,  piling  Injury 

23 

where  foxtails  are  indigenous;  Northern  California  Is  such 

24 

on  top  of  wound  until  it  becomes  very  difficult,  if  not 

an  area.  Hardly  a  week  goes  by  here  without  the  veterinary 

25 

impossible,  for  Alaska  to  regain  Its  equilibrium  economl- 

column  In  the  San  Francisco  paper  warning  pet  owners  about 

635 
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the  dangers  foxtail  awns  pose  for  dogs,  cats,  and  horses. 
These  little  seeds  work  their  way  Into  the  skin  of  an 
animal ,  burrow  through  the  skin  Into  muscle,  and  fester, 
sometimes  causing  serious  Infection.  The  ear  area  Is 
especially  vulnerable,  and  deafness  Is  a  very  real  danger. 

Foxtails  are  not  Indigenous  to  Alaska.  They're 
a  serious  pest  where  they  do  grow.  I  consider  It  very 
sloppy,  at  best,  to  Introduce  any  new  species  to  an  area, 
but  it  Is  the  height  of  Irresponsibility  to  knowingly 
Introduce  a  notorious  pest  such  as  foxtail  grass  In  an 
area  not  already  cursed  with  It.  Have  the  starling,  and 
the  gypsy  moth  taught  us  nothing? 

And  what  is  this  product,  for  which  we  may  be 
willing,  by  the  admission  of  the  impact  statement,  itself, 
to  "temporarily1'  —  in  quotes  —  reduce  moose  populations, 
to  permanently  reduce  the  only  herd  in  the  area  of  wild 
musk  oxen,  to  place  noisy  construction  machinery  within  a 
mile  of  the  nests  of  bald  and  golden  eagles,  peregrine 
falcons,  and  osprey,  to  eliminate  a  substantial  portion  of 
Northeastern  Alaska  from  any  future  wilderness  designation, 
to  endanger  the  subsistence,  hunting  way  of  life,  practiced 
by  the  area’s  native  populations  for  generations?  The 
product  is  natural  gas.  This  line,  as  planned,  would  in 
the  year  1980  be  producing  3.5  to  4.5  billion  cubic  feet 
per  day.  The  demand  for  gas  in  1980  is  expected  to  be 
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33.2  trillion  cubic  feet.  This  means  that  the  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Line  would  supply  approximately  3 . 8 of  our 
need,  an  amount  which  could  be  saved  by  conservation, 
without  even  trying  hard.  And  what  would  we  do  with  the 
gas?  Why  not  save  it?  Why  not  wait  until  the  technology 
is  developed  to  remove  it  without  damaging  a  strip  of  land 
thousands  of  miles  long;  why  not  wait  until  Alaska  can 
absorb  another  shock  without  sinking  entirely;  why  not  wait 
until  we  know  what  we  really  need  natural  gas  for,  and 
what  can  be  done  with  other  forms  of  energy  not  yet  in 
strong  production? 

Give  the  wild,  and  especially  the  rare,  animal 
populations  of  Alaska  a  few  years  to  grow.  Give  the  human 
population  of  Alaska  a  few  years  to  bounce  back.  Give 
science  a  few  years  to  discover  better  ways  to  get  at  the 
gas,  and  better  things  to  use  than  gas  for  some  Jobs,  and 
then  approach  the  question  again,  carefully. 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Does  the  panel  have  any  questions? 

MS.  CLARK:  During  this  period,  this  waiting  period, 
what  do  you  suggest  be  done  with  the  gas,  reinjection? 

MS.  WEBB:  Reinjection  is  the  main  method  that  I 
heard  of  to  use  to  avoid  having  to  flare  it  off.  In  some 
areas,  I  don't  think  they're  even  pumping  oil  —  are  they? 
—  in  all  the  same  places  where  the  gas  is  coming  up.  In 
some  cases,  I  think,  it  can  Just  be  left  in  the  ground. 
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JUDGE  STEINER:  Thank  you,  Ms.  Webb. 

Is  there  anyone  else  in  the  audience  who 
would  like  to  speak  on  today's  subject? 

(No  response.) 

The  hearing  will  be  in  recess  until  the 
scheduling  of  the  next  speaker,  which  is  4:15. 

(Whereupon  a  recess  was  taken.) 

JUDGE  STEINER:  The  hearing  will  be  in  order. 

The  next  speaker  will  be  Honorable  Raymond  J. 
Sherwin,  Superior  Court  Judge,  Fairfield,  California. 

Do  you  have  a  written  statement  to  submit? 

JUDGE  SHERWIN :  No ,  I  do  not ,  Mr .  Chairman . 

JUDGE  STEINER:  Very  well. 

JUDGE  SHERWIN:  May  I  thank  you  for  waiting  so  long 
for  me.  I,  obviously,  make  a  poor  explorer.  I  misunder¬ 
stood  the  instructions  I  had  yesterday,  and  I  ended  up  out 
.where  your  offices  are,  which  also  explains  why  I'm  late. 

I'm  here  testifying  as  an  individual  today; 
although,  I  understand  there's  a  little  confusion  as  to 
whether  or  not  I  might  speak  on  behalf  of  an  organization. 
But,  I  decided  that  I  could  say  more  if  I  spoke  from  my 
own  point  of  view. 

By  way  of  credentials,  my  wife  and  I,  I  think, 
have  had  a  love  affair  going  with  the  State  of  Alaska 
since  we  first  visited  there  several  years  ago.  We  feel 


Florence  R.  Webb 
111  Ash  Way 

San  Rafael,  California  94903 

September  29»  1979 
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^."cr*  you  today  as  an  expatriate  Alaskan.  I  lived  in 
— »•«  for  six  years.  I  left  only  because  of  career  considerations, 

*  -  I  will  return  as  soon  as  I  can.  1  expect  to  live  there  the  rest  of  my 
life.  I  teli  you  this  because  I  want  you  to  understand  ay  position. 

I  have  nc  economic  stake  in  resource  development  beyond  that  of  a 
citizen  of  the  area  being  deveiooed.  1  do  not  approach  you  as  an 
armchair  conservationist,  worried  about  places  she  has  never  seen, 
a. though  unlike  many  Alaskans  I  a a  willing  for  America  to  have  a  voice  in 
catters  which  affect  ner  last  frontier. 

I  an:  here  to  defend  my  home. 

I  have  divided  ny  testimony  into  two  parts.  The  first  part  will 
deal  with  the  project  itself,  and  the  second  with  the  impact  statement 
and  the  system  of  hearings  by  which  the  Interior  Dept,  attempts  to  allow 
public  input. 

In  1970,  when  the  hearings  on  the  Trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline  were 
te • ng  held,  many  Alaskan?  expressed  fears  that,  no  matter  wnat  the 
safeguards  or.  that  particuair  system,  it  was  just  the  first  step  in 
a  continuing  series  of  oipeimes,  roans,  and  devei cements  which  speilei 
doom  for  the  wilderness  ana  the  Alaskan  way  of  life,  rhrases  such  as 
"Bleeaing  heart",  "Wild-eyed  preservationist"  and  the  like  were  daily 
fare  in  Anchorage's  conservative  press  as  tnose  deeply  involved  in 
Alaska's  big  business  tried,  with  a  little  too  ouch  success,  to  convince 
tne  rest  of  us  tnat  only  faintnearl^dness  jay  in  the  way  of  petroleum- 
induced  prosperity. 

Those  who  argued  that  between  us  and  untold  riehes  were  also  a  period 
of  economic  chaos  and  a  permanent  reduction  of  tne  "frontier  spirit"  on 
which  we  priaed  ourselves  were,  literajly,  voices  crying  out  ir.  the 
vi  lde  mess. 

That  -was  1970.  Mow  it  is  197 ii  and  what  do  we  know  about  Alaska 
today  as  cosn;ared  with  A.aska  of  a  few  years  ago? 

The  population  of  metropolitan  Anchorage  in  1970  was  48.081.  On 


To  be  sure,  there  are  problems  with  tne  specific  planning  of  the 
project;  hut  the  greatest  of  the  haras  which  can  ar;8e,  as  I  see  it,  is 
the  very  great  harm  of  compounding  a  dangerous  economic  cycle,  piling  injury 
on  top  of  wound  until  it  becomes  very  difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for 
AJasica  to  regain  its  equilibrium  economically  or  eco  .-gically. 

intelligent,  aware  planning  is  necessary  to  preserve  the 

special  character  of  the  41th  state.  Just  how  aware  the  planners  of 
this  project  have  seen  can  be  seen  in  we  consider  the  single  problem  of 
revhgetation, 

in  discussing  tne  impact  of  line  construction  on  wildlife,  the 
statement  admits  that  moose  populations  along  the  construction  route 
will  suffer.  However,  according  to  the  statement,  the  moose  will  be  able 
to  come  bacs  when  the  revegetation  program  gets  -under  way.  This  may  sound 
reassuring  on  the  surface,  but  it  mores  one  small  thing  about  moose: 
moose  do  not  eat  grass.  loose  eat  willow.  Planting  grass  wi  11  not  do  a  thing 
to  insure  a  food  supply  for  moose,  and  grass  is  all  the  company  proposes 
to  plant. 

And  speaking  of  planting  grass,  there  is  the  small  matter  of  what 
kind  of  grass  to  plant.  Arctic  Gas  has  several  mixtures  for  several  different 
kmas  of  terrain,  out  ail  the  mixes  have  one  thing  in  common:  they  all  include 
at  least  =ft  foxtail  grass. 

I  don't  know  whether  any  of  the  people  making  the  decisions  on  this  project 
have  ever  lived  in  an  area  where  foxtails  are  indigenous;  Northern 
California  is  such  an  area.  Hardly  a  week  goes  by  here  without  the 
veterinary  column  in  the  San  Francisco  paper  warning  pet  owners  about  the 
dangers  foxtail  awns  pose  for  dogs,  cats,  and  horBes.  These  little  seeds 
work  their  way  into  the  skin  of  an  animaj.,  burrow  through  the  skin  into 
rousc-e.  and  fester,  sometimes  causing  serious  infection.  The  ear  area  is 
especiajly  vulnerable,  and  deafness  is  a  very  real  danger. 

Foxtails  are  not  indigenous  to  Alaska.  Foxtails  are  a  serious  pest 
where  they  do  grow.  I  consider  it  very  sloppy  to  introduce  any  new 
species  to  an  area,  but  it  is  the  height  of  irresponsioility  to  knowingly 
introduce  a  notorious  pest  such  as  foxtail* in  an  area  not  already  cursed 
with  it.  Have  the  starling  ana  tas  gypsy  moth  taught  us  nothing? 

And  what  is  this  product  for  which  wa  may  be  willing,  by  the  admission 
of  the  impact  statement  itself,  to  " temporarily*'  reduce  moose  populations, 
to  permanently  educe  the  only  herd  in  the  area  of  wild  musk  oxen,  to  place 


July  1,  197  the  fl  T»r4  ir.c  -^aed  to  8%o60,  Motor  vehicle  regis¬ 
tration  in  Anchorage  iweeD  the  beginning  and  the  end  of 

1974,  Traffic  aur.iirrt*-  ne  Ji  the  same  period,  and  the  increased 
traffic  in  the  *•>;  n*.»r  ^ist  nlanka  Magazine  describes  as  "record 

efir-’on  mon'-xiie  ii*»  s'*  i*.  downtown  Anchorage's  heavy  traffic  areas. 

Anchorage's  AiasYn  r  tf-iitr.  :  Infti lute  reported  a  50^  increase  in 
patients  .  J 77 4  i ’  1  ”  .  Ir.  JV?*  there  was  a  20%  increase  in 

re  rt*s  raven,  *  'V  t.V  e*'  v  .-vurdors,  and  a  increase  in  hard 

rru  >r  •  v.n. 

A  ;  ■  '  '.'i  .pact  report  node  by  the  Greater  Anchorage  Area  Borough 

y.'ivnL  states,  "...  The  eco*.oc^  is  boon.ing  at  the  expense  of 

cra.ve  i  the  ■.  i  ity  of  . : fe. .. residential  developments  are  mushrooming 
thv-rvh  t  tbc  vo%  to  ar.cosrodate  th*  additional  population.  Anchorage  is 
•evil  y  iv  v-  from  a  -•j*  e  tc*ro  with  urbar.  ano  suourban  mixture  to  a 
centra  iv?u  c '  me irolr *  by  inersasing  urban  sprawl," 

A  reesnt  y  fort-?-  .rir?  Ji.forta.tion  oj.  i  Referral  Task  Force  in 
Ar-thora,*-*  n.  a  ee  ssricrx  cov»i  ering;  the  possible  need  for  emergency 
tro.il and  tent  sites  to  asc««ir  ite  a  further  influx  of  peoole  in  tne  face 
of  a  city-wi-i?  uousin,-.  vacancy  r.to  whicl*  is  almost  zero. 

A  child  urs'!  tir  in  Anch  -  -e;ort3  that  there  were  40  reported 
cv-isx  :or  sr’th  of  oh  .  '.‘■•use  urii.  •  the  summer  of  1974.  For  tne  sane 
joriod  on  1°7  ,  there  raw  0  to  cases  per  month, 

~n  Fair IjrtiirB.  the  'i.rtive  is  similar,  1974  saw  a  2 inc as*?  in 
major  crimo  cv.jr  1975,  a  Jvublin,:  in  ha-d  drug  violations,  and  a  lso#> 
j.cnase  in  Irur.ksn..  jss.  In  th?  first  half  of  1974  alone,  food  prices  in 
; ilroanks  rose  58>.  Random  blood  sit  les  were  taken  to  test  carboxy- 
n.;n«globin  saturation,  an  indicator  of  how  much  automotive  ;ollu.t.on 
*-  person  has  withstood.  The  testa  phoved  an  increase  from  2.2%  to 
5.V-  during  1974.  Divorce  rose  oy  \2*>  n  the  summer  of  1974,  axid 
asBiu.ts  on  police,  which  had  numbered  only  2  in  the  wroie  of  1974,  wer«  up 
to  42  during  the  first  three  quarters  of  1974. 

The  point  of  ali  this  is  that  Alaska  *s  experiencing  a  crisis.  This 
crisis  is  expected  to  last  \mtiJ  so.aw  t4;je  aft?r  the  coov.otiin  uf  tne 
Trans-Alaska  oil  pipeline.  To  begin  another  cajor  consirvictia  .  project  voforo 
tne  state  har.  any  time  to  recover  loald  e  ell  disaster. 


noisy  construction  machinery  within  a  mile  of  the  nests  of  oald  and  golden 
eagles,  peregrine  falcons,  and  osprey,  to  eliminate  a  substantial  portion 
of  northeastern  Alaska  from  any  future  w.iderness  designation,  to  endanger 
the  sunsistence-hunting  way  of  life  practiced  by  the  area's  native  popu¬ 
lations  for  generations?  The  product  is  natural  gas.  This  line,  as  planned, 
would  in  the  year  i960  be  producing  5.")  to  4.b  billion  cu.  ft.  per  day. 

The  demand  for  gas  in  1980  is  expected  to  be  55.2  trillion  cu.  ft.  This 
means  that  the  Alaskan  natural  gxs  line  would  supply  approximately  $.8%  of 
our  need,  ar.  amount  which  could  be  saved  by  conservation  without  even 
trying  hard.  And  what  would  we  do  with  the  gas?  Why  not  save  it? 

Why  not  wait  until  the  technology  is  developed  to  remove  it  without 
damaging  a  strip  of  land  thousands  of  miles  long,  why  not  wait  until 
A-aska  can  absorb  another  shock  without  sinking  entirely,  why  not  wait 
until  we  know  what  we  really  need  natural  gas  for,  and  what  can  be  done 
with  other  form*  of  energy  not  yet  in  strong  production? 

Give  the  wild,  and  especially  the  rare,  animal  populations  of  Alaska  a  few 
years  to  grow.  Give  the  human  population  of  Alaska  a  few  years  to  bounce 
back.  Give  science  a  few  years  to  discover  better  ways  to  g»t  at  the  gas, 
and  better  things  to  use  than  gas  for  some  jobs.  And  then  approach  the 
question  again -  carefully. 

I  would  like  to  add  a  few  comments  on  the  impact  stetement  itself 
and  the  system  which  rests  upon  it, 

1  am  a  fairly  ordinary  citizen,  withosomewhat  more  time  at  my 
disposal  than  most  working  people;  but  if  I  didn'd  know  better  1  would 
swear  that  the  government  is  trying  to  aiscourage  me,  and  otners  like 
me,  from  providing  the  public  input  which  is  tha  whole  point  of  this  exercise. 

The  first  I  learned  of  this  hearing  was  in  an  editorial  in  last  week's 
paper.  Nothing  was  said  which  would  indicate  that  anyone  who  had  something 
to  say  could  testify;  indeed,  a  citizen  who  had  not  witnessed  this  system 
at  work  might  well  assume  that  only  expert  testimony  was  desired  and  that 
the  people  you  were  interested  in  hearing  would  be  invited  to  speak. 

Luckily,  I  had  witnessed  this  whole  process  before  during  the  oil 
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pipeline  hearings.  Many  of  my  friends  testified  in  Anchorage  in  1970, 
and  I  assumed  that  this  hearing,  like  that  one,  waB  open  to  all  comers. 

There  remained,  however,  the  problem  of  how  to  get  my  chance  to  speak. 

I  took  a  wild  guess  and  called  the  Interior  Dept.,  Secretary's 
offece,  in  San  Francisco,  A  very  helpful  young  man  said  that  no,  he  wasn’t 
the  one  who  could  set  it  up,  but  he  knew  who  was.  He  made  the  call  for  me 
and  got  me  a  slot,  and  told  me  where  1  could  view  the  statement. 

What  would  have  happened  if  I  had  contacted  a  person  who  was  either 
less  knowlegeble  or  less  willing  to  help?  I  would  have  had  to  cali 
around  until  I  found  someene  who  had  the  proper  information. 

The  statement  itself  was  the  next  stumbling  block.  How  many  volumes? 
Fifteen?  and  over  700  pgs.  in  each  one.  Not  many  people  have  that 
kind  of  time,  even  if  they  were  lucky  as  I  was  in  that  no  one  there  was  using 
any  of  it  and  there  was  an  empty  desk  that  day  on  which  the  statement  and 
I  could  commune  at  length.  How  could  people  working  full  time  go  through 
all  that?  How  would  they  know  where  to  start,  if  they  had  never  done  it 
before? 

The  contents  of  the  statement  also  presented  some  problems.  The  language 
was  quite  formal  and  in  some  places  technical,  and  the  way  in  which  the 
material  was  presented  made  it  hard  to  gather  some  information.  For 
instance,  I  had  hoped  to  be  aole  to  work  out  the  amount  of  energy,  roughly, 
that  would  have  to  be  used  to  build  the  line,  subtract  that  from  the  energy 
which  the  line  u»ould  produce,  and  compare  that  net  output  with  the  projected 
needs  of  the  country.  So  imagine  my  frustration  when  1  found  tnat  the 
expected  gas  flow  was  listed  in  billions  of  cu.  ft,  per  day,  the  U.S, 
energy  consumption  in  trillions  of  cu,  ft.  per  year,  and  the  energy  to 
be  used  in  construction  in  tons  of  coal,  millions  of  cu.  yds.  of  gravel, 
gallons  of  desiel  fuel,  and  the  like.  Billions  in  days  to  trillions  in 
years  I  can  work  out,  but  tons  and  trillions  of  cu,  ft.  to  British 
thermal  units  are  another  thing. 

The  concept  of  public  input  iS  only  meaningful  if  the  information  on  which 
one  can  base  an  opinion  is  readily  available  to  and  understandable  by  an 
average  citizen,  and  if  that  same  citizen  is  aware  tnat  his  participation 
and  viewpoint  are  welcomed. 


1  would  like  to  Suggest,  therefore,  tnat  in  a  case  of  this  type  a  summary 
of  the  impact  statement  be  made  more  readily  available  to  the  public  than 
has  generally  been  the  case,  and  that  it  contain  information  to  guide  the 
interested  person  to  the  right  channels  for  the  expression  of  his  opinion. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Florence  R.  Webb 
at  the  Sacramento  Public  Hearing 
September  29-30,  1975 

1.  The  increased  social  problems  in  Anchorage  and  Fairbanks 
due  to  construction  of  the  oil  pipeline  have  been  included 
during  the  revision.  See  page  161  of  the  Overview  Volume. 

2.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS.  However,  this  will  be  considered  when  developing 
stipulations. 

3.  The  comment  has  been  noted  but  did  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
U.S.  Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Sirs*. 


526  W.  Wesley 
Wheaton,  Ill.  60187 


November  25.  1975 


I  have  ju«t  seen  a  map  of  the  proposed  "Northern  Border  Pipeline" 
route  through  Illinois  and  it  really  makes  me  wonder  if  you  people 
in  Washington  aren't  environmentally  malicious!  With  almost  400 
miles  of  Illinois  to  choose  from,  the  proposed  route  runs  right 
through  the  Big  Bend  Conservation  Area,  Matthiessen  State  Park 
and  Starved  Rock  State  Park,  among  other  things.  Particularly 
in  the  latter  two,  you  have  managed  to  find  two  of  the  most  out¬ 
standing  natural  enclaves  that  our  state  still  has  to  offer. 

It's  enough  to  make  a  grown  man  cry! 


For  crying  out  loud,  move  the  route  into  already  developed  areas 
and  leave  what  few  "protected"  natural  areas  that  we  have  left 
alone . 


Thank  you  very  much. 


Sincerely  yours, 

/  ,  ■ 

Sr*  ‘  -  Z .  '1  *  s'"'’ 

U)r.>  Jeffrey  M.  Weiss 
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Response  to  Comment  received 
from  Jeffrey  M.  Weiss 
dated  November  25,  1975 


Alternative  routes  have  been  expanded  in  the  Final  Overview  Volume 
beginning  on  Page  217.  The  EIS  does  not  show  preference  of  one 
route  over  another. 
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Response  to  Comment  received 
from  Gary  Williams 
dated  October  23,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted,  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 


.  n  1 


/„  i/t 
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Response  to  Coanents  received 
fron  Neal  E.  Wilson 
dated  November  6,  1975 


?  tin 


1.  The  Department  of  Transportation  has  submitted  consents  which 
can  be  found  in  the  Public  File. 

2.  Specific  examples  of  pipeline  ruptures  with  subsequent  explosions 
and  fires  have  been  included  on  Page  186  of  the  Final  Overview 
Volume  under  Impacts  of  Hazards  and  Pipeline  Integrity. 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  Richard  Wilson 
dated  September  28,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted,  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the  Final 
EIS .  The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  is  principally  discussed 
on  Pages  195,  303-304,  308,  400,  and  425  of  the  Alaska  Volume 
of  the  Final  EIS. 


y t’/U'ivr /t  /•*'  *  IfwVJw  f-  ‘  flrr 


l|>C>HO«t  fit  •*«  <IOO 
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oe«oo.  coho.,  o*»oho 


October  6,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.  C.  20240 

Gentlemen : 


I  have  read  those  portions  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  dated  June,  1975  on  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas 
Transportation  System,  which  relate  to  the  route  of  the  pipe¬ 
line  in  the  States  of  Nevada  and  California.  I  have  skimmed 
most  of  the  remainder  of  the  Draft  Statement. 

I  am  unalterably  opposed  to  the  "preferred  route"  in 
Nevada  and  in  Southern  California  north  of  the  Inyo-Kern  county 
boundary  line. 

The  impression  which  the  Statement  gives  with  refer¬ 
ence  to  this  area  is  either  a  lack  of  careful  scientific  and 
on  the  site  investigation  or  a  lack  of  candor  by  the  writers  in 
a  summation  of  the  basic  material. 

My  opposition  is  based  upon  over  45  years  of  familiarity 
with  this  area.  I  have  hiked  or  packed  by  horse  over  much  of  it, 
and  in  more  recent  years  driven  over  it  by  car.  For  the  past  15 
years  I  have  never  failed  to  visit  this  area  twice  a  year,  once 
in  the  Spring  and  once  in  the  Fall.  In  Nevada  my  familiarity 
extends  on  the  north  from  Walker  Lake ,  Hawthorne  and  Mina  to 
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Pahrump  on  the  south,  taking  in  the  areas  of  Fish  Lake  Valley, 
Silver  Peak,  Lida,  Tonopah  and  Goldfield,  as  well  as  Route  95 
on  the  fringes  of  this  area.  In  California  my  familiarity 
extends  from  Mono  Lake  on  the  north  down  through  Benton,  the 
Montgomery  Pass  area,  the  White  and  Inyo  Mountains,  Waucoba 
Mountain,  the  Death  Valley  -  Eureka  Valley  -  Saline  Valley 
areas  and  Owens  Valley. 

The  "preferred  route"  would  traverse  in  the  area  from 
the  Nevada-California  boundary  into  Owens  Valley,  a  virtually 
untouched  desert  and  isolated  mountain  terrain.  It  is  an  area 
which  supports  such  endanoered  species  as  the  Bighorn  Sheep, 
the  Tule  Elk  and  Bufo  Exsul.  The  sole  habitat  of  the  latter 
is  in  Deep  Springs  Valley.  It  i3  an  area  of  desert  beauty  and 
rugged  mountain  splendor. 

The  Statement  somehow  or  other  missed  referring  to 
the  very  existence  of  a  College  for  gifted  students  in  Deep 
Springs  Valley  which  the  "preferred  route"  traverses  from  one 
end  to  the  other,  and  seems  to  go  through  the  College's  property. 
This  small  College  has  produced  numerous  well-known  scientists, 
doctors,  lawyers  and  teachers.  It  is  well  known  in  academic 
circles.  A  large  part  of  its  unique  educational  training  is 
based  on  its  isolation  in  a  small,  otherwise  uninhabited,  desert 
valley.  This  would  be  ruined  if  the  "preferred  route"  were 
adopted. 


krnpoos«  to  Co»emt»  received 
f roe  Janet  ?.  Withrow  Jr. 
October  6,  1975 


See  response  to  coneaeot  fron  Trustee*  of  I >eep  Springs  College,  October  6, 
1975. 


Why  not  require  the  pipeline  to  follow  existing 
corridors  of  transportation  or  rights-of-way?  Why  scar  yet 
another  part  of  our  natural  heritage  with  a  new  and  indeed,  a 
temporary  pipeline?  Why  not  go  over  Montgomery  Pass  and  through 
Owens  Valley,  or  down  U.  S.  Highway  95? 

I  respectfully  submit  that  if  one  took  a  trip  through 
this  area  following  the  various  alternative  routes,  he  could 
never  approve  the  so-called  "preferred  route". 


Respectfully  submitted. 


James  R.  Withrow,  Jr. 


MILLARD  CONSULTANTS 


7VATER  RESOURCE  ENGINEERS 
us  mineral  surveyors 


If-JC.  E°  M'LLARO  - 

PRANK  W  MILLARO.PE,  Rl_S 

ROBERT  W  MILLARO.PE  .  PL B 
OAVIO  R  MILLARD,  PE,  PL  B 


October  9,  1975 


Environmental  Impact  Statement  Task  Force 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Room  1538,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 
Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Gentlemen : 


Reference  is  made  to  the  Public  Hearing  held  on  Thursday, 

October  2nd,  and  Friday,  October  3rd,  at  the  Pioneer  Inn,  221 
South  Virginia  Street,  Reno,  Nevada,  and  the  suggestion  at  that 
Hearing  that  inquiries  be  reduced  to  the  written  form. 

I ,  as  a  Registered  Professional  Engineer,  represent  a  Rancher, 
Cattleman  and  land  owner  in  central  Nevada  by  the  name  of  Telford 
Work.  Mr.  Work  built  himself  a  home  on  Tar  Creek  in  Big  Smoky  Valley 
in  central  Nevada;  owns  controlling  interest  in  four  ranches  in  that 
Valley  and  three  mere  in  Reese  River  Valley.  Austin,  the  County  Seat 
of  Lander  County  Nevada  is  about  the  geographical  center  of  the  State 
of  Nevada.  Mr.  Work's  Big  Smoky  Valley  holdings  are  a  short  distance 
southeasterly  of  Austin  and  his  Reese  River  holdings  are  a  short 
distance  south  southwesterly  of  Austin.  These  holdings,  as  well  as 
the  Austin  Chemical  and  Fertilizer  Company,  are  consolidated  in  a 
Corporate  structure  known  as  the  "Lander  County  Development  Company." 


ould  combine  to  make  central  Nevada  blossom  like  the  “Garden  of 
den  "  We  strongly  recommend  that  consideration  oe  given  to  line 
iistribution  of  the  natural  gas  at  points  where  use  can  warrant 
apping  and  distribution  as  outlined  above.  We  woulc  nope  too  that 
lain  line  alignment  was  influenced  by  possible  progressive  areas  of 


Respectfully  yours. 


cc:  Telford  Work 
Stu  Gearhart 
Room  3008 
Pederal  Building 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Reno,  Nevada 


Mr.  Work  has  raised  the  question  as  to  whether  communities, 
industry  or  ranches  would  be  permitted  service  from  the  gas  trans¬ 
mission  line  thru  Nevada.  The  Reno  public  hearing  seemed  to 
indicate  that  the  only  points  of  distribution  in  addition  to  the 
terminal  of  the  line  would  be  at  the  branch  line  in  Meecham,  Oregon, 
and  the  branch  at  Mountain  Home,  Idaho. 


Mr.  Work,  in  conjunction  with  his  Central  Nevada  ranching 
operation,  has  found  a  growing  need  for  anyhdrous  ammonia  fertilizer. 
This  fertilizer  can  be  manufactured  using  natural  gas  and  would 
eliminate  the  present  problem  of  individual  loading,  hauling  and 
unloading  from  Lathrop,  California,  to  say  nothing  of  the  uncertainty 
of  that  supply. 

The  City  of  Los  Angeles,  California,  is  battling  a  deadline  on 
sewage  disposal  and  is  having  to  eliminate  the  raw  sewage  outfall 
into  deep  water  in  the  Pacific  Ocean.  In  conjunction  with  this 
change,  Los  Angeles  has  developed  a  nitro-humus  soil  conditioner  which 
Mr.  Work  has  been  experimenting  with  on  his  Central  Nevada  Ranches. 

Los  Angeles  has  a  strong  demand  for  the  high  protein  alfalfa  grown  by 
Mr.  Work  in  Lander  County  and  the  availability  of  nitro-humus  in 
Los  Angeles  gives  him  an  ideal  backhaul. 


Central  Nevada  has  good  soil,  good  water  and  a  tax  structure 
attractive  to  the  rancher  and  cattle  raiser.  The  availability  of 
the  nitro-humus  soil  conditioner  and  the  anyhdrous  ammonia  fertilizer 


P.  O.  BOX  776f  o  RENO.  NEVADA  BBBOZ  o  (708)  3ZB-77B2 


S41 


4725  N.  70th  St. 
Scottsdale,  Arizona  85251 
October  22,  1975 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  Telford  Work  by  Robert  W.  Millard 
dated  October  9,  1975 


The  comment  has  been  noted,  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sirs: 

Following  are  my  comments  on  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System.  I  had  neither  the 
time  nor  the  stamina  to  wade  through  the  entire  9,000-page  document, 
but  I  did  read  the  27-page  summary  and  skim  through  parts  of  the  larger 
statement. 

There  is  one  basic  point  which  I  wish  to  make:  Under  no  circumstances 
should  the  pipeline  cross  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range.  The  Arctic 
NWR  is  one  of  the  finest  and  most  important  wildlife  areas  on  the  entire 
North  American  continent.  It  includes  calving  grounds  for  the  Porcupine 
caribou  herd,  second  largest  herd  of  wild  grazing  animals  in  the  United 
States.  Many  Alaskan  and  Canadian  natives  depend  on  this  herd  for  sub¬ 
sistence.  Other  wildlife  includes  polar  and  grizzly  bears,  wolves,  musk 
ox,  waterfowl,  raptors,  and  much,  much  more.  The  Arctic  NWR  also  con¬ 
tains  some  of  the  last  undisturbed  wilderness  on  the  Alaskan  North  Slope. 
Oil  and  gas-related  activities  have  wrecked  havoc  on  much  of  the  land. 

The  proposed  gas  pipeline  would  complete  this  tragic  process,  destroying 
the  wilderness  of  the  Arctic  Range  and  cutting  a  swath  through  the  heart 
of  the  caribou  calving  grounds.  As  the  EIS  clearly  points  out,  the  pipe¬ 
line  would  have  catastrophic  effects  on  the  wildlife  of  the  area. 

I  do  not  question  the  need  for  Alaskan  natural  gas,  only  the  method  of 
bringing  it  to  the  Lower  48.  All  the  possible  pipeline  routes  would  have 
serious  adverse  impacts,  but  at  this  time  it  appears  that  the  least  ob- 
jectional  route  would  follow  the  existing  trans-Alaskan  pipeline  corridor 
to  Fairbanks,  and  then  follow  the  Alaskan  Highway  through  Canada  to  the 
Lower  48.  Besides  having  fewer  impacts,  this  route  could  make  use  of 
existing  facilities  such  as  camps,  roads,  storage  sites,  etc.  in  the 
existing  corridors.  This  route  would  thus  appear  to  be  cheaper,  easier, 
and  far  less  harmful  to  build  than  the  route  discussed  in  the  environ¬ 
mental  impact  statement. 

A  final  comment.  The  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  has  already  been 
designated  and  set  aside  as  a  special-use  area,  dedicated  to  the  pro¬ 
tection  of  its  truly  outstanding  wildlife  values.  The  American  public 
cannot  and  will  not  sit  by  and  watch  this  magnificent  area  be  needlessly 
destroyed.  Alternative  routes  can  bring  Alaskan  natural  gas  to  the 
Lower  48  without  destroying  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Range  in  the 
process . 


Sincerely , 


Tom  Wright 


cc:  The  Arizona  Congressional  Delegation 
President  Ford 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Tom  Wright 
dated  October  22,  1975 


The  comment  has  been  noted  but  did  not  lead  to  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS  since  route  selection  is  not  part  of  the  EIS.  However, 
the  section  on  alternative  routes  has  been  revised  and  expanded 
beginning  on  page  217  of  the  Overview  and  page  443  of  the  Alaska 
Volume . 


Testimony  Presented  at  Public  Hearing 
Spokane,  Washington 
September  29,  1975 
by  Mr.  Pete  Wyman 
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the  record  by  our  reporter. 

PETE  WYMAN 

My  name  is  Pete  Wyman.  I  am  an  economics 
instructor  at  the  Spokane  Falls  Community  College.  I 
had  intended  to  hand  in  a  written  statement,  but  I  haven't 
had  time  to  go  through  the  40  pounds  of  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  yet,  so  I  heard  things  were  a  little  slow 
this  afternoon,  so  just  to  make  this  very  short  anti  erect, 
and  I'll  probably  send  in  written  testimony  after  I've  had 

a  chance  to  go  through  the  Impact  Statement  later. 

JUDGE  RATZMAN:  You  have  until  October  28th. 

MR.  WYMAN:  1  didn't  have  a  secretary  this 

week,  so  I  wasn't  able  to  write  this  down  as  I  wanted.  I 
just  wanted  to  make  one  point  that  the  Arctic  Gas  proposal 
to  put  the  gas  line  across  the  Arctic  Wilderness  Range,  1 
think  this  area  is  too  hazardous  to  wildlife  and  any  other 
values.  I  have  been  in  Alaska  a  couple  of  times  and  I 

intend  to  go  to  Alaska  again.  I  think  the  key  thing  is 

than  wc  should  follow  the  existing  corridors  as  much  as 
possible  and  not  continue  to  take  land  out  of  production 
for  transmission  lines.  I  think  it's  completely  idiotic. 
I've  had  some  experience  in  land  use  planning.  The  best, 
if  there  is  such  a  thing,  proposal  appears  to  be  the  one 
apparently  the  State  of  Ala; Ua  is  following  or  propo?  ing, 
that  is  the  one  following  the  existing,  oil  pipeline  down 


i  j  to  Big  Delta,  where  I  have  been,  and  then  following  the 

Alaska  Highway  through  Canada,  because  most  of  the  gas  and 
3  oil  ir  marketed  in  the  midwest.  This  is  the  logical  place 
I  to  put  this,  so  again  the  main  point,  I .want  to  simply  note 

.»  my  opposition  in  particular  to  a  new  line  going  through  the 

<>  Arctic  V.'ilderncss  in  northeastern  Alaska. 

~  Thank  you. 

s  JUDGE  RATZMAN:  Did  any  member  of  the  panel 

9  wish  to  ask  questions  of  Mr.  Wyman? 

10  |  (NO  RESPONSE) 

n  i  JUDGE  RATZMAN:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Wyman. 

*-  ;  (Witness  excused) 

13  JUDGE  RATZMAN:  We  have  reached  the  hour  of 

•l  5:00  p.m.,  and  in  accordance  with  my  prior  indication, 

ii 

this  hearing  session  is  adjourned  until  9:00  a.m.  tomorrow 
morning,  at  which  time  we  will  have  our  second  session  in 
*'  Spokane  from  9:00  a.m..  until  12:00  noon. 

(HEARING  RECESSED  AT  5:05  O'CLOCK  P.M.) 

I!) 

20 

21 


ii 

li 


Response  to  Comment  received 
from  Pete  Wyman 
at  the  Spokane  Public  Hearing 
September  29,  1975 


The  comment  was  noted,  but  did  not  result  in  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Deep  Springs  College 
dated  September  30,  1975 


1.  All  information  presented  in  the  draft  Overview  Volume  from 
the  Owyhee  Uplands  in  Oregon,  south  to  Cajon,  California  were 
deleted  in  the  Final  EIS  Overview  Volume. 

2.  Much  of  the  environmental  information  was,  in  fact,  supplied  by 
the  Applicants  in  the  Draft  EIS.  The  purpose  of  the  public 
hearings  and  the  other  comments  solicited  from  the  various 
Federal,  State  and  local  agencies,  environmental  groups,  and 
concerned  citizens  concerning  the  adequacy  of  the  Draft  EIS 
was  to  modify,  strengthen  and  supplement  the  Draft  so  that  the 
Final  EIS  would  contain  the  best  possible  information  available. 

3.  It  is  impossible  to  accurately  assess  and  quantify  the  total 
ecological  considerations  of  construction  and  operation  of  the 
proposed  pipeline  until  after  the  centerline  has  been  established. 
The  EIS  is  essentially  addressing  the  environment  in  a  10  mile 
wide  band  along  the  Applicant's  proposed  and  alternative  routes 
which,  of  course,  makes  site  specific  analysis  difficult.  If 

the  project  is  approved  and  the  centerline  is  staked,  an  inter¬ 
disciplinary  team  will  make  site  specific  mitigative  recommenda¬ 
tions  including  line  relocations. 

4.  Every  consideration  will  be  given  the  estimated  service  life 
of  the  project  versus  the  degree  and  longevity  of  the  environ¬ 
mental  damage  that  will  accrue  when  a  pipeline  route  is  chosen. 

5.  Comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the  Final  EIS. 

6.  The  Kingsgate  -  Antioch  -  Los  Angeles  alternative  has  been 
discussed  in  greater  detail  in  the  final  EIS  beginning  on  page 
410  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume.  This  alternative  description  was 
expanded  so  that  a  better  comparison  could  be  made  between  this 
alternative  and  the  other  potential  routes. 

7.  The  other  alternatives  are  also  discussed  and  compared  in  far 
greater  detail  in  the  Final  EIS  starting  on  page  415  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Volume,  so  that  the  best  possible  choice  can  be 
made  if  and  when  the  Applicant's  proposal  is  approved. 

8.  This  comment  was  inadvertantly  overlooked  In  the  Draft  EIS,  but 
has  been  discussed  in  the  Alternatives  section,  page  433  of  the 
Los  Angeles  Volume. 
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9.  The  several  points  raised  are  covered  in  the  various  topography, 
geology,  and  alternatives  sections  throughout  the  Final  EIS. 

10.  It  has  been  pointed  out  in  the  Final  EIS,  (page  433  of  the  Los 
Angeles  Volume) ,  that  the  pipeline  right-of-way  would  Impact 
Deep  Springs  Valley. 

11.  The  comments  are  valid  and  have  been  included  In  the  Final  EIS 
(pages  284  and  285  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

12.  The  comment  on  the  esthetic  classification  of  Deep  Springs 
Valley  was  noted  but  no  change  was  considered  necessary. 

13.  Compressor  station  sites  are  displayed  in  Figure  1.1. 5. 8-1  of 
the  Los  Angeles  Volume.  Mainline  block  valves  will  be  spaced 
between  compressor  stations,  and  access  roads  will  be  necessary 
at  all  compressor  station  sites.  The  exact  location  of  the 
compressor  stations,  block  valves,  pigging  facilities,  and 
access  roads  are  dependent  on  the  final  line  location  which 
will  not  be  determined  until  after  the  application  is  approved. 
Existing  access  roads  will  be  utilized  as  much  as  possible  at 
the  compressor  station  sites. 

14.  This  comment  is  agreed  with.  No  changes  to  the  Final  EIS  were 
necessary. 

15.  This  comment  has  been  addressed  on  pages  135  and  268  of  the  Los 
Angeles  Volume. 

16.  The  inaccuracies  brought  to  our  attention  in  Table  2. 1.5. 5-9 
were  inadvertantly  left  out  of  the  Final  EIS.  This  information 
will  be  part  of  the  backup  documentation  in  the  public  comment 
file  and  included  in  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  decision¬ 
making  package. 

17.  Although  bighorn  sheep  located  in  the  Inyo  Mountains  was 
mistakenly  left  off  Table  2. 1.5. 7-2,  this  information  has  been 
mentioned  in  several  places  in  the  Final  EIS  such  as  on  page 
161  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

18.  This  section  has  been  rewritten  (page  164  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Volume) . 


21.  Wind  erosion  damage  has  also  been  assessed  for  California 
in  the  final  EIS  (page  261  of  the  Los  Angeles). 

22.  The  Inyo  Mountains  have  been  Included  in  the  description  of 
areas  where  blasting  during  construction  will  be  necessary 
(page  263  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume). 

23.  Until  the  actual  pipeline  location  is  determined,  the  source 
of  hydrostatic  test  water  cannot  be  determined  with  certainty. 
An  interdisciplinary  team  will  help  make  this  detrmination 
after  the  route  is  established. 

24.  This  reference  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

25.  This  section  has  been  rewritten  to  avoid  the  implication 
that  slow  leaks  are  the  most  likely  hazard,  which  is 
obviously  not  the  case  (page  277  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume) . 

26.  The  comment  was  noted  but  did  not  require  a  change  in  the 
Final  EIS. 

27.  The  Inyo  Mountains  have  been  included  in  the  description  of 
areas  where  bighorn  sheep  are  located  including  Soldier  Canyon 
on  the  west  side  of  the  Inyo's,  through  which  the  proposed 
route  would  pass  (page  284  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume). 

28.  This  has  been  clarified  on  page  292  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 

29.  This  comment  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

30.  This  comment  has  been  addressed  on  page  351  of  the  Los  Angeles 
Volume.  This  requirement  would  be  covered  in  the  construction 
stipulations  upon  approval  of  the  pipeline  application. 

31.  This  has  been  corrected  in  the  Final  EIS. 


19.  This  information  has  been  deleted  from  the  Final  EIS. 

20.  Paleontological  Information  has  been  added  to  the  Final  EIS 
starting  on  page  179  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume.  The  information 
provided  by  Ruth  Simpson  of  the  San  Bernardino  County  Museum 
was  utilized  in  the  Final  EIS. 
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JOHN  li .  MAW  11 Y 
Acting  Director 
Deep  Springs  College 

MU.  MAWBY:  As  Mr.  Katzman  said,  my  name  is  John 
Mawby.  I  am  Acting  Director  of  Dc cp  Springs  College,  which  is 
located  in  Deep  Springs  Valley  in  Inyo  County,  California, 
directly  along  the  proposed  pipeline  route  to  Southern 
California. 

As  n  resident  of  Deep  Springs  Valley  and  as 
administrator  of  the  college  I  am  particularly  concerned  with 
this  proposed  pipeline  branch  to  Southern  California  described 
in  Part  IV,  Volumes  3  and  4  of  the  Draft  EIS,  and  especially 
with  the  route  of  the  pipeline  from  Nevada  into  Eastern 
California. 

According  to  the  proposal  the  pipeline  to  Southern 
California  --  I  should  say  future  pipeline  now,  in  view  of 
what  we  have  heard  earlier  would  enter  the  state  in  Fish 
Lake  Valley  north  of  Oasis  Ranch.  Leaving  Fish  Lake  Valley  it 
would  cross  the  spur  of  the  White  Mountains,  traverse  the 
length  of  Deep  Springs  Valley,  cross  the  north  end  of  the  Inyo 
Mountains  and  descend  into  the  Owens  Valley  by  way  of  Soldier 
Canyon  and  the  Waucoba  Lmboyment. 

There  arc  numerous  grounds  for  objection  to  this 
route,  many  of  which  arc  ignored  or  glossed  over  in  the  Draft 
LIS.  Discussing  land  use  along  the  route  the  authors  of  the 
drafts  state: 

"Where  the  proposed  pipeline  enters  California, 

Fish  Lake  and  Deep  Springs  Valleys , li vcstock  grazing 
has  prevailed  as  the  principal  land  use." 
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OFFICIAL  COUIIT  NCI'ONT  IMS 
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It  seems  to  be  symptomatic  of  the  inadequacy  of 

1 

17 

lish  Lake  Valley  and  Deep  Springs  Valley  as  "an  undulating 

the  research  behind  at  least  parts  of  this  Draft  LIS  that  its 

2 

surface  between  5,000  anJ  6,000  Tcct  in  elevation." 

authors  arc  evidently  unaware  that  since  1917  the  principal 

3 

It  is  in  fact  an  area  of  hare  or  slightly  covered 

land  use  in  Deep  Springs  Valley  has  been  as  the  campus  of 

4 

granite  reaching  6,500  feet  at  the  divide.  Although  the  grailit  - 

Deep  Springs  College. 

5 

is  described  as  deeply  weathered,  construction  crows  would  find 

The  College  was  established  in  Deep  Springs  Valley 

6 

hard  rock  a  few  inches  below  the  surface  through  most  of  this 

because  the  founder  believed  in  the  value  of  a  period  of 

7 

area.  The  crossing  froa  Deep  Springs  to  Owens  Valley, 

isolation  combined  with  intensive  study  and  practical  work  as 

8 

described  as  "dissected  somewhat  subdued  topography,"  is 

a  phase  in  the  education  of  a  small  group  of  select  students. 

9 

largely  an  area  of  rugged  outcrops  of  pre-Cambrian  and  Caubrian 

I  have  attached  a  copy  of  thjc  Deep  Springs  brochure 

10 

quartzites,  shales  and  limestones.  There  arc  alternative 

to  my  written  statement  submitted  at  the  beginning  of  the 

11 

routes  offering  much  easier  construction  conditions.  The 

meeting . 

12 

southern  part  of  the  Deep  Springs  Valley  floor  consists  of 

The  disruption  of  the  isolation  of  the  College  by 

13 

lacustrine  clays  and  saline  deposits,  hard  and  dry  on  the 

pipeline  construction  activities  might  be  brief,  but  even  so 

14 

surface  during  the  summer  and  autumn,  except  after  a  rain. 

would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  College  program. 

15 

but  deep,  sodden  muck  during  the  rest  of  the  year,  nearly  as 

The  desert  environment  is  also  a  factor  of  prime 

16 

difficult  and  dangerous  to  work  in  as  the  Owens  Lake  area 

importance  in  the  Deep  Springs  experience.  The  thought  of 

17 

farther  south  which  does  get  some  attention  in  the  Draft,  and 

the  scar  that  the  pipeline  would  leave  on  our  valley  for 

18 

equally  in  danger  of  liquefaction  and  hence  damage  to  the 

decades  to  come  is  distressing  to  all  associated  with  the 

19 

pipeline  in  case  of  an  earthquake. 

College.  In  the  words  of  one  alumnus: 

20 

Access  to  the  valley  is  along  State  Highway  168. 

"To  most  of  us  who  have  spent  time  there  the  Deep 

21 

The  scenic  but  narrow,  winding  and  lightly  surfaced  road, 

Springs  Valley,  in  its  strange  desert  way,  is  as  close 

22 

which  would  surely  be  devastated  by  the  heavy  truck  traffic 

an  approach  to  the  ultimate  as  we  expect  to  experience. 

23 

required  by  pipeline  construction.  The  pipeline  right-of-way 

We  are  as  quick  to  defend  it  as  the  citizens  of  Chartres 

24 

mentioned  earlier  would  leave  a  scar  across  Deep  Springs 

would  he  to  defend  their  cathedral." 

25 

Valley  and  through  a  corridor  of  Ibc  Inyo  National  lore  t  in 

The  proposed  route  into  California  would  involve  two 

26 

the  North  Inyo  Range  which  would  lake  a  hall  a  century 

mountain  crossings,  White  Mountains  and  the  Inyo  Range.  The 

27 

possibly  more  --  to  disappear.  This,  of  course,  is  equally 

Draft  HIS  describes  t  he  corner  of  the  White  Mountains  between 

28 

true  of  any  desert  area  the  pipeline  wij.iit  cross,  bul  the  Deep 
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1 

Springs  area  now  bears  fewer  such  scars  than  areas  along 

1 

Draft  LIS. 

2 

alternative  routes. 

2 

The  pipeline  construction  in  this  area  could  have  a 

3 

liven  more  important,  the  pipeline  would  itself  impact 

3 

serious  effect  on  the  sheep  population  and  off-road  vehicle 

4 

and  then  provide  an  off- road  vehicle  corridor  into  two  import- 

4 

access  that  it  would  provide  would  be  disastrous.  Although 

5 

ant  areas  of  wildlife  habitat,  now  difficult  of  access  and 

5 

the  Draft  LIS  does  mention  the  presence  of  tule  elk  on  the 

6 

relatively  untouched. 

6 

west  slope  of  the  Inyo,  it  fails  to  make  it  clear  that  the 

7 

One  of  these  is  the  Deep  Springs  Lake  area  in  the 

7 

proposed  route  ixould  pass  through  the  spring  calving  grounds 

8 

southern  part  of  the  valley.  Spring-fed  marshes  north  and 

8 

of  the  Bishop  herd  of  the  tule  elk.  If  pipeline  construction 

9 

cast  of  Deep  Springs  Lake  have  recently  been  designated  as  a 

9 

occurred  during  the  spring  the  effect  on  the  elk  herd  could  he 

0 

national  landmark  by  the  -National  Dark  Service,  in  rccognitior 

10 

extremely  harmful.  Again,  increased  ORV  access  would  bo  a 

1 

of  their  importance  as  a  desert  marsh  ecosystem  and  as  the 

11 

disaster. 

2 

sole  habitat  of  Bufo  exsel,  the  black  Toad,  a  threatened  specie 

12 

Although  the  applicants  indicate  their  intention  to 

3 

The  proposed  pipeline  route  would  pass  directly  adjacent  to, 

13 

take  mitigating  measures  to  bar  recreational  vehicles  from  the 

4 

if  not  across,  the  western  end  of  the  designated  landmark  area 

14 

pipeline  right-of-way  by  gates  and  fences,  the  Draft  HIS  is 

5 

It  would  pass  less  than  a  quarter  of  a  ini  le  from,  two  bog 

15 

in  places  quite  properly  skeptical  about  how  effective  these 

6 

springs,  one  or  both  of  which  arc  Bufo  exsel  breeding  areas. 

16 

measures  would  be.  I  am,  if  anything,  more  skeptical.  1 

7 

The  Draft  LIS  says  only  that  the  proposed  route  "passes  within 

17 

believe  that  there  are  several  preferable  alternates  to  build- 

8 

approximately  one  mile  of  Deep  Springs,"  apparently  here  re- 

18 

ing  the  pipeline  along  the  route  proposed.  I  don't  want  to 

9 

ferring  to  Corral  and  Buckhorn  Springs  east  of  the  lake. 

19 

get  into  the  complex  question  of  pipeline  versus  LNG  tanker, 

0 

1  should  say  the  Draft' LIS  cannot  be  faulted  for 

20 

although  I  do  feel  there  are  some  reasons  to  object  to  the 

1 

failing  to  mention  the  natural  landmark,  as  that  designation 

21 

entire  concept  of  the  pipeline,  which  I  address  further  in  my 

2 

was  not  made  until  this  past  July. 

22 

written  statement. 

3 

Other  problem  areas  in  the  Inyo  Mountains.  It  is 

23 

There  arc  a  number  of  route  alternatives  which,  if 

4 

well  known  at  least  to  residents  of  Inyo  County  that  there  are 

24 

the  pipeline  must  eventually  be  built,  should  be  preferred 

5 

bighorn  sheep  in  the  Inyo  Mountains  south  and  west  of  Deep 

25 

over  the  proposed  route.  There  would  appear  to  be  many  sig- 

6 

Springs  Valley.  Their  range  almost  certainly  includes  the 

26 

nificant  advantages  to  the  Kingsgatc-Ant i och-Cajon  major 

7 

Soldier  Canyon  area,  which  the  pipeline  would  descend  toward 

27 

alternative.  Certainly  the  fact  it  would  involve  3‘JO  miles 

8 

Owens  Valley.  Their  presence  is  entirely  ignored  in  the 

of  extra  pipeline  rather  than  1,120  is  an  obvious  advantage  in 
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20 

21 

terms  of  capital,  fuel,  materials,  labor,  os  well  as 

1 

relocations  discussed  in  the  Draft  HIS  on  pages  1929  to  1951 

environmental  impact. 

2 

of  Part  IV.  Prom  Central  Nevada  this  route  would  follow 

Moreover,  the  impact  along  such  line  would  be 

3 

State  Highway  25  to  Lulling,  then  go  down  Highway  9  5  for  a 

largely  in  areas  already  heavily  affected  by  human  activity 

4 

short  distance  past  Mina  to  Tonopah  Junction,  then  State 

rather  than  on  hundreds  of  miles  of  relatively  untouched  desert 

5 

Highway  JO  to  Basalt  on  U.  S.  Highway  6  across  Montgomery  Pass 

and  mountain  terrain. 

6 

and  southward  into  the  Owens  Valley.  This  Route  25  would 

If  for  some  reason  it  is  necessary  at  some  time  to 

7 

build  a  separate  line  to  Southern  California,  several  of  the 

8 

utility  corridors.  Only  one  mountain  crossing  would  be  needed 

so-called  minor  alignment  changes  discussed  as  mitigatin: 

9 

in  getting  across  the  California  state  line  rather  than  two  as 

measures  in  the  Draft  PIS  should  be  chosen  over  the  route  pro- 

10 

on  the  Deep  Springs  route. 

ferred  by  the  applicants.  One  possibility  briefly  discussed 

11 

The  terrain  is  much  more  favorable  for  construction, 

in  the  draft  is  the  route  following  Highway  95  from  Central 

12 

and  access  would  also  be  much  easier  along  major  highways. 

Nevada  at  least  to  the  vicinity  of  Lathrop  Wells  before  turn- 

13 

These  factors  should  at  least  partly  offset  the  cost 

ing  southward  cast  of  Death  Valley  to  reach  1-15  and  following 

14 

of  the  increased  mileage. 

that,  that  highway  from  the  vicinity  of  Baker,  California  to 

15 

Impact  on  presently  isolated  and  untouched  desert 

Cajon.  This  route  would  traverse  areas  already  marked  by 

16 

and  mountain  areas  and  on  critical  wildlife  habitat  described 

roads,  railroads,  past  or  existing,  and  other  utility  corri- 

17 

earlier  would  be  greatly  reduced. 

dors . 

18 

If  sufficient  gas  should  ever  become  available, 

There  could  he  some  potential  for  serious  negative 

19 

service  could  easily  be  extended  to  Bishop  and  other  Owens 

environmental  effects  especially  in  the  region  just  east  of 

20 

Valley  communities. 

Death  Valley,  but  certainly  fewer  than  on  the  proposed  route. 

21 

I  would  emphasize  that  whatever  route  is  chosen, 

This  possibility  certainly  deserves  more  serious  study  than  it 

22 

alignments  must  follow  existing  t ransportation  routes  and 

appears  to  have  had  so  far. 

23 

utility  corridors  wherever  possible. 

Another  alternative,  and  one  which  I  would  put  for- 

24 

finally,  I  should  like  to  express  some  reservations 

ward  as  the  minimum  modification  needed  to  make  the  route 

25 

about  the  Draft  HIS  as  a  whole.  Although  particularly  illus- 

acceptable,  and  nil  alternative  involving  somewhat  less  increase 

26 

27 

in  mileage  over  the  proposed  route  than  the  one  I  just 

and  the  nature  of  the  document  itself  seem  to  demonstrate  that 

mentioned,  would  combine  the  Dixie  Valley  and  Mon t gome i)  Pass 

it  was  prepared  on  a  rush  schedule  by  a  team  which  has  little 

KiciiAitn  it  i  r i  i.  ass* K'l.vrrjs 

ornriAi  rcuN r  nr i*ohi i  ms 

lt>0  SOUTH  blFMWA  STMI  LT 


Assumirs 


22 

or  no  direct  knowledge  of  some  of  the  areas  discussed,  and 
little  or  no  time  for  detailed  field  study.  Thus,  while  the 
analysis  of  the  environment  and  of  the  project's  impact  is 
often  quite  good  on  a  general  level,  it  is  woefully  lacking  in 
specifics  and  too  frequently  inaccurate. 

The  Draft  is  often  numhingly  repetitive.  At  other 
times,  and  worse,  is  self-contradictory .  To  take  one  quick 
example,  on  page  1*12  of  the  overview  volume,  the  reader  is 
told  that  on  the  proposed  Los  Angeles  route:  Maximum  route 
elevation  is  6,500  feet  south  of  Smith  Creek  Valley,  Nevada, 
and  also  in  the  Cedar  Mountains  of  that  state." 

On  page  1050  of  Part  IV  it  is  correctly  stated  that 
in  crossing  the  Inyo  Mountains  in  California  the  proposed 
route  would  reach  an  altitude  of  7,800  feet.  Other  examples 
arc  given  in  my  written  statement. 

The  reader  gets  the  impression  --  I  think  it's  a 
fair  one  --  where  there  are  inaccuracies,  vaguenesses  and 
omissions,  they  arc  generally  such  as  to  minimize  the  diffi¬ 
culty,  the  costs  and  the  environmental  impact,  and  he  may  be 
led  to  doubt  that  this  is  a  coincidence  when  it  is  stated  on 
page  926  of  Part  IV  that:  "Much  of  the  information"  in  at 
least  this  part  of  the  Draft  IilS  came  from  the  applicants. 

Moreover,  the  reader  is  repeatedly  told  that  details 
"arc  not  fully  known  at  this  stage,"  quoting  from  page  1611, 
so  that  impacts  "cannot  be  predicted  with  certainty." 

On  the  same  page,  here  quoting  page  J718,  "It  is 
impossible  at  this  time  to  accurately  assess  and  quantify  the 
total  ecological  considerations  of  construction  and  operation* 

kjoiaco  Turin  a  assoc ivrrs 

official  count  nn*i»urrn« 

1*3  SOUTH  tellOMA  '.Till  fT 
NCNO.  HtVADA  B'J 50^ 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Deep  Springs  College 
at  the  Reno  Public  Hearing 
October  2  and  3,  1975 


See  response  to  comments  from  Deep  Springs  College,  September  30,  1975. 
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reUSTEES 

Robert  F.  Gatjc 
Robert  B.  Henderson 
David  A.  Hodges 
Frederic  S.  Laise 
Beatrice  Ren  field 
Francis  L.  Tetreault 
Robley  C  Williams 
James  R.  Withrow.  Jr. 


TRUSTEES  OF  DEEP  SPRINGS 

DEEP  SPRING?  COLLEGE 
DEEP  SPRINGS.  CALIFORNIA 
Please  address  reply  to: 

Virus  Laboratory 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  California  94720 


HONORARY  TRI  STTE? 
Robert  B.  And.  M.D. 
John  G.  Lavlm 
Harold  R.  Waldo 


October  6,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Gentlemen : 


I  am  writing  to  buttress  the  comments  sent  to  you  on  September  30  from 
John  E.  Mawby,  Acting  Director  of  Deep  Springs  College,  Deep  Springs,  California, 
on  the  Draft  of  the  Environmental  Impact  Study  (EIS)  of  the  proposed  Alaska 
Natural  Gas  Transportation  System. 

I  have  been  aware  for  some  time  of  the  proposed  route  for  the  pipeline 
which  would  permit  it  to  traverse  the  length  of  Deep  Springs  Valley.  I  have 
had  long  discussions  with  Dr.  Mawby  and  with  others  who  know  the  Deep  Springs 
Valley  area,  and  I  am  convinced  that  the  route  proposed  is  not  the  optimal  one.  I 
It  would  create  more  damage  to  the  environment,  both  contemporary  and  future, 
than  would  a  pipeline  over  the  alternate  route  over  Montgomery  Pass.  The  EIS 
Task  Force  seems  not  to  be  aware  of  the  existence  of  a  60-year-old  College  in 
Deep  Springs  Valley  and  of  the  relation  of  the  natural  environment  to  that 
College's  mission. 


I  have  read  very  carefully  the  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  sent  to  you  on 
September  30  by  Dr.  Mawby.  I  should  point  out  that  Dr.  Mawby  does  not  speak  as 
an  amateur.  Before  receiving  his  advanced  degree  he  worked  for  some  time  as  a 
geological  field  assistant  for  the  Union  Oil  Company.  He  holds  a  B.A.  degree 
in  geology  and  a  Ph.D.  degree  in  paleontology.  Since  receiving  his  Ph.D.  he 
has  taught  in  the  field  of  geology  and  paleontology  and  has  been  on  field 
expeditions  in  various  parts  of  the  world  for  the  purpose  of  collecting 
paleontological  specimens.  He  has  been  a  resident  of  Deep  Springs  Valley  for 
several  years.  I  suspect  that  when  he  talks  about  the  impact  of  the  proposed 
pipeline  on  tne  natural  resources  of  Deep  Springs  Valley  he  is  speaking  with 
as  much  expertise  as  exists  anywhere. 


As  Chairman  of  the  Board  of  Trustees  of  Deep  Springs  College,  and  as  one 
who  has  known  Deep  Springs  Valley  for  45  years  and  wants  to  preserve  it,  I  urge 
a  re-evaluation  of  the  Draft  EIS  and  a  keener  recognition  of  the  harmful  long¬ 
term  consequences  of  placing  the  pipeline  on  the  route  where  it  is  now  planned. 


Sincerely  yours, 

Robley  C.  Williams,  Chairman 


Response  to  Concents  received 
from  Trustees  of  Deep  Springs  College 
dated  October  6,  1975 


1.  The  comparison  of  alternative  routes  and  the  Applicant's  proposed 

route  near  the  California  -  Nevada  border  have  been  expanded  consider¬ 
ably  in  the  Final  EIS  starting  on  page  415  of  the  Los  Angeles  Volume. 
Those  comments  submitted  by  Dr.  Mawby  and  others  regarding  this  area 
have  been  incorporated  in  the  Final  EIS,  providing  the  Secretary  with 
the  best  data  available  on  which  to  base  his  selection  of  the  final 
pipeline  route. 


AUFAC,  INC 

FIFTY  O'FARRELL  STREET 
P  O  BOX  7813 

SAN  FRANCISCO  CALIFORNIA  94120 


KENNETH  A  ODELL 
Associate  Counsel 


EIS  Task  Force 
Page  2 

October  24,  1975 


October  24,  1975 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.  S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Deep  Springs  Valley 


Dear  Sirs: 

As  an  alumnus  of  and  the  legal  advisor  to 
Deep  Springs  College,  I  am  writing  to  protest  the 
proposed  routing  of  the  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Pipeline  in 
the  states  of  Nevada  and  eastern  California. 


As  you  have  been  informed  by  the  definitive 
statement  prepared  by  Dr.  John  E.  Mawby  on  September 
30,  1975,  Deep  Springs  College  is  the  primary  occupant 
of  the  Valley.  As  is  set  forth  in  the  statement, 
there  are  many  reasons  why  the  proposed  route  should 
not  be  chosen,  and  many  reasons  why  other  routes  are 
more  advantageous.  In  addition,  there  are  grave 
shortcomings  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
regarding  the  proposed  routing. 


There  simply  is  no  reason,  when  alternate  and 
better  routes  exist,  to  disturb  the  lives  of  the 
faculty,  staff,  and  students  of  one  of  America  s  most 
unique  educational  institutions,  and  the  fragile 
environmental  setting  which  was  the  entire  reason 
for  locating  the  college  where  it  is. 


I  enclose  descriptive  materials  on  Deep 
Springs  College  which  should  indicate  the  enormity 
of  the  impact  which  the  proposed  project  would  have 
on  the  character  of  this  institution  and  on  the  lives 
of  its  inhabitants. 


Very  truly  yours, 


KAO :yr 
Enclosures 

CC:  John  E.  Mawby,  Ph.D. 


CONTINUED 


Response  to  Coanencs  received 
froa  Deep  Springs  College 
dated  October  26,  1975 


See  response  to  coanents  froa  Trustees  of  Deep  Springs  College,  October  6, 
1975. 


DEEP  SPRINGS  COLLEGE 

j£g  STSStCS.  CAlZTCtsrjL 

fCeZXL  ALWS25- 
VU  DTBfe  NEVADA  90CUI 

2k  October  1975 

213  Task  ?orce 

Alaska  Vztmral  Saw  Trarwpcrtaticr.  Systes 
See*  1533,  Bureau  of  lard  Wanageaegt  (302 j 
Department  of  ti*e  Interior 
Washington ,  D.C.  20240 

Gentle wee: 

please  add  the  folloviflg  to  27  previously  sabadtted  coaaiercs  s/r.  toe 
Draft  SIS. 


In  ny  previously  submitted  conaerrta,  it  refererce  to  toe  iir-gsgate-Ar.tlocb- 
Cajor  alternative,  I  ccatarec  the  39D-*iie  Antioch  to  laior.  segaer.i  with  the 
1120- wile  }Cir.gsga  te- Sa  jor.  propose..  Perhaps  this  was  ac.  avers tatere r. t ,  especially 
as  the  pi  pel  Ire  covparles  sees,  for  the  aoaest,  to  fears  tamed  to  the  .tar-field 
alternative.  Still ,  assua  1  tg  that  a  pipeline  to  C&jor.  aay  ever *. jail y  ^  constructed, 
sore  detailed  cowsarlwocs  would  sees  to  be  called  for. 


Pipeline  uileage  froa  Stanfield  to  Cajon  alor-g  the  proposed  route  appears  to 
be  approrinately  ?5G  tiles,  **6C  silei  sere  than  the  Art itov-Ca jor  rette .  I  cave 
attempted  to  gain  fros  the  Draft  ZI5  sose  idea  of  what  this  difference  sight 
■ear.  ir.  cost  and  resource  ccanitee-t ,  with  very  little  success. 


The  total  project  involves  6, 28C  wiles  of  pipeline  (p.  1-5/.  A  460-alls 
reduction  weald  be  about  7,3*  of  this  total.  The  only  cost  figure  I  car  find  ir. 
the  Draft  SIS  is  an  estisate  of  $9.57  billion  for  the  entire  project,  -r.ich  obvi¬ 
ously  includes  each  sore  than  just  pipeline  construction,  sc  this  pro  vices  no 
neans  of  determining  the  cost  of  pipeline  sileage.  in  a  discussion  wish  a  ScCa- 
representative,  I  was  give-  serve  figures  wfeicr.  indicated  an  average  cost  of 
$500,001  per  wile  for  pipeline  construction  in  California,  sc  1*.  night  be  reason¬ 
able  to  guess  that  one  Afltiscfa-Cajor.  alternative  would  provide  a  savin*,  of  about 
$230  all  lion  In  cons  tract  ion  costs,  land  acquisition  costs  ainht  reduce  this 
figure;  on  t he  ether  hand,  easier  access,  snipping ,  and  cons trt ct lor.  wight  increase  it. 

Table  7.C7.3-3  shows  a  coRSOuptlor/of  5.9  aillio-  tons  of  steel  in  the  pipeline 
as  proposed.  A  7.3^  redaction  would  rean  a  saving  of  430,000  tors.  This  is  clear./ 
an  overestimate,  as  it  does  not  take  in. to  account,  the  valuations  in  pipe  site  in 
different  segeent*  of  the  route,  but  it  still  indicates  sub*tartial  savings. 

Applying  t.ne  saae  percentage  to  the  figures  for  petroleua  resource  consumption,  in 
tbe  sane  Table  would  be  even  aore  -.trealistic,  but  it  is  evicent  that  tre  savin  3 
would  be  on  the  oner  of  several  will  lor,  gallons. 


^  Ky  point  is  not  so  seer,  that  the  figures  above  have  any  great  validity  in 
the -selves,  but  that  the  Draft  US  does  not  give  the  reader  any  better  -ay  to  rake 
co*par isors  between  alternatives.  This  is  a  serious  inadequacy  ir.  toe  accuser. t. 
The  final  US  should  net  only  include  rruch  aore  complete  er.viror.ee -5 cal  analyses 
of  thenar icus  alternatives,  xt  should  also  present  adequate  a.-alysis  ani  coaroar- 
iaons  of  the  economic  and  material  resource  costs  of  these  alternative*. 

Yours  sincerely. 


TBJEraOSCE  C7t*J  OEEP  S7VTSCS  SO  2  TCU.  STATIC V  John  i.  tevby 

CAUKSXIA  Acting  Director 


Response  to  Co^^ent s  received 
froa  Deep  Springs  College 
dated  October  26,  1975 


1.  The  Final  EIS  provides  a  such  aore  detailed  environmental  analysis 

of  the  various  alternatives.  The  Final  EJS  addresses  the  Kingseate  - 
Antioch  -  Los  Angeles  alternative  in  8. 1.5. 3,  page  610  of  the  Los 
Angeles  Volume. 


B80IHEHUI  RS32ASCS  CHAIHStAS: 

Janes  R.  Centorino 
Boscr  Chfega  Wesson  Obsevaov.  Weston.  Massacfise* 02793 

&iduattSc^aiAA«x:xcncfs 
Twecji^e  d'7  69*7-093 C 


November  10,  1975 


213  TA3Z  ?0ETZ 

Alaska  Natural  laa  Transt citation  System. 
Bureau  of  Land  Xanagsment  (302) 

U.3.  Tepartnent  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Gentlezen , 


I  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  St&t , 
ycra  .or  the  Alaska  Natural  las  Transportation  Syste: 


:ent  issued  by 
project . 


The  statement  appears 
and  re c emendation s : 


to  be  adequate  save  for  the  following  comments 


1. 


2. 


3. 


'^fj55h%headin?  °f  CLIKA?3  -vo->  stated  that  there  sriil  be  a 

l3  eoxpressor  station  turbines  with  erfcaus-.  arises  2 
7,200  saa/nr  of  oOO  ?  water  vapor.  In  order  to  remain  con^stnrt 

ra^oSrSatCSe^S:  tLi3  "**•  — •  — ^  -  j-taS’S? 

51  fT. tke  hf-iin5  Of  SUHAIS  you  have  stated  that  the  subsurface 
?etpere?-ures  iS2,^01^0  Lo3  ^Saies  will  carry  eas  at 

fundihg  of  greenhouses  along  the  surface  of  =“led  iSes 
hea.,  as  an  aid  to  agriculture  in  cold  citrates,  nay  also  be  ai 
al°“S  tte  traVer363  °f  tie  ^tern 

J‘o‘aMcT,l2^r5SI  °Laidi5-  the  decaying  economic  structure  of  the 
c-  -or  dtployrent,  e3teciallv  in  *na  few  Inal 

fISd  ??  p-uoiicized  sufficiently.  Sew"  England  has  suf- 

Any  adiid  incentive^2-  oLr^^icLl^e-t^rco*'— P^a*l0“‘ 


I 


Thank  you  for  your  cooperation. 


S51 


STANFORD  UNIVERSITY 

if  AM  OKI).  CAf  ll'OK.VlA  JM  >u . 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Boston  College,  Weston  Observatory 
dated  November  10,  1075 


mi'ARiMiNf  of  i'i  nun 
S.N..I  kI  I  ,„l, 


"  M  I  NNINM  RING 


August  27,  1975 


1.  Although  one  can  agree  with  the  need  for  innovative  actions 
to  conserve  and  productively  utilize  waste  heat  energy  from 
the  proposed  pipelines,  such  is  not  a  part  or  responsibility 
of  the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  process. 

2.  The  function  of  Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System  is  to 
produce  an  acceptable  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
proposed  or  alternative  systems  of  transporting  Arctic  natural 
gas.  It  is  not  an  appropriate  function  to  advise  on  economic 
gains  and  employment  opportunities,  but  to  direct  attention  to 
the  possible  impacts  in  these  areas,  as  is  done  in  the  Final  EIS. 


Assistant  Project  Manager 
l.niccd  Slates  Department  of  the  Interior 
bureau  ol  LjuJ  Mjnugcnenc 
Washington,  D.  c.  20740 

Pear  Hr.  Anderson; 

Last  January  we  wrote  you  about  our  research  on  a  , 

for  pet Tt'Ii'un,  in  the  /.retie.  Von  r.Ii'j  j".  J  .  d'V.lopnMM  of  „  „e„  „.thntl 
«...  to  the  nttontion  „f  °L Irl  ' J™  WuM 
letter  anti  Its  enclosures  a  pert  oi  1  he' puhll'clile.  ’  SUbJ,!‘;t  “nii  <V 

for  puhlhih*  CO  for  conoW.-rt.no. 

portntion  rel.nive  lo  tiw  otlil-r  ’.lie!  ■  d  =  tr.-.:,s- 

method  wrv  ,  "  ‘  alternatives.  As  you  can  see,  this 

We  would  appreciate  it  if  you  would  brine  Hll. 

prlate  perti..  .  .,„d  also  c.,lcr  n  i.t^iho  thc'  of  an.ro- 

POU  nvtj  lire  a  copy  of  the  Jl“„,  nln  n^V’,10  °"  *«•  «*!«».  If 
paper  is  hosed,  tills  ran  also  he  sent  to  you  '  ^  P‘  *'  1:oc,kcr  on  which  this 

Very  sincerely  yours, 

.  '  ,  ) 

Sullivan  S.  Marsdwi,  Jr. 

Professor 

/Jd 


cc:  hr.  P.  r.  Hooker 


An  Improved  Method  for  Transportation  of 
Oil  and  Cas  in  the  Arctic 

P.  K.  Hooker  and  S.  S.  Harsden 
Department  of  Petroleum  Engineering 
Stanford  University 


Transportation  of  crude  oil  and  natural  gas  from  Arctic  sources  to  markets 
in  temperate  climates  lias  been  a  subject  of  much  controversy  ever  since  Atlaatic- 
Richfield  discovered  the  Prod  hoc  Bay  field  in  1908. 

Because  of  permafrost,  the  Trans-Alaska  pipeline  (TAPS)  was  originally  pro¬ 
posed  to  be  constructed  above-ground  on  special  supports  for  about  10Z  of  Its 
length  of  789  miles,  at  a  total  construction  cost  of  §900  million.  After  a  multi¬ 
tude  of  hearings  and  delays,  the  line  is  now  designed  to  be  built  on  the  above¬ 
ground  supports  for  almost  half  Its  length,  at  an  estimated  construction  coat  of 
$6.4  billion.  Thus,  both  modifications  and  inflation  have  caused  an  lncren.se  of 
over  sevenfold  in  the  construction  cost  of  this  pipeline. 

Presently,  the  H’C  is  hearing  the  coses  for  transporting  natural  gas  from 
rruunoe  co  Lm‘  1°wur  torty-eignt  scares  via  oicner  Arctic  bass  propose*!  irans- 
Canadn  gas  pipeline  system  or  else  El  Paso's  Trans-Alaska  natural  gas  pipeline 
plus  LAG  tanker  system.  The  Arctic  Gas  pipeline  is  designed  to  traverse  Canada 
through  the  Mackenzie  River  valley  and  on  to  U.S.  markets.  This  system  has  r.n 
estimated  construction  cyst  of  about  $10  billion  and  operating  expense  of  about 
$1 . 00/MCF  of  natural  gns  t ran. ported.  The  El  Paso  pipeline  plus  I.NC  system  is 
designed  to  parallel  the  fi'.ins-Al.iska  pipeline  across  Alaska  and  on  to  Pt .  Grav- 
Ina.  There,  the  natural  gas  is  to  be  liquified  and  transport!*.!  by  LNG  tankers 
to  Pt.  Conception  in  Southern  California  where  it  would  be  rogasified.  this 
total  nypten  has  an  estimated  construction  cost  of  about  $6  billion  and  operating 
cxpen.se  of  about  $1.00  to  S1.15/MCF  of  natural  gns  transported. 

Tire  FI'A  Is  concerned  enough  with  tlu-  possible  delays  associated  with  approval 
of  one  of  these  projects,  so  that  ft  has  fumUd  a  project  at  the  Institute  for 
Energy  Analysis  at  Dak  Ridge,  Tennessee,  to  evaluate  an  alternate  method  of  trans¬ 
porting  both  the  crude  oil  and  natural  gas  in  tire  Trans-Alaska  pipeline.  The 
study  examines  the  potential  benefits  of  conversion  of  the  natural  gas  to  ■ eth¬ 
anol  al  Prudhnc  May  and  transporting  the  rvihunol  l*y  hatching  it  with  the  crude 
oil,  or  by  emulsifying  the  methanol  with  lire  crude  oil  at  the  proposed  TAPS 
operating  conditions.  However,  serious  handling,  problem*  would  occur  at  Valdez 
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for  either  system.  The  proposed  operating  temperature  of  the  TAPS  pipeline  is 
135-145*1’,  while  the  boiling  point  of  methanol  Is  148°K.  It  Is  obvious  that 
cither  method  of  transporting  lire  methanol  would  have  serious  boil-off  prob¬ 
lems  at  Valdez. 

During  th**  past  three  years  we  have  examined  a  method  for  transporting 
both  the  crude  oil  und  natural  gas  in  a  single  carrier.  The  system  is  referred 
to  an  j  cold  crude  all-in-methanol  dispersion  pipeline. 

Figure  1  is  a  schematic  drawing  of  the  proposed  system.  Thp  crude  oil  and 
natural  gas  would  be  produced  and  treated  in  stundard  oilfield  separators.  The 
natural  gas  is  then  directed  to  methanol  synthesis  plants  in  which  it  is  chemi¬ 
cally  converted  to  methanol  hy  a  well-known  synthesis  process.  The  methanol 
and  crude  oil  next  enter  dispersion  preparation  equipment;  in  this  a  stabilizing 
agent  is  first  added  to  the  methanol,  and  then  the  crude  oil  is  dispersed  in 
the  methanol.  (Physically  these  dispersions  are  something  like  crude  oil-in- 
waler  emulsions  except  that  methanol  replaces  the  water  as  the  continuous  phase.) 
This  crude  oil-in-methanoJ  (t'/M)  dispersion  is  cooled  to  temperatures  below  0°C 
and  can  then  be  pumped  through  an  entirely  buried  pipeline.  Re-cooling  of  t he 


0/M  dispersion  may  be  directly  loaded  into  ordinary  tankers  at  pipeline  teiminals 
and  sent  to  refineries,  where  it  can  be  separated  by  standard  distillation  tech¬ 
niques  into  its  two  major  components. 

There  are  both  ecologic  and  economic  advantages  to  such  a  system.  The 
pipeline  may  be  entirely  buried,  since  0/M  dispersions  arc  fluid  at  temperatures 
well  below  0°C.  Thus,  a  cold,  buried  pipeline  will  not  disturb  the  surrounding 
permafrost.  Also,  i  hurled  pipeline  is  more  stable  than  a  pipeline  supported 
above-ground  in  tin  event  of  a  seismic  disturbance,  such  as  those  which  have 
Occurred  in  Alaska  in  the  past.  A  hurled  pipeline  lias  less  visual  impact, 
is  iio  harrier  to  movement  and  migration  *f  people  and  animals,  and  is  less  sus¬ 
ceptible  to  malicious  mischief  than  one  above-ground. 

An  engineering  and  economic  feu  ibflity  study  of  such  a  transportation 
system  has  been  conducted.  Tills  ha.  been  based  on  nn  adaptation  ol  the  present 
design  of  Hie  TATS  pipeline,  that  is,  the  same  pipe  diameter  (.'.8"),  length  (."".'l 
lailin),  number  of  pumping  station  ,  etc.  were  used  in  the  study  as  an-  «all.d 
for  hy  TATS-.  This  approach  was  used  in  order  to  compare  our  method  of  li.m  ,  >it- 
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ing  oil  and  gus  with  the  other  methods,  and  because  we  could  then  use  what  cost 
data  is  already  available  in  the  literature  or  elsewhere.  It  docs  not  provide 
the  optimum  specifications  for  the  given  transportation  problem.  The  laboratory 
work  on  which  this  system  is  based  and  the  engineering  analysis  will  be  presented 
elsewhere;  only  the  results  of  the  economic  study  to  date  will  be  presented  here. 

For  this  transportation  system  the  entire  pipeline  can  be  burled  rather  than 
being  built  on  very  expensive  supports  above  the  ground  for  almost  half  of  Its 
length.  It  is  estimated  that  about  602  of  the  cost  of  the  TAPS  is  for  pipe  and 
installation  and  that  the  cost  of  above  ground  pipe  is  three  times  that  of  burled 
pipe.  Thus  there  is  a  major  cost  saving  here.  The  methanol  plants,  which  can 
be  built  on  concrete  barges,  towed  to  Prudhoe  Bay,  beached,  and  operated  on  the 
barges  ns  construction  pads,  are  a  major  cost  item.  Nixing  equipment  is  an  impor¬ 
tant  but  minor  cost  item.  Kef rigeration  units  urc  a  major  cost  item,  as  shall 
be  seen.  Savings  of  major  but  unknown  amounts  could  also  be  achieved  since  there 
would  be  no  need  for  costly  gas  injection  equipment  and  CO 2  removal  equipment. 

The  total  pumping  power  required  (409  Mhp)  is  similar  to  that  required  for  the 
2.0  NM  B/D  of  crude  oil  in  TAPS  (396  Mhp). 

The  physical  parameters  of  a  pipeline  system  based  on  702  oil  -  302  meth¬ 
anol  dispersion  flowing  at,  a  total  liquid  rate  of  2.00  MM  B/D  and  at  25°F  (— 4 *C) 
are  given  in  Table  1 . 

Table  1  Parameters  of  0/M  Dispersion  Transported 

in  a  Modified  TAPS 


Oil  Flow  Rate 
Methanol  Flow  Kale 
Total  Liquid  Flow  Kate 
F.ffectivc  Natural  Ons  Flow  Rate 
Chemical  Dispersing  Agent 


1.4  MM  B/D 
0.6  PM  B/D 
2.0  MM  B/D 

2.7  MMN  SCF/i) 
70  T/D 


The  natural  gas  flow  rate  of  2.7  M’tM  t'K/D  is  necessary  to  produce  600.000  ll/l) 
of  methanol.  Of  this  about  40.'.  (1.1  >""l  SCF/D)  would  be  solution  gas  and  the 
remainder  must  be  obtained  elsewhere.  The  K1  Paso  proposal  calls  for  3.3  >'MM 
SCF/P  and  so  It  appears  that  sut I lefent  gas  would  be  available  beyond  that  produced 
ns  solution  gas. 


To  date  only  two  dispersing  agents  have  been  found  to  work  to  our  satisfac¬ 
tion.  One  requires  a  minimum  concentration  of  0.1  lb/bbl  oil  while  the  other 
requires  a  minimum  concentration  of  0.4  lb/bbl  oil.  The  figure  in  Table  1  is 
obviously  based  on  the  former. 

The  increase  in  the  investment  required  for  a  modified  TAPS  line  carrying  a 
702  dispersion  in  methanol  is  given  In  Table  2. 

Table  2  Requirements  for  Modification  of  TAPS  Line  to 

Carry  a  702  0/M  Dispersion 


Burial  of  Pipeline  (saving) 

Methanol  Plants 

Refrigeration  Units  (89,100  hp) 

Mixers 

Thirty-five  mcihunol  plants,  each  having  a  capacity  of  2500  T/D.  are  esti¬ 
mated  to  cost  550MM  each  plus  30:.  tor  offsites.  There  is  a  trend  toward  larger 
plants  which  could  lead  to  economics  of  scale  which  are  noi  included  here.  Rcgrlg- 
eration  requirements  are  similar  to  those  for  the  El  Paso  system  and  so  these  cost.-, 
are  based  on  theirs.  Use  of  surplus  heat  from  the  methanol  synthesis  plants  in 
absorption  type  refrigeration  units  for  the  initial  cooling  could  reduce  this 
significantly.  Savings  on  these  two  major  items,  plus  those  on  the  gas  reinject l«n 
plants  mentioned  .ilove,  might  well  change  this  cost  significantly.  These  savings 
might  well  change  this  deficit  to  a  total  saving  because  of  the  very  high  cost  I 
construction  of  the  ahove-ground  pipeline. 

A  compnr 1 non  of  the  construction  costs  for  the  three  proprsed  transport.il  Ion 
systems  for  oil  plus  gas  is  more  interesting.  This  is  given  in  Table  3.  The 
first  two  are  lor  TAPS  plus  the  1.1  iMno  system  on  the  one  hand  ana  the  Arctic 
Gas  line  on  the  other,  while  the  third  Is  lor  the  O/M  line. 


Expenditure,  S‘P1 

(2,560.) 

2,275. 

458. 

2.7 

Total  176. 


Table  3 


Construction  Co.ts  of  Thru, 

Oil  and  Can  Transportation  Systems 


TAPS  -  El  Paso 
TAPS  -  Arctic  Cus 
0/M  Dispersion 


“V,n8  15  '"rough  th.  construction  of  a  sine,  „ 

components  rather  than  tun  single  line  for  1 

0/M  linfe  ls  bellcvcd  inUS‘  As  "°led  above-  the  figure  for 

nevcd  to  be  on  the  conservative  side. 

Next  we  shall  consider  the  operating  exnon«e«  r 
the  0/M  system,  a  122  1  for  the  three  systems. 

r  1  a  return  on  investment  20-v»o^ 

"-1  *■—  >«  -ra  assumed  along  Wt'h  t  .  h  T  ‘  ^  *  *' 

presents  th.  additional  exp.n.es  for  .  „rs  type  ' 


Table  4 


Operating  Expanses  of  a  Modified  TAPS  Lino 
Carrying  2.0  MM  ,/»  „f  4  70J 


Expense, 
S/MM  Btu 

1.004 

0.103 

0.093 

0.003 

0.057 

1.26 


Methanol  Plant 
Dispersant 
Refrigeration  Units 
Mixers 
Pumping 

"K3°  -  P'°"*Hy  h.  reduced  co.t,  ^  „  , 

cation  kindly  supplied  by  1C,  which  indtcies  an  r  r  ‘ 

.ethanol  plants,  a  r  .  fiy  “f Lcimc?  »f  ‘1* 

*•  •«»— ..  ■  u  r bo  achu' 

■ive  chenlen]  dlsper.lng  agents,  pcrh  ^  **U  “  *«> 

°n  *“'■  **  ~»“ow<l  above,  nhsnrp [  ( on- 1 vpc  ri.,rl  “  '°“U  ^ 

bear  rro.  .ethanol  nature  could  reduce  this  co.tTl””  T‘ 

19  cost  below  Chat  for  evapor 
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tion  type  units.  If  0/M  dispersions  can  be  burned  in 
can  simply  be  withdrawn  from  the  line  Itself. 

The  estimated  or  published  operating  expenses  for 
In  Table  5. 


turbines,  then  pumping  fuel 


the  three  systems  are  given 


Tablc  5  Estimated 

Transportation  Systems 


Operating  Expenses  for  Two  Cas 
and  Incremental  Operating  Expense  lor  th.  o/M 
Dispersion  System 


Arctic  Cas  Pipeline 
El  Paso  Cas  System 
0/M  Dispersion  System 


Operating  Expense, 
$/MM  Btu 

$1.00 

1.15 

1.26 


“  not  available  tor 

comparison.  g8causa  then,  esrlmat.a  have  been  made  by  different  gtoups  and  at 
different  times,  they  are  probably  nearly  equivalent. 

mttrr  comparison  can  be  made,  namely,  the  overall  energy 

.11  77  b  °f  ““  -‘1  coapenent 

made  because  parfona.ncc  for  the  crude  oil  component  1,  centrally  the 

r/:  011  CaSCS'’  ^  SyS""  *“»  *»»»  •  Part  o.  the  energy  put  Into 

.  th  the  remainder  used  for  pumping  and  rofrlgerntlon  and  the  one  case, 
chemical  conversion  ol  the  nntural  gas  to  methanol.  The  result,  of  this  compart- 
son  are  presented  in  Table  6. 


Table  6 


Energy  Efficiencies  of  the  Throe  Systems 


System  Efficiency. 

- 1 _ 

Arctic  Cas  Pipeline 

90.8 

El  Paso  Cas  System 
O/M  Dispersion  System 

58.7 


The  El  Paso  system  suffers  from  the  energy 
little  or  nothing  can  be  done  about  this. 


expense"  of  the  LNG  component  and 
Improved  efficiency  of  natural  gas 
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conversion  to  methanol  along  with  use  of  surplus  heat  for  absorption  refrigera¬ 
tion  could  both  Improve  the  energy  efficiency  of  the  0/M  system. 

Besides  the  energy  cost  of  operation  one  must  also  consider  the  energy  cost 
of  installation.  This  his  not  been  considered  In  any  detail  here,  but  if  one  t-  , 
assume  that  they  are  propnrllon.il  to  the  construction  costs  given  in  Table  J,  t 
a  significant  saving  for  the  0/M  system  over  the  other  two  Is  apparent. 

One  must  look,  however,  beyond  simply  the  energy  costs  of  transportal  ion  .mi -i 
to  the  end  uses  of  the  material  transported.  While  the  0/M  system  considered 
here  would  carry  1.4  MM  B/D  crude  oil,  additional  pumping  capacity  coulu  Incre.i 
this  to  about  1.6  MM  B/D  for  a  48"-d Inmcter  pipeline  and  still  be  within  sjle  ,  p.-.  - 
atlng  conditions.  There  does  seem  to  be  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the  West  Cos.;: 
of  the  U.S.  can  absorb  the  full  2.0  MM  B/D  now  or  in  the  near  future  and  so  this 
may  not  be  a  serious  limitation. 

There  would  appear  to  be  a  ready  market  for  the  natural  gas  from  either  tl.< 

El  Taso  or  the  Arctic  Cas  lines  at  significantly  higher  prices  than  current  dot - 
estlc  costs  but  perhaps  lower  ones  than  for  imported  Canadian  gas.  Who  wan  re.iilv 
Cell  what  gas  prices  are  likely  to  be  by  the  time  either  line  might  be  cor.pU-ti. 

Methanol  is  now  well-known  as  a  petrochemical  feedstock  and  as  a  solvent.  !' 
tins  been  used  cither  by  Itself  or  blended  with  gasoline  os  a  fuel  in  internal  • 
busLlon  engines,  lor  the  former  it  has  a  research  oct..ne  number  of  106  and  mot.  i 
octane  number  of  92  while  the  blending  octane,  number  of  the  latter  is  about  liiu. 
Although  the  literature  contains  conflicting  reports  on  its  efficiency  as  a  fuel 
and  on  problems  associated  with  Its  use,  there  is  general  agreement  that  it  1*  *  *  • 
to  lower  NOx  and  hydrocarbon  emissions  and  the  high  blending  octane  number  sui  ••  .t 
Its  use  as  a  tetraethyl  lead  substitute  in  gasoline.  This  major  potcnti.il  use  i>; 
methanol  in  vehicle  engined  warrants  support  ol  a  massive  research  effort  clsew 

Other,  less-known  uses  of  methanol  could,  with  proper  development,  load  in 
major  markets  for  this  substance.  It  has  been  successfully  tested  In  turli  .■cm-t 
lor-  and  thus  could  be  used  for  peak  load  shaving  when  other  fuels  arc  in  bail 
supply  lor  a  limited  period  <■!  lime.  I'u-l  '-•-11  -  have  been  operated  on  «,et!:.i->  : 
seme  tens  of  thousands  of  hours  in  twilit. try  installations.  The  develop'.'  i  nt  >•; 
cheaper  ones  should  receive  hlv.lt  pilnrliv  !"i  ur.c,  with  successful  result-,  » 
tricolly  driven,  low  nir  pellnt Ini  vehicles  could  replace  those  driven  1-v  iat.i 
combust  inn  engines,  at  lent  in  lil.rh  air  pollution  areas.  The  high  eft  let.  - 
motors  driven  by  fuel  eel  I-  relative  to  intern,  il  .  anbusllon  engines  would  ul  ■■ 
Improve  t  he  energy  efficiency  ol  the  ro:..b  in.-J  0/M  l  ranspor  tat  ion  system  plu 


utilization  system. 

Single  cell  protein  has  been  grown  on  methanol  as  a  nutrient  on  a  large  pilot 
plant  scale  in  EnO™'!.  pl»l  1»  construction.  Thus 

methanol  lulu  buhun  to  »akc  a  contribution  to  the  proble.  of  the  vorld’s  food 
shortage. 

It  is  apparent  that,  while  these  several  uses  of  methanol  can  make  mujor  con¬ 
tributions  to  the  energy  (and  food)  problems,  they  don't  help  the  natural  gas 
distribution  companies  who  want  and  need  gas  for  their  distribution  systems.  Only 
incentives  for  more  drilling  in  the  lower  forty-eight  states,  namely,  higher  field 
prices,  will  provide  this  gas  supply.  Paying  high  transportation  costs  (or  remote 
Arctic  gas  adds  unnecessarily  to  our  energy  bill. 

A  few  remarks  about  application  of  our  method  elsewhere  In  the  Arctic  might 
he  appropriate.  Mackenzie  Delta  gas  as  well  as  that  in  the  Canadian  Arctic  Isles 
would  appear  to  be  ideally  suiccd  for  this  method  in  somewhat  modified  form. 
Methanol  plants  could  again  be  brought  there  on  concrete  barges.  Ordinary  tankers, 
or  possibly  submarine  tankers,  carrying  methanol  might  be  an  easier  means  of  trans¬ 
porting  this  energy  source  than  the  pipeline  now  under  study.  A  smaller  pipeline 
fnr  mi.rhrinrtl  .W  fnr  nunnl  ea*  rmilrf  he  hi.iU  sn.trh  from  the  Mackenzie  River 
delta,  and  litis  could  also  easily  carry  the  crude  oil  so  far  discovered  in  dis¬ 
persed  form  in  the  methanol.  Sale  of  natural  gas  or  methanol  across  the  Alaskan 
border  without  the  necessity  of  constructing  a  long  pipeline  would  be  a  capital- 
saving  possibility. 

The  Arctic  areas  of  the  USSR  which  produce  gas  and  oil  offer  another  place 
for  potential  use.  The  barge  method  of  transporting  the  methanol  plants  might 
have  to  he  used  on  rivers  rather  than  on  the  ocean,  however.  Conversion  of 
natural  gas  to  meihanol  would  also  provide  go*  producing  areas  with  a  locally  pro¬ 
duced  vehicle  fuel  besides  that  put  In  pipelines.  Application  of  this  general 
approach  In  non-Arctic  areas  of  the  world  is  under  investigation. 

In  summary  then,  the  0/M  transportation  system  lor  the  Arctic  is  far  super¬ 
ior  to  the  combined  oil  and  gas  transput1  t.il  Ion  systems  I  rom  the  capital  invest¬ 
ment  standpoint.  Is  probably  comparable  in  operating  costs,  and  at  the  present 
time  is  somewhat  interior  from  the  energy  efficiency  standpoint.  We  believe  It 
merits  nddlllonnl  research  work  as  veil  as  serious  considurat ion  for  application 
in  many  places  In  the  Arctic. 
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Professor  Sullivan  S.  Marsden,  Jr. 

Stanford  University 
Stanford,  California  94305 

Dear  Professor  Marsden: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  August  27  with  which  you  enclosed  a  copy 
of  the  paper  entitled  "An  Improved  Method  for  Transportation  of  Oil  and 
Ga6  In  the  Arctic"  by  P.R.  Hooker  and  S.S.  Marsden. 

Your  material  will  he  useful  to  us  since  we  are  now  beginning  to  amend 
our  draft  envornnental  Impact  statement  (EIS).  We  are  providing  your 
material  to  our  writers  working  on  the  alternatives  section  and  will 
incorporate  it  into  our  public  file. 

If  we  can  be  of  assistance,  please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely  yours, 

CSgtfJ  Russefl  A.  Sou*en 

Russell  A.  Soulen 
Assistant  Project  Manager 
Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation 
System 


cc: 

Reading  File  -  Room  1539 
Hold  Copy 

Marge  Cooper  w/cy  incoming 

Public  file 

Noldan 

Soulen 

LLM:RASoulen:bjw: 9/4/75 
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Response  to  Comments  received 
from  Stanford  University 
dated  August  27,  1975. 


THE  FLORIDA  STATE  MUSEUM 
UNIVERSITY  OF  FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  SCIENCE 


the  florida 
state  museum 
museum  road 
university 
of  florida 
gaincsville 
32611 

904/392-1721 


October  15,  1975 


The  description  of  the  crude  oil-in-methanal  transportation 
system  provided  by  Professor  Marsden  was  incorporated  in  the 
Final  EIS  on  pages  123-126,  128  and  133-140  of  the  Alternatives 
Volume,  it  is  referred  to  briefly  on  pages  133-140  also. 


EIS  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Gas  Transportation  System 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  (302) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  deeply  disturbed  by  the  plans  that  propose  to 
construct  a  pipeline  through  Deep  Springs  Valley,  the 
Inyo  National  Forest,  Wyman  Canyon  and  the  Bristlecone 
Pine  forest,  opening  this  whole  area  to  Off-Road  Vehicles 

I  trust  you  will  give  higher  consideration  to  less 
destructive  routes  that  would  follow  already  existing 
major  highways  and  through  Kingsgate  to  Cajon. 

If  you  wish  further  information  from  me  feel  free 
to  ask  it. 


Si  David  Webb 

Curator  in  Vertebrate  Paleontology 
Professor  in  Zoology  and  Geology 
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r£ACHl\G/3ESSARCH/ScRVICE 

c'/i  Unlversiyot  Idaho 

ro.cw'Range/Wiij..re 

ColleyS  OT  Forestry , 

Fisnsfus/UtiiiMtion 

ante  jnc  Rang*  Sciences 

Responses  to  Comments  received 

# 

Moscow.  Idaho  83843 

from  the  University  of  Florida 

dated  October  15,  1975 

October  30,  1975 

See  response  to  connnents  from  Trustees  of  Deep  Springs  College, 
October  6,  1975. 


TO:  Bureau  of  State  Planning  and  Community  Affairs 

FROM:  John  H.  Ehrenreich,  Dean 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


We  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  of  the  Alaska  Natural 
Gas  Transportation  System.  This  is  tho  largest  impact  statement  (ov  either 
number  of  pages  or  just  weight)  we  have  ever  seen  —  for  whatever  that  means. 

The  part  relating  to  Idaho  can  be  most  easily  seen  in  Part  I  OVERVIEW,  Volume  1  of  1; 
specifically  pages  1-121,  126,  130,  134,  140,  145,  155,  158,  195,  203,  206,  223- 
224,  227,  234,  248,  273-274,  289,  298,  310-311,  338-339,  348-349,  362,  365-369, 
370-372,  374-376,  379-380,  384,  386,  389,  409,  416,  420-433,  473,  474-475,  484- 
485,  512,  513. 

Some  of  the  comments  or  statements  that  are  of  particular  concern  or  potential 
concern  to  Idaho  are: 

1)  On  page  203  it  says,  "The  proposed  pipeline  system  will  impact  a  wide  array 
of  plant  and  animal  communities.  A  detailed  discussion. . .is  not  within  the 
scope  of  this  overview."  One  wonders  then  why  not  with  the  many  thousands 
of  pages. 

2)  On  page  227  it  says,  "In  the  Canadian  Provinces  and  the  lower  48  States, 
major  changes  in  the  types  and  levels  of  economic  activity  are  not  seen." 

3)  Pages  273-274  relate  specifically  the  route  through  northern  Idaho.  Of 
concern  here  is  the  pipeline  along  the  Moyie  River,  a  potential  Wild  River. 

Also,  the  pipeline  will  pass  within  1/8  -  1/2  mile  of  developments  near 

Pend  Oreille  ana  Cocolalla  Lakes  and  near  the  residential  areas  of  Sandpoint  fl 
and  Bonners  Ferry. 
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4)  On  page  289  it  says,  "The  Moyie  River  road... has  severe  bridge  weight  limits." 
Shouldn't  they  then  build  a  new  bridge  (with  additional  impacts)  or  reroute 
the  whole  pipeline? 

5)  On  page  311  it  points  out  that  the  Moyie  and  Kootenai  Rivers  are  potential 
Wild  or  Scenic  Rivers.’  ' 

6)  Oil  puge  35S-559  it  points  out  that,  "...The  cleared  swath  through  the  trees 
along  the  present  pipeline  is  readily  seen  and  is  a  serious  detraction  to 

the  natural  qualities  of  the  region."  This  is  pointed  out  as  being  especially 
a  problem  in  northern  Idaho.  It  further  states  that  at  present  the  population 
interference  will  be  small  except  Spokane-Coeur  d'Alene  area  and  near 
San  Francisco. 
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7) 


On  pages  365-3o9  and  on  372  they  do  admit  that  construction  would  "change 
the  character  of  the  terrain"  and  cause  water  erosion  ana  increase  stream 
sediment.  This  could  be  critical  along  the  Moyie  River. 

8)  On  page  374  they  do  point  out  that  permanent  changes  in  vegetation  will  occur. 
This  should  have  further  study  in  Idaho. 

9)  On  page  376  they  also  admit  that  long-term  adverse  (destruction  of  critical 
habitats)  effects  could  occur  on  wildlife. 

10)  On  page  379  they  further  point  out  that  "impacts  on  fish  would  be  local"... 
and  range  from  "insignificant  to  serious".  Then  on  page  380  they  elaborate 
the  types  of  impacts  on  fisheries  and  say  that  increased  sediment  loading 
would  be  most  serious . 


11)  On  page  474  they  mention  that  the  pipeline  would  eliminate  a  substantial 
portion  of  potential  Wilderness  areas.  This  is  further  discussed  on 
pages  484-485  and  513. 

I  feel  that  the  above  comments  need  to  be  a  matter  of  record.  I  further  hope 
that  the  above  will  be  useful  to  you  in  deciding  Idaho's  reaction  to  the  draft 
impact  statement. 


John  H.  Ehrenreich 
Dean 


Responses  to  Comments  received 
from  the  University  of  Idaho 
dated  October  30,  1975 


1.  Impacts  on  plant  and  animal  communities  are  discussed  in  detail 
in  geographical  volumes.  (For  example,  see  Pages  271  and  274 
of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. ) 

2.  Comment  concerning  Moyie  River  was  considered  in  the  geograph¬ 
ical  volumes  and  lead  to  some  changes.  (For  example,  see 
Page  298  of  the  San  Francisco  Volume. 

3.  Comments  4  through  11  have  been  made  a  matter  of  record.  They 
will  be  considered  when  the  stipulations  are  developed  prior 
to  issuance  of  the  right-of-way  permit. 
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DESERT  RESEARCH  INSTITUTE 

University  of  Nevada  System 


Western  Studies  Center 


Reno.  Nevada  89507 
(702)  972-1658 


October  26,  1975. 


Response  to  Comments  received 
from  the  University  of  Nevada 
dated  October  26,  1975 


Only  recorded  archeological  sites  within  the  proposed  corridor  are 
listed  in  the  Final  EIS.  The  exact  location  of  sites  have  not 
been  given  to  provide  some  degree  of  security  from  vandalism, 
but  records  of  specific  locations  are  available  from  the  office  of 
the  appropriate  state  archeologist. 


E.I.S.  Task  Force 

Alaska  Natural  Transportation  System 
Room  1538 

Department  of  Interior 
Washington,  D.C.  20240 


Dear  Sirs, 

I  have  attended  both  public  hearings  on  the  natural  gas 
pipeline  held  in  Reno,  Nevada.  Although  public  response  was 
not  all  that  it  could  have  been, I  do  feel  that  certainly  a 
representative  member  from  most  schools  of  thought  were 
present  and  voicing  their  opinions. 

At  this  point  I  would  like  to  raise  some  points  which 
I  felt  should  not  be  spol.en  publicly.  I  have  strong  objections 
to  the  inclusion  of  very  specific  (i.e,  to  a  tenth  of  a  mile) 
site  locations  mentioned  in  the  text  of  the  draft  E.I.S. . 

While  I  only  read  the  Nevada  portions  of  the  report  I  would 
guess  that  this  is  the  policy  for  the  other  areas  under  study. 
Archaeological  sites  are  a  non-renewable  resource  and  should 
be  treated  with  much  di screti on,'  especi al ly  when  any  information 
is  included  in  public  documents.  If  at  all  possible  I  would 
urge  your  task  force  to  delete  any  specific  references  to 
archaeological  site  locations  throughout  the  final  E.I.S.. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration, 


Lucinda  Borchard 


cc:  E.I  Rowland,  State  Director,  BLM  Nevada 


Center  for  Water  Resources  Retea/eh 


Fleischmann  Atmospherium  Planetarium 


Laboratory  of  Atmospheric  Physics 
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